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Appendix A:  Glossary

Alternative: A set of objectives and strategies needed to
achieve refuge goals and the desired future
condition.

Biological Diversity: The variety of life forms and its processes,
including the variety of living organisms, the
genetic differences among them, and the com-
munities and ecosystems in which they occur.

Compatible Use: A wildlife-dependent recreational use, or any
other use on a refuge that will not materially
interfere with or detract from the fulfillment of
the mission of the Service or the purposes of the
refuge.

Comprehensive
Conservation Plan: A document that describes the desired future

conditions of the refuge, and specifies manage-
ment actions to achieve refuge goals and the
mission of the National Wildlife Refuge System.

Ecosystem: A dynamic and interrelated complex of plant and
animal communities and their associated
non-living environment.

Ecosystem Approach: A strategy or plan to protect and restore the
natural function, structure, and species composi-
tion of an ecosystem, recognizing that all compo-
nents are interrelated.

Ecosystem
Management: Management of an ecosystem that includes all

ecological, social and economic components that
make up the whole of the system.

Endangered Species: Any species of plant or animal defined through
the Endangered Species Act as being in danger
of extinction throughout all or a significant
portion of its range, and published in the Federal
Register.

Environmental
Assessment: A systematic analysis to determine if proposed

actions would result in a significant effect on the
quality of the environment.

Goals: Descriptive statements of desired future condi-
tions.
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Issue: Any unsettled matter that requires a manage-
ment decision. For example, a resource manage-
ment problem, concern, a threat to natural
resources, a conflict in uses, or in the presence of
an undesirable resource condition.

National Wildlife
Refuge System: All lands, waters, and interests therein adminis-

tered by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service as
wildlife refuges, wildlife ranges, wildlife man-
agement areas, waterfowl production areas, and
other areas for the protection and conservation
of fish, wildlife and plant resources.

Objectives: Actions to be accomplished to achieve a desired
outcome.

Preferred Alternative: The Service’s selected alternative identified in
the Draft Comprehensive Conservation Plan.

Scoping: A process for determining the scope of issues to
be addressed by a comprehensive conservation
plan and for identifying the significant issues.
Involved in the scoping process are federal,
state and local agencies; private organizations;
and individuals.

Species: A distinctive kind of plant or animal having
distinguishable characteristics, and that can
interbreed and produce young. A category of
biological classification.

Strategies: A general approach or specific actions to achieve
objectives.

Threatened Species: Those plant or animal species likely to become
endangered species throughout all of or a
significant portion of their range within the
foreseeable future. A plant or animal identified
and defined in accordance with the 1973 Endan-
gered Species Act and published in the Federal
Register.

Vegetation: Plants in general, or the sum total of the plant
life in an area.

Vegetation Type: A category of land based on potential or existing
dominant plan species of a particular area.

Watershed: The entire land area that collects and drains
water into a stream or stream system.
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Wetland: Areas such as lakes, marshes, and streams that
are inundated by surface or ground water for a
long enough period of time each year to support,
and that do support under natural conditions,
plants and animals that require saturated or
seasonally saturated soils.

Wildlife Diversity: A measure of the number of wildlife species in
an area and their relative abundance.

Wildlife-dependent
Recreational Use: A use of refuge that involves hunting, fishing,

wildlife observation and photography, or envi-
ronmental education and interpretation, as
identified in the National Wildlife Refuge
System Improvement Act of 1997.
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Appendix C:  Chronology of Events

RRRRRydell National Wydell National Wydell National Wydell National Wydell National Wildlife Refugeildlife Refugeildlife Refugeildlife Refugeildlife Refuge

1967 The first tract of land was purchased by Leonard Rydell
(Ramberg homestead).

1971 The house near the maintenance shop was built.

1972 The main house was built (Headquarters Office).

1974 The township roads were closed through abandonment proceed-
ings.

1985 The fish hatchery construction was completed and walleye
rearing began.

1985 Two hundred Canada geese were released on the property.

1986 A pair of mature trumpeter swans were released on the prop-
erty. Thirty-nine immature swans were kept on the property
until they were released at several northern Minnesota sites.

1988 176,000 conifer, hardwood and fruit bearing trees were planted
on the property.

1992 The Richard King Mellon Foundation purchased the property
and transferred it to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to be
managed as a national wildlife refuge.

1992 Bob Hiltner was hired as the first permanent full-time employee
of Rydell NWR.

1992 The first Polk County SWCD youth conservation tours were
conducted on the Refuge.

1992 The first volunteer began working on the Refuge.

1994 The first deer hunts were conducted on the Refuge to manage
the excessive deer population.

1995 Seventeen abandoned wells and three cisterns at old building
sites were capped.

1996 The first prescribed burn was conducted on the Refuge.

1996 The Friends of the Rydell Refuge Association was formed and
incorporated.
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1996 The former pool house was filled to convert the building into a
visitor center.

1996 The first open house was held on the Refuge with 290 people
attending.

1996 With the help of volunteers, the Refuge Visitor Center first
opened to the public.

1996 The first deer hunt for persons with disabilities was conducted
on the Refuge.

1996 A youth deer hunting skills training program and youth deer
hunt were initiated.

1997 The Minnesota State Legislature provided $200,000 to the
Friends of Rydell Refuge Association to make Refuge facilities
accessible.

1998 Volunteers began forest restoration with replanting on 20 acres.

2000 Refuge visitation surpassed the 5,000 mark for the first time.
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Rydell National Wildlife Refuge Draft CCP

Bagley Public Library
21 Main Ave. North
Bagley, MN 56621

East Grand Forks Public Library
223 2nd Avenue Northwest
East Grand Forks, MN 56721

Grand Forks Public Library
2110 Library Circle
Grand Forks, ND 58206

Polk County Library
Fertile Branch
212 Mill Street North
Fertile, MN 56540

Crookston Public Library
110 North Ash
Crookston, MN 56716

Fosston Public Library
405 North Foss
Fosston, MN 56542

McIntosh Public Library
McIntosh, MN 56556

Red Lake Falls Public Library
109 Main Avenue Southwest
Red Lake Falls, MN 56750
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Appendix C: RONS and MMS
Refuge Operation Needs System List (RONS)

RONS Project Cost Summary – Refuge Project Priorities

The projects are prioritized based on the likelihood and potential impact of the project.

RONS No.RONS No.RONS No.RONS No.RONS No. Strategy No.Strategy No.Strategy No.Strategy No.Strategy No. Project DescriptionProject DescriptionProject DescriptionProject DescriptionProject Description First YFirst YFirst YFirst YFirst Yearearearearear
NeedNeedNeedNeedNeed

98006 1.3.1 Native prairie establishment $114,000
and maintenance

00017 1.3.1 Native prairie establishment $119,000
and maintenance

98012 5.4.2 Increase administrative $55,000
capabilities

00011 5.4.1 Minimum refuge operations $53,000
needs

00012 5.3.1 Remove waterfowl hazard $76,000

00006 5.2.1 Hire resource specialist $129,000
with law enforcement

99001 2.2.1-4 Restoration of diving $35,000
duck habitat

00005 1.3.1 Harvest of native prairie $31,000
seed for restoration work

98007 4.1.1 Development of education/ $40,000
interpretation programs

98008 4.4.1 Improve visitor accommo- $82,000
dations

00001 4.4.1 Develop exhibits and inter- $31,000
pretive information for
trail system

00004 4.3.2 Develop watchable wildlife $348,000
auto tour route

98013 1.1.7 Conversion of old home sites $102,000
to wildlife habitat

00008 1.2.1 Restore drained wetland basins $38,000
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RONS No.RONS No.RONS No.RONS No.RONS No. Strategy No.Strategy No.Strategy No.Strategy No.Strategy No. Project DescriptionProject DescriptionProject DescriptionProject DescriptionProject Description First YFirst YFirst YFirst YFirst Yearearearearear
NeedNeedNeedNeedNeed

00009 1.8.2 Develop geographic infor- $33,000
mation database

00010 4.2.3 Construct accessible inter- $61,000
pretive bog walk

00016 5.1.1 Construct restroom facility $94,000
for visitors center

98001 5.1.2 Construct fuel and chemical $75,000
storage building

98010 1.8.1 Expand biological community $143,000
identification and numeration

00007 2.1.3 Evaluate aquatic resources $36,000
and water quality

00002 4.1.1. Create audiovisual program $46,000
for visitor center

98009 1.5.1 Promote artificial nest $20,000
structure program

00003 5.4.2 Purchase office furniture $20,000

00014 1.4.1 Conservation farming $80,000
demonstration program
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MammalsMammalsMammalsMammalsMammals

Arctic Shrew Sorex arcticus
Masked Shrew Sorex cinereus
Northern Water Shrew Sorex palustris
Pygmy Shrew Sorex hoyi
Shorttail Shrew Blarina brevicauda
Starnose Mole Condylura cristata
Little Brown Myotis Myotis lucifugus
Keen’s Myotis Myotis keenii
Silver-haired Bat Lasionycteris noctivagans
Big Brown Bat Eptesicus fuscus
Red Bat Lasiurus borealis
Hoary Bat Lasiurus cinereus
Eastern Cottontail Sylvilagus floridanus
Snowshoe Hare Lepus americanus
Whitetail Jackrabbit Lepus townsendii
Woodchuck Marmota monax
Eastern Fox Squirrel Sciurus niger
Eastern Gray Squirrel Sciurus carolinensis
Red Squirrel Tamiasciurus hudsonicus
Northern Flying Squirrel Glaucomys sabrinus
Thirteen-lined Ground Squirrel Spermophilus tridecemlineatus
Least Chipmunk Tamias minimus
Eastern Chipmunk Tamias striatus
Beaver Castor canadensis
White-footed Mouse Peromyscus leucopus
Deer Mouse Peromyscus maniculatus
Meadow Jumping Mouse Zapus hudsonius
Boreal Redback Vole Clethrionomys gapperi
Meadow Vole Microtus pennsylvanicus
Prairie Vole Microtus ochrogaster
House Mouse Mus musculus
Plains Pocket Gopher Geomys bursarius
Norway Rat Rattus norvegicus
Muskrat Ondatra zibethicus
Least Weasel Mustela nivalis
Longtail Weasel Mustela frenata
Shorttail weasel Mustela erminea
Mink Mustela vison
River Otter Lutra canadensis
Raccoon Procyon lotor
Striped Skunk Mephitis mephitis
Spotted Skunk Spilogale putorius
Porcupine Erethizon dorsatum
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Badger Taxidea taxus
Red fox Vulpes vulpes
Coyote Canis latrans
Gray Wolf Canis lupus
Black Bear Ursus americanus
Bobcat Lynx rufus
Whitetail deer Odocoileus virginianus
Moose Alces alces

Reptiles and AmphibiansReptiles and AmphibiansReptiles and AmphibiansReptiles and AmphibiansReptiles and Amphibians

Snapping turtle Chelydra serpentina
Western Painted Turtle Chrysemys picta belii
Smooth Green Snake Liochlorophis vernalis
Northern Red-bellied Snake Storeria occipitomaculata occipitomaculata
Plains Garter Snake Thamnophis radix
Red-sided Garter Snake Thamnophis sirtalis parietalis
Northern ribbon snake Thamnophis suaritus
Mudpuppy Necturus maculosus
Eastern Tiger salamander Ambystoma tigrinum
American Toad Bufo americanus
Canadian Toad Bufo hemiophrys
Great Plains Toad Bufo cognatus
Northern Spring Peeper Pseudacris crucifer crucifer
Boreal Chorus Frog Pseudacris triseriata
Gray Treefrog Hyla versicolor
Swamp Tree Frog Pseudacris nigrita.
Wood Frog Rana sylvatica

ButterfliesButterfliesButterfliesButterfliesButterflies

Dusted Skipper Atrytonopsis hianna
Dun Skipper Euphyes vestris
Delaware Skipper Anatrytone logan
Dakota Skipper Hesperia dacotae
Northern Broken-Dash Wallengrenia egeremet
Peck’s Skipper Polites peckius
Tawny-edged Skipper Polites themistocles
Long Dash Polites mystic
Poweshiek Skipperling Oarisma poweshiek
Common Checkered-Skipper Pyrgus communis
Dreamy Duskywing Erynnis icelus
Black Swallowtail Papilio polyxenes
Checkered White Pontia protodice
Cabbage White Pieris rapae
Alfalfa Butterfly Colias eurytheme
Common Sulphur Colias philodice
Purplish Copper Lycaena helloides
Melissa Blue Lycaeides melissa
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Viceroy Limenitis archippus
Red Admiral Vanessa atalanta
Painted Lady Vanessa cardui
Mourning Cloak Nymphalis antiopa
Pearl Crescent Phyciodes tharos
Harris’ Checkerspot Chlosyne harrisii
Silvery Checkerspot Chlosyne nycteis
Silver-bordered Fritillary Pieris rapae
Regal Fritillary Speyeria idalia
Great Spangled Fritillary Speyeria cybele
Aphrodite Fritillary Speyeria aphrodite
Variegated Fritillary Euptoieta claudia
Monarch Butterfly Danaus plexippus
Eyed Brown Satyrodes eurydice
Inornate Ringlet Coenonympha inornata
Common Wood Nymph Cercyonis pegala

Source for scientific names:

Opler, Paul A., Harry Pavulaan, and Ray E. Stanford (coordinators). 1995.
Butterflies of North America. Jamestown, ND: Northern Prairie Wildlife Re-
search Center Home Page. http://www.npwrc.usgs.gov/resource/distr/lepid/
bflyusa/bflyusa.htm (Version 17AUG2000).

The following table was compiled from four sources – the Refuge’s bird list (first
six columns); the January 1999 edition of the Region 3 Fish & Wildlife Resource
Conservation Priorities (last column); Minnesota’s List of Endangered, Threat-
ened, and Special Concern Species (last column).  Leslie Peterson, Biologist for
Detroit Lakes Wetland Management District, completed the entries for “Poten-
tial Benefit by Habitat Objectives” columns from his professional knowledge,
experience, and judgment.



Species 

(Bold indicates species that are
abundant or common on the refuge

for at least part of the year)

Nested
on

refuge
recently

Status On
Refuge

Potential Benefit by
Habitat Objectives

(Habitat used regularly for
food, nesting, or cover)

Status In Region
and State

a - abundant: a common species that is
very numerous
c - common: certain to be seen or heard
in suitable habitat, not in large numbers
u - uncommon: present, but not always
seen
o - occasional: seen only a few times
during the season
r - rare: seen every two to five years

1 2 3 4 R3 - Region 3 Conservation
Priority
SMC - Species of Mgt.
Concern
SSC- State Special Concern
ST - State Threatened
SE - State Endangered
T - Federal Threatened
E - Federal Endangered
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Birds With Special Regional Status

Common Loon Y c c o    f,c    R3,SMC   

Horned Grebe r r f,c ST

American White Pelican r r r    f,c  SSC

Double-crested Cormorant o o o    f,c    R3 

American Bittern o o o      f,c      R3,SMC  

Snow Goose r  r     f,c c f R3     

Canada Goose (giant race) Y a a a o    f,n,c c f R3       

Canada Goose (EPP) c o c    f,c c f  R3        

Trumpeter Swan Y c c u     f,n,c  R3,SMC,ST

Wood Duck Y c c c f,n,c     R3

American Black Duck r r r f,c f,c f R3

Mallard Y c c c r f,n,c f,n,c f R3

Blue-winged Teal  u u u     f,c c f R3    

Northern Pintail r  r     f,c   c  f R3 

Canvasback o r o    f,c  R3

Lesser Scaup   u r u  f,c       R3

Bald Eagle u u u r f,n,c f f  f R3,T,SSC

Northern Harrier   u u u  n,c f f  f R3, SMC

Northern Goshawk  Y       r f,c f f  f R3, SMC

Peregrine Falcon r r f ,c f f f  R3,E,ST



Species
(Bold indicates species that are

abundant or common on the refuge
for at least part of the year)

Nesting?
Status on Refuge

(See top of table for codes)
Potential Benefit

f=food, n=nesting, c=cover Status in Region
and State

(See top for codes)Y=Yes Sp S Fall W Forest Wet. Grass. Crop

Upland Sandpiper o o o    f,c         R3, SMC

American Woodcock  o o o  f,n,c f,c       R3

Franklin’s Gull u u    f,c    SSC

Common Tern u o u    f,c R3,SMC,ST

Forester’s Tern u o u      f,c SSC

Black Tern u o u f,c R3,SMC

Yellow-billed Cuckoo r r r f,c           R3,SMC    

Northern Flicker u o u r f,c         R3,SMC

Acadian Flycatcher r r r  f,c SSC

Sedge Wren Y u c u    f,n,c R3,SMC

Veery o r r f,c R3,SMC

Chestnut-sided Warbler u o u f,c           R3,SMC

Field Sparrow o o o  f,c f,c f,c R3,SMC

Grasshopper Sparrow o o f,c f,c f,c R3,SMC

Bobolink Y u c u    f,c f,n,c f,n,c R3,SMC

Eastern Meadowlark r r r         f,c f,c R3,SMC

Birds Currently Not on Regional Lists

Pied-billed Grebe Y u u u         f,n,c           

Eared Grebe r  r      f,c       

Red-necked Grebe o o o f,c

Great blue Heron c c u    f,c    

Green Heron  o o o     f,c      

Tundra Swan r r    f,c      

Green-winged Teal o o o f,c  c f,c

Northern Shoveler o r r f,c c

Gadwall o o f,c c f,c

American Wigeon o o          f,c c  f,c

Redhead  o r o    f,c    

Ring-necked Duck u o u    f,c             

Greater Scaup r r f,c



Species
(Bold indicates species that are

abundant or common on the refuge
for at least part of the year)

Nesting?
Status on Refuge

(See top of table for codes)
Potential Benefit

f=food, n=nesting, c=cover Status in Region
and State

(See top for codes)Y=Yes Sp S Fall W Forest Wet. Grass. Crop

Common Goldeneye u r u     f,c       

Bufflehead u r u     f,c       

Ruddy Duck r r f,c

Hooded Merganser Y o o o n f,n,c      

Common Merganser o  o  f,c     

Red-breasted Merganser o 0    f,c     

Turkey Vulture r  r f,c  f      f f

Osprey r r r f,c f f f

Sharp-shinned Hawk o o o r f,c f f f

Cooper’s Hawk Y o o o r f,n,c f f f

Red-tailed Hawk Y c c c  f,n,c f     f f

Rough-legged Hawk r r  f,c f    f f

Golden Eagle r f,c f f f

American Kestrel o o o  f,c f f f

Merlin r r f,c f f f

Virginia Rail  o o r    f,c 

Sora Y u c o    f,n,c

American Coot  u o u   f,c      

Sandhill Crane o o c f,c

Killdeer Y c u u   f,n,c f,n,c

Spotted Sandpiper  o o o    f,c 

Common Snipe r r r    f,c  

Bonaparte's Gull u u       f,c     

Ring-billed Gull u u u        f,c          

Herring Gull r  r     f,c       

Rock Dove Y c c o o f f,c

Mourning Dove Y c c c  f,n,c         f,c f,c

Black-billed Cuckoo  u o o f,c       

Great-horned Owl  u u u o f,c  f  f f  

Barred Owl  o o o o f,c f  f f   



Species
(Bold indicates species that are

abundant or common on the refuge
for at least part of the year)

Nesting?
Status on Refuge

(See top of table for codes)
Potential Benefit

f=food, n=nesting, c=cover Status in Region
and State

(See top for codes)Y=Yes Sp S Fall W Forest Wet. Grass. Crop

Snowy Owl r r f,c f f f

Common Nighthawk o o o f,c   f f f

Whip-poor-will r r r f,c f f f

Chimney Swift r r r f,c f   f f 

Ruby-throated Hummingbird Y u c c f,n,c  f,c f,c

Belted Kingfisher  u u u c f,c   

Yellow-bellied Sapsucker Y o u u  f,n,c             

Downy Woodpecker Y c u u c f,n,c             

Hairy Woodpecker Y u u u u f,n,c          

Pileated Woodpecker Y u o o u f,n,c

Eastern Wood-Pewee  u c c f,c    f f f

Least Flycatcher Y u c c f,n,c f   f f

Eastern Phoebe Y c c c f,n,c f   f f,n,c

Great Crested Flycatcher Y u c u f,n,c  f     f f,n,c

Western Kingbird r f,c f f f,c

Eastern Kingbird  u u u f,c f   f f,c

Horned Lark  u u u         f,c f,c

Purple Martin r r f f f f,c

Tree Swallow Y c a a f,n,c f   f f,n,c

Northern Rough-winged Swallow  o o o f,c f   f f,c

Bank Swallow Y u o u f,n,c f   f f,n,c

Cliff Swallow Y u u u f,n,c f f f,n,c

Barn Swallow Y c a c f,n,c f   f f,n,c

Blue Jay Y c c c c f,n,c f      f f,n,c

Black-billed Magpie o o o r f,c f f f,c

American Crow Y c c c o f,n,c  f f f,n,c

Common Raven r r f,c f f f,c

Black-capped Chickadee Y o c c a f,n,c  f f,n,c

Red-breasted Nuthatch o r o o f,c

White-breasted Nuthatch Y c c c c f,n,c         



Species
(Bold indicates species that are

abundant or common on the refuge
for at least part of the year)

Nesting?
Status on Refuge

(See top of table for codes)
Potential Benefit

f=food, n=nesting, c=cover Status in Region
and State

(See top for codes)Y=Yes Sp S Fall W Forest Wet. Grass. Crop

Brown Creeper  o r o o f,c          

House Wren Y u c u f,n,c       f,n,c

Marsh Wren Y u c u    f,n,c f,c f,c

Golden-crowned Kinglet r r f,c     f,c

Ruby-crowned Kinglet o o f,c      f,c

Eastern Bluebird Y u c u f,n,c      f,c f,n,c

Swainson's Thrush o o f,c     f  

Hermit Thrush o o f,c      f  

American Robin Y c c c  f,n,c       f,c f,n,c

Gray Catbird Y u c u f,n,c      f,c f,n,c

Brown Thrasher Y u u u f,n,c      f,c f,n,c

Bohemian Waxwing r r f,c f f,c

Cedar Waxwing Y u u u o f,n,c     f f,n,c

Ring-necked Pheasant r r r r    f,c f,c f,c

Ruffed Grouse Y o u u u f,n,c

Northern Shrike r o f,c f f f,c

European Starling  r r r r f,c    f f,c

Solitary Vireo o r o f,c f,c

Yellow-throated Vireo Y u o u f,n,c       f,n,c

Warbling Vireo  u o u f,c       f,c

Philadelphia Vireo o r o f,c f,c

Red-eyed Vireo Y u c u f,n,c       f,n,c

Tennessee Warbler o r o f,c      f,c

Orange-crowned Warbler o o f,c f,c

Nashville Warbler o r o f,c       f,c

Northern Parula o o f,c f,c

Yellow Warbler Y c c c f,n,c       f,n,c

Magnolia Warbler o o f,c     f,c

Cape May Warbler o o f,c     f,c

Yellow-rumped Warbler u u f,c f,c
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Black-throated Green Warbler o o f,c        f,c

Blackburnian warbler o o f,c     f,c

Pine Warbler o o f,c     f,c

Palm Warbler o o f,c f,c

Bay-breasted Warbler o o f,c       f,c

Blackpoll Warbler o o f,c  f,c

Black-and-white Warbler o r o f,c          f,c

American Redstart  o r o f,c            f,c

Ovenbird Y c c c f,n,c           f,n,c

Connecticut Warbler r r f,c           f,c

Mourning Warbler r r f,c       

Common Yellowthroat Y u c u f,n,c f,n,c f,n,c f,n,c

Wilson's Warbler o o f,c   f,c   f,c

Canada Warbler o o f,c      f,c

Scarlet Tanager Y u o o f,n,c            f,n,c

Rose-breasted Grosbeak Y u o o f,n,c          f,n,c

Rufous-sided Towhee o o f,c f,c

Pine Grosbeak r r f,c

Evening Grosbeak r r f,c

Blue Grosbeak r f,c

Indigo Bunting  u o o f,c          f,c

Snow Bunting r   r             f,c

American Tree Sparrow r r r f,c f,c f,c f,c

House Sparrow Y c c c c f,n,c f,n,c f,c f,n,c

Chipping sparrow Y c a c        f,c f,n,c

Clay-colored Sparrow Y c a c f,n,c f,c f,n,c

Vesper Sparrow Y c c u f,n,c     f,c f,n,c

Savannah Sparrow Y c c u         f,c f,n,c

LeConte’s Sparrow o r o f,c f,c  

Sharp-tailed Sparrow r r r f,c f,c
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Fox Sparrow o o f,c        

Song Sparrow Y c c c f,n,c f,c f,c f,n,c

Lincoln's Sparrow r r f,c f,c f,c f,c

Swamp Sparrow    u o u    f,c f,c f,c

White-throated Sparrow u r u f,c      f,c

White-crowned Sparrow o  o f,c f,c  f,c f,c

Harris’ Sparrow o o f,c f,c f,c f,c

Dark-eyed Junco o o r f,c    f,c f,c

Western Meadowlark u o u     f,c f,c

Red-winged Blackbird Y a a a r    f,n,c   f,n,c

Yellow-headed Blackbird o o f,c

Rusty Blackbird r r r f,c      f,c

Brewer’s Blackbird r r r f,c

Common Grackle  c u c            f,c  

Brown-headed Cowbird  c u c              f,c

Orchard Oriole r r f,c f,c

Northern Oriole Y u u u f,n,c          f,c

Purple  Finch u u u u f,c

House Finch o o o o f,c

Red Crossbill r  r f,c

White-winged Crossbill r r f,c

Common Redpoll r r f,c f,c

Hoary Redpoll r r f,c f,c

Pine Siskin o o o o f,c

American Goldfinch Y c c c o f,n,c       f,n,c
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Rivers and Harbor Act (1899) (33 U.S.C. 403):  Section 10 of this Act requires the
authorization by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers prior to any work in, on, over, or
under a navigable water of the United States.

Antiquities Act (1906): Authorizes the scientific investigation of antiquities on Federal
land and provides penalties for unauthorized removal of objects taken or collected
without a permit.

Migratory Bird Treaty Act (1918):  Designates the protection of migratory birds as a
Federal responsibility. This Act enables the setting of seasons, and other regulations
including the closing of areas, Federal or non-Federal, to the hunting of migratory birds.

Migratory Bird Conservation Act (1929): Establishes procedures for acquisition by
purchase, rental, or gift of areas approved by the Migratory Bird Conservation Commis-
sion.

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (1934), as amended: Requires that the Fish and
Wildlife Service and State fish and wildlife agencies be consulted whenever water is to be
impounded, diverted or modified under a Federal permit or license.  The Service and
State agency recommend measures to prevent the loss of biological resources, or to
mitigate or compensate for the damage.  The project proponent must take biological
resource values into account and adopt justifiable protection measures to obtain maxi-
mum overall project benefits.  A 1958 amendment added provisions to recognize the vital
contribution of wildlife resources to the Nation and to require equal consideration and
coordination of wildlife conservation with other water resources development programs.
It also authorized the Secretary of Interior to provide public fishing areas and accept
donations of lands and funds.

Migratory Bird Hunting and Conservation Stamp Act (1934): Authorized the opening of
part of a refuge to waterfowl hunting.

Historic Sites, Buildings and Antiquities Act (1935), as amended: Declares it a national
policy to preserve historic sites and objects of national significance, including those
located on refuges.  Provides procedures for designation, acquisition, administration, and
protection of such sites.

Refuge Revenue Sharing Act (1935), as amended: Requires revenue sharing provisions
to all fee-title ownerships that are administered solely or primarily by the Secretary
through the Service.

Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act, 1940

Transfer of Certain Real Property for Wildlife Conservation Purposes Act (1948):
Provides that upon a determination by the Administrator of the General Services Admin-
istration, real property no longer needed by a Federal agency can be transferred without
reimbursement to the Secretary of Interior if the land has particular value for migratory
birds, or to a State agency for other wildlife conservation purposes.

Appendix G:    Compliance Requirements
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Federal Records Act (1950): Directs the preservation of evidence of the government’s
organization, functions, policies, decisions, operations, and activities, as well as basic
historical and other information.

Fish and Wildlife Act (1956): Established a comprehensive national fish and wildlife
policy and broadened the authority for acquisition and development of refuges.

Refuge Recreation Act (1962): Allows the use of refuges for recreation when such uses
are compatible with the refuge’s primary purposes and when sufficient funds are avail-
able to manage the uses.

Wilderness Act (1964), as amended: Directed the Secretary of Interior, within 10 years,
to review every roadless area of 5,000 or more acres and every roadless island (regard-
less of size) within National Wildlife Refuge and National Park Systems and to recom-
mend to the President the suitability of each such area or island for inclusion in the
National Wilderness Preservation System, with final decisions made by Congress.  The
Secretary of Agriculture was directed to study and recommend suitable areas in the
National Forest System.

Land and Water Conservation Fund Act (1965): Uses the receipts from the sale of
surplus Federal land, outer continental shelf oil and gas sales, and other sources for land
acquisition under several authorities.

National Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act (1966), as amended by the Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act (1997)16 U.S.C. 668dd668ee. (Refuge
Administration Act):  Defines the National Wildlife Refuge System and authorizes the
Secretary to permit any use of a refuge provided such use is compatible with the major
purposes for which the refuge was established. The Refuge Improvement Act clearly
defines a unifying mission for the Refuge System; establishes the legitimacy and appro-
priateness of the six priority public uses (hunting, fishing, wildlife observation and
photography, or environmental education and interpretation); establishes a formal
process for determining compatibility; established the responsibilities of the Secretary of
Interior for managing and protecting the System; and requires a Comprehensive Conser-
vation Plan for each refuge by the year 2012. This Act amended portions of the Refuge
Recreation Act and National Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act of 1966.

National Historic Preservation Act (1966), as amended: Establishes as policy that the
Federal Government is to provide leadership in the preservation of the nation’s prehis-
toric and historic resources.

Architectural Barriers Act (1968): Requires federally owned, leased, or funded buildings
and facilities to be accessible to persons with disabilities.

National Environmental Policy Act (1969): Requires the disclosure of the environmen-
tal impacts of any major Federal action significantly affecting the quality of the human
environment.

Uniform Relocation and Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act (1970),
as amended: Provides for uniform and equitable treatment of persons who sell their
homes, businesses, or farms to the Service.  The Act requires that any purchase offer be
no less than the fair market value of the property.
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Clean Air Act, 1970

Endangered Species Act (1973): Requires all Federal agencies to carry out programs for
the conservation of endangered and threatened species.

Rehabilitation Act (1973): Requires programmatic accessibility in addition to physical
accessibility for all facilities and programs funded by the Federal government to ensure
that anybody can participate in any program.

Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act (1974): Directs the preservation of historic
and archaeological data in Federal construction projects.

Fishery (Magnuson) Conservation and Management Act, 1976

Clean Water Act (1977): Requires consultation with the Corps of Engineers (404 permits)
for major wetland modifications.

Surface Mining Control and Reclamation Act (1977) as amended (Public Law 95-87)
(SMCRA): Regulates surface mining activities and reclamation of coal-mined lands.
Further regulates the coal industry by designating certain areas as unsuitable for coal
mining operations.

Executive Order 11988 (1977): Each Federal agency shall provide leadership and take
action to reduce the risk of flood loss and minimize the impact of floods on human safety,
and preserve the natural and beneficial values served by the floodplains.

Executive Order 11990: Executive Order 11990 directs Federal agencies to (1) minimize
destruction, loss, or degradation of wetlands and (2) preserve and enhance the natural
and beneficial values of wetlands when a practical alternative exists.

Executive Order 12372 (Intergovernmental Review of Federal Programs): Directs the
Service to send copies of the Environmental Assessment to State Planning Agencies for
review.

Executive Order 11644, Use of Off-Road Vehicles on Public Land

Executive Order 12962, Recreational Fisheries

Executive Order 13084, Consultation/Coordination with Tribal Governments

Executive Order 11987, Exotic Organisms

American Indian Religious Freedom Act (1978): Directs agencies to consult with native
traditional religious leaders to determine appropriate policy changes necessary to protect
and preserve Native American religious cultural rights and practices.

Fish and Wildlife Improvement Act (1978): Improves the administration of fish and
wildlife programs and amends several earlier laws including the Refuge Recreation Act,
the National Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act, and the Fish and Wildlife Act
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of 1956.  It authorizes the Secretary to accept gifts and bequests of real and personal
property on behalf of the United States.  It also authorizes the use of volunteers on
Service projects and appropriations to carry out a volunteer program.

Archaeological Resources Protection Act (1979), as amended: Protects materials of
archaeological interest from unauthorized removal or destruction and requires Federal
managers to develop plans and schedules to locate archaeological resources.

Federal Farmland Protection Policy Act (1981), as amended: Minimizes the extent to
which Federal programs contribute to the unnecessary and irreversible conversion of
farmland to nonagricultural uses.

Emergency Wetlands Resources Act (1986): Promotes the conservation of migratory
waterfowl and  offsets or prevents the serious loss of wetlands by the acquisition of
wetlands and other essential habitats.

Federal Noxious Weed Act (1990): Requires the use of integrated management systems
to control or contain undesirable plant species, and an interdisciplinary approach with the
cooperation of other Federal and State agencies.

Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (1990): Requires Federal
agencies and museums to inventory, determine ownership of, and repatriate cultural
items under their control or possession.

Americans With Disabilities Act (1992): Prohibits discrimination in public accommoda-
tions and services.

Executive Order 12898 (1994): Establishes environmental justice as a Federal govern-
ment priority and directs all Federal agencies to make environmental justice part of their
mission.  Environmental justice calls for fair distribution of environmental hazards.

Executive Order 12996 Management and General Public Use of the National Wildlife
Refuge System (1996): Defines the mission, purpose, and priority public uses of the
National Wildlife Refuge System. It also presents four principles to guide management of
the System.

Executive Order 13007 Indian Sacred Sites (1996): Directs Federal land management
agencies to accommodate access to and ceremonial use of Indian sacred sites by Indian
religious practitioners, avoid adversely affecting the physical integrity of such sacred
sites, and where appropriate, maintain the confidentiality of sacred sites.

National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act (1997): Considered the “Organic Act
of the National Wildlife Refuge System.  Defines the mission of the System, designates
priority wildlife-dependent public uses, and calls for comprehensive refuge planning.

National Wildlife Refuge System Volunteer and Community Partnership Enhancement
Act (1998): Amends the Fish and Wildlife Act of 1956 to promote volunteer programs and
community partnerships for the benefit of national wildlife refuges, and for other pur-
poses.

National Trails System Act: Assigns responsibility to the Secretary of Interior and thus
the Service to protect the historic and recreational values of congressionally designated
National Historic Trail sites.
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Compatibility Determination

Use:Use:Use:Use:Use:  Deer Hunting

Refuge NameRefuge NameRefuge NameRefuge NameRefuge Name: Rydell National Wildlife Refuge

Establishing and Acquisition Authority(ies):Establishing and Acquisition Authority(ies):Establishing and Acquisition Authority(ies):Establishing and Acquisition Authority(ies):Establishing and Acquisition Authority(ies):  The Refuge was established in
January 1992 under the Fish and Wildlife Act of 1956, as amended; and Recre-
ational Use of Conservation Areas Act of 1962, as amended.

Refuge Purpose(s):Refuge Purpose(s):Refuge Purpose(s):Refuge Purpose(s):Refuge Purpose(s): Rydell National Wildlife Refuge was established  “... for the
development, advancement, management, conservation and protection of  fish
and wildlife resources... 16 U. S. C. 742f (a) (4)   “... for the benefit of the United
States Fish and Wildlife Service, in performing its activities and services.  Such
acceptance may be subject to the terms of any restrictive or affirmative cov-
enant, or condition of servitude ...” 16 U. S. C. 742f(b)  (1) ( Fish and Wildlife Act
of 1956, 16 U. S. C. 742(a) -754, as amended).

National WNational WNational WNational WNational Wildlife Refuge System Mission:ildlife Refuge System Mission:ildlife Refuge System Mission:ildlife Refuge System Mission:ildlife Refuge System Mission:  The National Wildlife Refuge
System mission 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.

Description of Use:Description of Use:Description of Use:Description of Use:Description of Use:

What is the use?  White-tailed deer hunting with special hunts for disabled
persons,  for first-time hunters less than 16 (“youth hunts”) and hunts during the
regularly established  hunting seasons as necessary, through a drawing. Num-
bers of hunters allowed access to the Refuge will depend on the estimated
desired harvest of deer to maintain the herd within the carrying capacity of the
Refuge. Additional special management hunts may be conducted through special
drawings and permits.

Where is the use conducted?  Deer hunting may occur throughout the Refuge,
with vehicle traffic restricted to established roads and trails.

When is the use conducted?   The use may occur during the state season for the
zone that includes the Refuge or, with state permission, prior to the regular
firearm season for persons with disabilities.

How is the use conducted? Hunters are selected from eligible applicants through
a drawing. Currently, a special hunt is held for persons with disabilities working
with Options: Resource Center for Independent Living in East Grand Forks,
Minnesota. When possible, special hunts for young, first-time hunters will also be
held during the regular state wide, open deer season. Youth hunts include an
onsite training program. If the harvest through the above hunts is determined to
be insufficient, we will conduct special management hunts as necessary to
maintain the deer herd within the limits of the available habitat.

AAAAAvailability of Resources: vailability of Resources: vailability of Resources: vailability of Resources: vailability of Resources: Based on a review of the Refuge budget allocated for
this activity, there is sufficient funding available to ensure compatibility and to
administer and manage the use at its anticipated level. A failure to conduct
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regular deer hunts, when necessary, will result in damage the woodland re-
sources of the Refuge, and will make it impossible to restore the forested areas
planned.

Anticipated Impacts of the Use: Anticipated Impacts of the Use: Anticipated Impacts of the Use: Anticipated Impacts of the Use: Anticipated Impacts of the Use: Disturbance to wildlife would temporarily
increase during the hunting season.  Auto traffic would be restricted to estab-
lished roads and trails so disturbance to vegetation would be minimal.  Some
temporary dispersal of animals off of the Refuge may occur. These animals could
be harvested by hunters hunting on Waterfowl Production Areas or private lands
around the Refuge boundary.

The hunts help control the size of the deer herd, thereby reducing the stresses of
disease and parasites and the damaging effects of over population on the Refuge
habitat.

Public Review and Comment:Public Review and Comment:Public Review and Comment:Public Review and Comment:Public Review and Comment:  This compatibility determination was part of the
Draft Rydell National Wildlife Refuge Comprehensive Conservation Plan and
Environmental Assessment, which was announced in the Federal Register and
available for public comment for 30 days.

Determination:Determination:Determination:Determination:Determination:
___Use is Not Compatible
  X Use is Compatible with the Following Stipulations

Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility:Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility:Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility:Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility:Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility:  To ensure compatibility with
National Wildlife Refuge System and Rydell National Wildlife Refuge goals and
objectives, hunting will only occur under the following stipulations:

1. Hunting will occur under a system of limited permits to ensure that a) the
harvest does not have an adverse effect on the Refuge’s deer population, b)
disturbance  of non target  species is minimized, and c) activities can be
conducted in a safe manner for participants and area residents.

2. Annually, we will  a) review all hunting activities and operations to ensure
compliance with all applicable laws, regulations, and policies and b) apply to
the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources for special hunt permits.

Justification:Justification:Justification:Justification:Justification: Allowing deer hunting on Rydell National Wildlife Refuge, within
the stipulations above, will have a positive effect on the wildlife life resources of
the Refuge. Deer populations need to be kept within the carrying capacity of the
existing habitat.  Failure to maintain the deer herd within the population capac-
ity of the Refuge will result in serious degradation of the woodland and upland
habitats, thereby impacting the other wildlife residents of the Refuge.

Signature:Signature:Signature:Signature:Signature:

Refuge Manager:_s/Richard  Julian________________ Date: September 21, 2001
Refuge Manager

Concurrence: _Concurrence: _Concurrence: _Concurrence: _Concurrence: __s/Nita M. Fuller_________________Date: September 28, 2001
Regional Chief, National Wildlife Refuge System

Mandatory 10- or 15-year Re-evaluation Date:Mandatory 10- or 15-year Re-evaluation Date:Mandatory 10- or 15-year Re-evaluation Date:Mandatory 10- or 15-year Re-evaluation Date:Mandatory 10- or 15-year Re-evaluation Date:  2016



Appendix H / Compatibility Determinations
93

Compatibility Determination

Use:  Use:  Use:  Use:  Use:  Waterfowl Hunting

Refuge Name: Refuge Name: Refuge Name: Refuge Name: Refuge Name: Rydell National Wildlife Refuge

Establishing and Acquisition Authority(ies):  Establishing and Acquisition Authority(ies):  Establishing and Acquisition Authority(ies):  Establishing and Acquisition Authority(ies):  Establishing and Acquisition Authority(ies):  Rydell National Wildlife Refuge
was established in January 1992 under the authority of the Fish and Wildlife Act
of 1956, as amended; and Recreational Use of Conservation Areas Act of 1962, as
amended.

Refuge Purpose(s):Refuge Purpose(s):Refuge Purpose(s):Refuge Purpose(s):Refuge Purpose(s):  Rydell National Wildlife Refuge was established  “... for the
development, advancement, management, conservation and protection of fish and
wildlife resources... 16 U. S. C. 742f (a) (4)   “... for the benefit of the United
States Fish and Wildlife Service, in performing its activities and services.  Such
acceptance may be subject to the terms of any restrictive or affirmative cov-
enant, or condition of servitude ...” 16 U. S. C. 742f(b)  (1) ( Fish and Wildlife Act
of 1956, 16 U. S. C. 742(a) -754, as amended).

National WNational WNational WNational WNational Wildlife Refuge System Mission:ildlife Refuge System Mission:ildlife Refuge System Mission:ildlife Refuge System Mission:ildlife Refuge System Mission:  The National Wildlife Refuge
System mission 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.

Description of Use:Description of Use:Description of Use:Description of Use:Description of Use:

What is the use?  Waterfowl hunting.

Where is the use conducted?  Hunting will occur in designated areas of the
Refuge.

When is the use conducted?  All hunting will follow applicable state seasons,
except where the Refuge administers further restrictions to ensure compatibility
with the Refuge’s primary mission.

How is the use conducted?  A step-down hunting plan will describe the details of
the hunting program.  Each year the plan will be reviewed and any changes
submitted for approval.  All hunting will be planned and operated with the
Refuge’s primary objectives, habitat management requirements and goals as the
guiding principles.  All hunting activities will follow applicable state laws, except
where the Refuge administers further restrictions to ensure compatibility with
the Refuge’s primary mission.  Hunting activities will only occur in designated
areas.  Hunting activities are intended to meet the National Wildlife Refuge
System Improvement Act and some of the Refuge objectives and management
goals without adversely affecting the primary objectives and mission of the
refuge.  Completing this activity under a hunting plan and special permit allows
the Refuge to accomplish its management goals and provide needed safety levels
for citizens of the area without adversely affecting Refuge habitats and wildlife
populations.

AAAAAvailability of Resources: vailability of Resources: vailability of Resources: vailability of Resources: vailability of Resources: Funds are available for managing this activity.
Approximately $2,600 of staff time will be required to administer and manage
this activity.  It is estimated an additional $500 is required for overhead expenses
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associated with this activity for a total estimated cost of $3,100 to administer the
program.  Based on a review of the Refuge budget there are not adequate
resources to administer and manage this use at the present time.

Anticipated Impacts of the Use:  Anticipated Impacts of the Use:  Anticipated Impacts of the Use:  Anticipated Impacts of the Use:  Anticipated Impacts of the Use:  As envisioned this activity will have no
assessable environmental impact to the Refuge, its habitats or wildlife species.
With restrictions limiting access to specific locations, disturbance is minimized.
Waterfowl hunting would only occur at designated locations within the Refuge
with 70 percent of the core acreage left undisturbed.  Disturbance to wildlife is
limited to occasional flushing of non target species and the harvest of individual
members of the species open to the hunting season only.  Restrictions to the
hunting program assure that these activities have no adverse impacts on other
wildlife species and little adverse impact to other public use programs.  The
activities follow all applicable laws, regulations and policies; including Migratory
Bird Conservation Act, 50 CFR, National Wildlife Refuge System Manual,
National Wildlife Refuge System goals and objectives, and Rydell NWR goals
and objectives.  These activities are compliant with the purpose of the Refuge
and the National Wildlife Refuge System Mission.  Operating this activity does
not alter the Refuge’s ability to meet habitat goals, provides for the safety of the
areas’ citizens, and supports several of the primary objectives of the Refuge.

Hunting is a priority public use listed in the National Wildlife Refuge System
Improvement Act.  By facilitating hunting on the Refuge, we will increase
knowledge and appreciation of wildlife among program participants, which will
lead to increased public stewardship of wildlife and their habitats at the Refuge
and in general.  Increased public stewardship will support and complement the
Service’s actions in achieving the Refuge’s purposes and the mission of the
National Wildlife Refuge System.

Public Review and Comment:Public Review and Comment:Public Review and Comment:Public Review and Comment:Public Review and Comment:  This compatibility determination was part of the
Draft Rydell National Wildlife Refuge Comprehensive Conservation Plan and
Environmental Assessment, which was announced in the Federal Register and
available for public comment for 30 days.

Determination:Determination:Determination:Determination:Determination:
____Use is Not Compatible
__X_ Use is Compatible with the Following Stipulations

Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility:Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility:Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility:Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility:Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility:  To ensure compatibility
with National Wildlife Refuge System and Rydell NWR goals and objectives the
activity can only occur under the following stipulations:

1. Ensure waterfowl hunting is limited to a maximum of 30 percent of all
Refuge acreage and located in the periphery areas along the boundary of
the Refuge.

2. Annually review all hunting activities and operations to ensure compliance
with  all applicable laws, regulations and policies.
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Justification:Justification:Justification:Justification:Justification: Allowing waterfowl  hunting on Rydell National Wildlife Refuge,
within the stipulations above, will have minimal impact on the wildlife life
resources of the Refuge. Harvesting a small portion of the waterfowl utilizing the
Refuge lands will not diminish the primary Refuge  purposes of waterfowl
production, or the conservation of other migratory birds and wildlife on the
refuge.

Signature:Signature:Signature:Signature:Signature:

Refuge Manager:  s/Richard Julian________Date:  September 21, 2001
   Refuge Manager

Concurrence:Concurrence:Concurrence:Concurrence:Concurrence:  s/Nita M. Fuller___________Date:  September 28, 2001
             Regional Chief, National Wildlife Refuge System

Mandatory 10- or 15-year Re-evaluation Date:Mandatory 10- or 15-year Re-evaluation Date:Mandatory 10- or 15-year Re-evaluation Date:Mandatory 10- or 15-year Re-evaluation Date:Mandatory 10- or 15-year Re-evaluation Date:  2016
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Compatibility Determination

Use:Use:Use:Use:Use:  Fishing

Refuge Name: Refuge Name: Refuge Name: Refuge Name: Refuge Name: Rydell National Wildlife Refuge

Establishing and Acquisition Authority(ies):  Establishing and Acquisition Authority(ies):  Establishing and Acquisition Authority(ies):  Establishing and Acquisition Authority(ies):  Establishing and Acquisition Authority(ies):  Rydell National Wildlife Refuge
was established in  January 1992 under the authority of the Fish and Wildlife Act
of 1956, as amended; and Recreational Use of Conservation Areas Act of 1962, as
amended.

Refuge Purpose(s): Refuge Purpose(s): Refuge Purpose(s): Refuge Purpose(s): Refuge Purpose(s): Rydell National Wildlife Refuge was established  “... for the
development, advancement, management, conservation and protection of fish and
wildlife resources... 16 U. S. C. 742f (a) (4)   “... for the benefit of theUnited States
Fish and Wildlife Service, in performing its activities and services.  Such accep-
tance may be subject to the terms of any restrictive or affirmative covenant, or
condition of servitude ...” 16 U. S. C. 742f(b)  (1) ( Fish and Wildlife Act of 1956,
16 U. S. C. 742(a) -754, as amended).

National WNational WNational WNational WNational Wildlife Refuge System Mission:  ildlife Refuge System Mission:  ildlife Refuge System Mission:  ildlife Refuge System Mission:  ildlife Refuge System Mission:  The National Wildlife Refuge
System mission 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.

Description of Use:Description of Use:Description of Use:Description of Use:Description of Use:

What is the use?  Fishing in designated areas of the Refuge.

Where is the use conducted?  Fishing activities are restricted to access from the
established accessible  fishing pier and in areas designated by the Refuge.

When is the use conducted?  The use occurs in May, June and July within state
regulations.

How is the use conducted?  All fishing activities follow applicable state laws,
except where the Refuge administers further restrictions to ensure compatibility
with the Refuge’s primary mission.

AAAAAvailability of Resources:vailability of Resources:vailability of Resources:vailability of Resources:vailability of Resources:  Funds are available for managing this activity.
Approximately $700 of staff time is required to administer and manage this
activity.  Overhead expenses associated with this activity are estimated to be
$500 for a total estimated cost of $1,200 to administer the program.  Based on a
review of the Refuge budget allocated for this use management activity, there is
currently enough funding to ensure compatibility and to administer and manage
the use.  This activity will only be permitted if funding sources continue to be
available to cover the overhead cost for the program.

Anticipated Impacts of the Use:Anticipated Impacts of the Use:Anticipated Impacts of the Use:Anticipated Impacts of the Use:Anticipated Impacts of the Use:  Allowing this activity will not likely result in
assessable environmental impact to the Refuge, its habitats or wildlife species.
Concerns primarily center around the possibility of impacting non target species
through excessive disturbance.  With restrictions limiting access to one specific
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portion of the Refuge and on use of  motor boats, disturbance is minimized.
Disturbance to wildlife is limited to occasional flushing of non target species and
the harvest of individual members of the species open to the recreational fishing.
Harvests during fishing activities are covered by state regulations.  Restrictions
to the fishing program will assure that this activity has no adverse impacts on
other wildlife species and little adverse impact to other public use programs.  The
activities follow all applicable laws, regulations and policies; including Migratory
Bird Conservation Act, 50 CFR, National Wildlife Refuge System Manual,
National Wildlife Refuge System goals and objectives, and Rydell NWR goals
and objectives.  These activities are consistent with the purpose of the Refuge
and the National Wildlife Refuge System Mission.

Fishing is a priority public use listed in the National Wildlife Refuge System
Improvement Act.  By facilitating fishing on the Refuge, we will increase knowl-
edge and appreciation of fish and  wildlife among program participants, which
will lead to increased public stewardship of wildlife and their habitats at the
Refuge and in general.  Increased public stewardship will support and comple-
ment the Service’s actions in achieving the Refuge’s purposes and the mission of
the National Wildlife Refuge System.

Public Review and Comment:Public Review and Comment:Public Review and Comment:Public Review and Comment:Public Review and Comment:  This compatibility determination was part of the
Draft Rydell National Wildlife Refuge Comprehensive Conservation Plan and
Environmental Assessment, which was announced in the Federal Register and
available for public comment for 30 days.

Determination:
___Use is Not Compatible
 X   Use is Compatible with the Following Stipulations

Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility: Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility: Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility: Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility: Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility:  To ensure compatibility
with National Wildlife Refuge System and Rydell NWR goals and objectives the
activity can only occur under the following stipulations:

1. All fishing activities can only occur in designated locations using specific
routes for access thus ensuring disturbance to wildlife species is minimized
and activities are operated with minimal impacts to wildlife and habitats.

 2. All fishing activities are operated under state laws unless the Refuge
places further restrictions on the activities to ensure compliance with all
applicable laws, regulations and policies.

Justification:Justification:Justification:Justification:Justification:    Allowing limited fishing on Rydell National Wildlife Refuge,
within the stipulations above, will have minimal impact on the wildlife life
resources of the Refuge. Vegetative cover in the immediate vicinity of the fishing
pier is quite rank.  Wood duck and mallard  broods could frequent the area for
feeding purposes during June and July.  Adequate cover exists in the area where
temporarily displaced birds will find adequate food and cover.  Fish populations
subject to harvest will be migrating out of Maple Lake, a 4-mile-long body of
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water immediately west of the Refuge.  Fishing will only be effective during the
early summer before water levels drop to summer lows and aquatic vegetation
growth eliminates fishing opportunities.

Signature:Signature:Signature:Signature:Signature:

Refuge Manager:  s/Richard Julian ___________Date:  September 21, 2001
    Refuge Manager

Concurrence:  Concurrence:  Concurrence:  Concurrence:  Concurrence:  s/Nita M. Fuller            _ _______Date:  September 28, 2001
Regional Chief, National Wildlife Refuge System

Mandatory 10- or 15-year Re-evaluation Date:Mandatory 10- or 15-year Re-evaluation Date:Mandatory 10- or 15-year Re-evaluation Date:Mandatory 10- or 15-year Re-evaluation Date:Mandatory 10- or 15-year Re-evaluation Date:  2016
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Compatibility Determination

Use:Use:Use:Use:Use:  Wildlife Observation and Photography

Refuge Name:Refuge Name:Refuge Name:Refuge Name:Refuge Name: Rydell National Wildlife Refuge

Establishing and Acquisition Authority(ies):  Establishing and Acquisition Authority(ies):  Establishing and Acquisition Authority(ies):  Establishing and Acquisition Authority(ies):  Establishing and Acquisition Authority(ies):  Rydell National Wildlife Refuge
was established in January 1992 under the authority of the Fish and Wildlife Act
of 1956, as amended; and Recreational Use of Conservation Areas Act of 1962, as
amended.

Refuge Purpose(s):Refuge Purpose(s):Refuge Purpose(s):Refuge Purpose(s):Refuge Purpose(s): Rydell National Wildlife Refuge was established  “... for the
development, advancement, management, conservation and protection of fish
wildlife resources... 16 U. S. C. 742f (a) (4)   “... for the benefit of the States Fish
and Wildlife Service, in performing its activities and services.  Such acceptance
may be subject to the terms of any restrictive or affirmative covenant, or condi-
tion of servitude ...” 16 U. S. C. 742f(b)  (1) ( Fish and Wildlife Act of 1956, 16 U.
S. C. 742(a) -754, as amended).

National WNational WNational WNational WNational Wildlife Refuge System Mission:ildlife Refuge System Mission:ildlife Refuge System Mission:ildlife Refuge System Mission:ildlife Refuge System Mission:  The National Wildlife Refuge
System mission 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.

Description of Use:Description of Use:Description of Use:Description of Use:Description of Use:

What is the use?  Wildlife observation and photography

Where is the use conducted?  Currently, wildlife observation and photography
occur along and near the existing 7 miles of accessible trails in the northeast
portion of the Refuge and at observation overlooks and boardwalks. Occasionally
auto tours are conducted on portions of the Refuge road system. The CCP calls
for developing an auto access tour route through the northern portion of the
Refuge along existing refuge roads and the development of one half mile of
rerouted road.

When is the use conducted?  The use occurs year-round and is dependent on
access.

How is the use conducted?  Access for wildlife observation and photography is
gained through walking, bicycling, snowshoeing and cross-country skiing on
designated trails, by automobile on Refuge roads, and by non-motorized canoe in
designated areas outside the waterfowl nesting season. As an accommodation to
people with disabilities, electric carts will be available for use on designated
portions of trails. The new auto tour route would be open during designated
hours from late spring through summer, depending on wildlife use and road
conditions.

AAAAAvailability of Resources:vailability of Resources:vailability of Resources:vailability of Resources:vailability of Resources: Based on a review of the Refuge budget allocated for
this activity, there is adequate funding to ensure compatibility and to administer
and manage the use at its current level.  Approximately $1,000 of staff time and
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$500 of overhead is required to administer this use.  Establishing the auto tour
route has been submitted for funding within the Refuge Operating Needs
System.

Anticipated Impacts of the Use:Anticipated Impacts of the Use:Anticipated Impacts of the Use:Anticipated Impacts of the Use:Anticipated Impacts of the Use:  Anticipated impacts from visitors engaged in
wildlife observation and photography is minor damage to vegetation, littering,
increased maintenance activity, and minor disturbances to wildlife. Because
visitors are limited to designated trail access and time limitations may be im-
posed, wildlife observation and photography have only minor impacts on wildlife
and does not detract from the primary purposes of the Refuge.  All other poten-
tial impacts are considered minor.

Wildlife observation and photography are priority public uses listed in the
National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act.  By facilitating these uses on
the Refuge, we will increase visitors’ knowledge and appreciation of fish and
wildlife, which will lead to increased public stewardship of wildlife and their
habitats at the Refuge and in general.  Increased public stewardship will support
and complement the Service’s actions in achieving the Refuge’s purposes and the
mission of the National Wildlife Refuge System.

Public Review and Comment:Public Review and Comment:Public Review and Comment:Public Review and Comment:Public Review and Comment:  This compatibility determination is part of the
Draft Rydell National Wildlife Refuge Comprehensive Conservation Plan and
Environmental Assessment, which will be announced in the Federal Register
and available for public comment for 30 days.

Determination:Determination:Determination:Determination:Determination:
___Use is Not Compatible
 X   Use is Compatible with the Following Stipulations

Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility:Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility:Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility:Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility:Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility:  Public access for wildlife
observation and photography will be limited to designated areas and with time
restrictions to assure minimal disturbance to wildlife and minimal conflict
between user groups.  Wildlife observation and photography activities will be
reviewed annually to ensure this compatibility determination still applies.

Justification:Justification:Justification:Justification:Justification:  No permanent loss of wildlife habitats will occur as a result of the
utilization of portions of the Refuge for wildlife observation and photography
programs. Wildlife displaced by such activities will move into the heavy cover
along the trail system, away from the disturbance. Space and time limitations
placed on wildlife observation/photography opportunities within the Refuge
assure that this activity has only minor impacts on wildlife and is consistent with
the primary purposes of the Refuge.

Signatures:Signatures:Signatures:Signatures:Signatures:

Refuge Manager: s/Richard Julian              Date:  September 21, 2001
Refuge Manager

Concurrence:Concurrence:Concurrence:Concurrence:Concurrence:  s/Nita M. Fuller                   Date:  September 28, 2001
                Regional Chief, National Wildlife Refuge System

Mandatory 10- or 15-year Re-evaluation Date:Mandatory 10- or 15-year Re-evaluation Date:Mandatory 10- or 15-year Re-evaluation Date:Mandatory 10- or 15-year Re-evaluation Date:Mandatory 10- or 15-year Re-evaluation Date:  2016
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Compatibility Determination

Use:Use:Use:Use:Use:  Environmental Education and Interpretation

Refuge Name: Refuge Name: Refuge Name: Refuge Name: Refuge Name: Rydell National Wildlife Refuge

Establishing and Acquisition Authority(ies):Establishing and Acquisition Authority(ies):Establishing and Acquisition Authority(ies):Establishing and Acquisition Authority(ies):Establishing and Acquisition Authority(ies):  Rydell National Wildlife Refuge
was established in January 1992 under the Fish and Wildlife Act of 1956, as
amended; and Recreational Use of Conservation Areas Act of 1962, as amended.

Refuge Purpose(s): Refuge Purpose(s): Refuge Purpose(s): Refuge Purpose(s): Refuge Purpose(s): Rydell National Wildlife Refuge was established  “... for the
development, advancement, management, conservation and protection of fish and
wildlife resources... 16 U. S. C. 742f (a) (4)   “... for the benefit of theUnited States
Fish and Wildlife Service, in performing its activities and services.  Such accep-
tance may be subject to the terms of any restrictive or affirmative covenant, or
condition of servitude ...” 16 U. S. C. 742f(b)  (1) ( Fish and Wildlife Act of 1956,
16 U. S. C. 742(a) -754, as amended).

National WNational WNational WNational WNational Wildlife Refuge System Mission:ildlife Refuge System Mission:ildlife Refuge System Mission:ildlife Refuge System Mission:ildlife Refuge System Mission:  The National Wildlife Refuge
System mission 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.

Description of Use:Description of Use:Description of Use:Description of Use:Description of Use:

What is the use?  Environmental education consists of activities conducted by
Refuge staff, volunteers, and teachers.  Interpretation occurs in a less formal
setting with Refuge staff and volunteers or through exhibits, signs, and bro-
chures.

Where is the use conducted?  Currently, environmental education and interpreta-
tion are conducted within the visitor’s center or along the trail system. Facilities
at the site will consist of a  visitor’s center,  restroom, benches, Refuge roads,
restored  fields,  7 miles of accessible trail and boardwalk, bus parking and picnic
tables in the northeast portion of the Refuge.  These facilities permit school
groups to maximize their time at the Refuge in environmental education activi-
ties during a limited school day and during summer visits.  The remainder of the
Refuge serves as a sanctuary for wildlife.

When is the use conducted?  The use occurs year-round with peak use in the
spring and fall for environmental education with schools and  Soil and Water
Conservation Districts scheduling many envirothons and other field days.

How is the use conducted?  Environmental education activities on the Refuge are
led by Refuge staff, volunteers, or teachers, who have been oriented to appropri-
ate use on the Refuge.  Students are guided through their activities with adult
supervision.  Interpretive programs are led by Refuge staff and volunteers.
Interpretive materials are developed and placed by Refuge staff.

AAAAAvailability of Resources:vailability of Resources:vailability of Resources:vailability of Resources:vailability of Resources:  Based on a review of the Refuge budget allocated for
this activity, there is some funding available to ensure compatibility and to
administer and manage the use at its anticipated level.  Approximately $6,000 of
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staff time and $3,000 of overhead is required to administer this use.  Expanding
environmental education and interpretation will require the addition of outreach
personnel and restroom facilities.

Anticipated Impacts of the Use:  Anticipated Impacts of the Use:  Anticipated Impacts of the Use:  Anticipated Impacts of the Use:  Anticipated Impacts of the Use:  Anticipated impacts from environmental
education and interpretation are minor damage to vegetation, littering, noise
pollution and increased maintenance activity.  Minor disturbances to wildlife will
occur. Wildlife displaced will move into other portions of the Refuge away from
the disturbance. Space and time limitations placed on environmental education
and interpretation assure that this activity has only minor impacts on wildlife and
is consistent with the primary purposes of the Refuge.

Environmental education is a priority public use listed in the National Wildlife
Refuge System Improvement Act.  By facilitating environmental education on
the Refuge, we will increase knowledge and appreciation of fish and  wildlife
among program participants, which will lead to increased public stewardship of
wildlife and their habitats at the Refuge and in general.  Increased public stew-
ardship will support and complement the Service’s actions in achieving the
Refuge’s purposes and the mission of the National Wildlife Refuge System.

Public Review and Comment:Public Review and Comment:Public Review and Comment:Public Review and Comment:Public Review and Comment:  This compatibility determination was part of the
Draft Rydell National Wildlife Refuge Comprehensive Conservation Plan and
Environmental Assessment, which was announced in the Federal Register and
available for public comment for 30 days.

Determination:Determination:Determination:Determination:Determination:
___ Use is Not Compatible
  X  Use is Compatible with the Following Stipulations

Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility:Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility:Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility:Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility:Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility:  Environmental education
will only occur in developed areas designated by the CCP or under the guidance
of a Refuge staff member, volunteer, or trained teachers to assure minimal
disturbance to wildlife, minimal vegetation damage, and minimal conflict between
user groups.  Environmental education activities will be reviewed annually to
ensure this compatibility determination still applies.

Justification: Justification: Justification: Justification: Justification: No permanent loss of wildlife habitat will occur as a result of
utilization of portions of the Refuge for environmental education programs.
Wildlife displaced will move into other portions of the Refuge away from the
disturbance. Space and time limitations placed on environmental education and
interpretation assure that this activity has only minor impacts on wildlife and is
consistent with the primary purposes of the Refuge. In addition, the long-term
educational benefits derived from the on-site programs should benefit the wildlife
resources off the Refuge.

Signature:Signature:Signature:Signature:Signature:
Refuge Manager:  s/Richard Julian                  _____Date:  September 21, 2001

Refuge Manager

ConcurrenceConcurrenceConcurrenceConcurrenceConcurrence:  s/Nita M. Fuller                                   Date:  September 28, 2001
Regional Chief, National Wildlife Refuge System

Mandatory 10- or 15-year Re-evaluation Date:  Mandatory 10- or 15-year Re-evaluation Date:  Mandatory 10- or 15-year Re-evaluation Date:  Mandatory 10- or 15-year Re-evaluation Date:  Mandatory 10- or 15-year Re-evaluation Date:  2016
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Compatibility Determination

Use:  Use:  Use:  Use:  Use:  Fish rearing

Refuge Name: Refuge Name: Refuge Name: Refuge Name: Refuge Name: Rydell National Wildlife Refuge

Establishing and Acquisition Authority(ies):Establishing and Acquisition Authority(ies):Establishing and Acquisition Authority(ies):Establishing and Acquisition Authority(ies):Establishing and Acquisition Authority(ies):  Rydell National Wildlife Refuge
was established in January 1992 under the  Fish and Wildlife Act of 1956, as
amended; and Recreational Use of Conservation Areas Act of 1962, as amended.

Refuge Purpose(s):Refuge Purpose(s):Refuge Purpose(s):Refuge Purpose(s):Refuge Purpose(s): Rydell National Wildlife Refuge was established  “... for the
development, advancement, management, conservation and protection of fish and
wildlife resources... 16 U. S. C. 742f (a) (4)   “... for the benefit of the United
States Fish and Wildlife Service, in performing its activities and services.  Such
acceptance may be subject to the terms of any restrictive or affirmative cov-
enant, or condition of servitude ...” 16 U. S. C. 742f(b)  (1) ( Fish and Wildlife Act
of 1956, 16 U. S. C. 742(a) -754, as amended).

National WNational WNational WNational WNational Wildlife Refuge System Mission:ildlife Refuge System Mission:ildlife Refuge System Mission:ildlife Refuge System Mission:ildlife Refuge System Mission:  The National Wildlife Refuge
System mission 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.

Description of Use:Description of Use:Description of Use:Description of Use:Description of Use:

What is the use?  Raise walleye fingerlings from fry.

Where is the use conducted?  Clifford Lake

When is the use conducted?  Fry are placed in the lake in the spring and removed
as fingerlings in the fall.

How is the use conducted?  The activities associated with fish rearing are con-
ducted by the Service’s Division of Fisheries.

AAAAAvailability of Resources:vailability of Resources:vailability of Resources:vailability of Resources:vailability of Resources: Based on a review of the Refuge budget allocated for
this activity, there is sufficient funding available to ensure compatibility and to
administer and manage the use.

Anticipated Impacts of the Use: Anticipated Impacts of the Use: Anticipated Impacts of the Use: Anticipated Impacts of the Use: Anticipated Impacts of the Use: There will be a limited amount of disturbance
caused by access and collection of fingerlings, because the activity is infrequent.
Some waterfowl production may be reduced because the walleye fry may reduce
the early spring invertebrate population in the lake before they start eating
minnows. Reduction of the minnow population may increase available inverte-
brates for diving ducks during the fall migration.

The program provides approximately between 8,000 and 20,000 walleye finger-
lings to Service and Tribal lands each year.
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Public Review and Comment:Public Review and Comment:Public Review and Comment:Public Review and Comment:Public Review and Comment:

This compatibility determination was part of the Draft Rydell National Wildlife
Refuge Comprehensive Conservation Plan and Environmental Assessment,
which was announced in the Federal Register and available for public comment
for 30 days.
Determination:

___Use is Not Compatible
  X Use is Compatible with the Following Stipulations

Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility:Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility:Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility:Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility:Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility:  Fish rearing will only occur
in Clifford Lake and its effects on waterfowl productivity will be evaluated.

Justification:  Justification:  Justification:  Justification:  Justification:  Allowing fish rearing on Rydell National Wildlife Refuge, within
the stipulation above, will have minimal impact on the wildlife life resources of
the Refuge. Waterfowl use of Clifford Lake has not appeared to suffer for the
current ongoing use of the lake for rearing purposes.  A normal complement of
breeding waterfowl, equal to that found on wetlands of similar size on the Ref-
uge, are observed on wetlands each year and the lake is the main gathering
location for migratory diving ducks and Canada geese each spring and fall.  The
waterfowl heavily utilize the fresh water shrimp found in this wetland.

Signatures:Signatures:Signatures:Signatures:Signatures:

Refuge Manager: s/Richard Julian                     Date:  September 21, 2001
Refuge Manager

Concurrence: Concurrence: Concurrence: Concurrence: Concurrence:    s/Nita M. Fuller                           Date:  September 28, 2001
Regional Chief, National Wildlife Refuge System

Mandatory 10- or 15-year Re-evaluation Date:Mandatory 10- or 15-year Re-evaluation Date:Mandatory 10- or 15-year Re-evaluation Date:Mandatory 10- or 15-year Re-evaluation Date:Mandatory 10- or 15-year Re-evaluation Date:  2011
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Compatibility Determination

Use:Use:Use:Use:Use: On Site Research Activities

Refuge Name:Refuge Name:Refuge Name:Refuge Name:Refuge Name: Rydell National Wildlife Refuge

Establishing and Acquisition Authority(ies):Establishing and Acquisition Authority(ies):Establishing and Acquisition Authority(ies):Establishing and Acquisition Authority(ies):Establishing and Acquisition Authority(ies):  The Refuge was established in
January 1992 under the Fish and Wildlife Act of 1956, as amended; and Recre-
ational Use of Conservation Areas Act of 1962, as amended.

Refuge Purpose(s):Refuge Purpose(s):Refuge Purpose(s):Refuge Purpose(s):Refuge Purpose(s):   Rydell National Wildlife Refuge was established  “... for
the development, advancement, management, conservation and protection of fish
and wildlife resources... 16 U. S. C. 742f (a) (4)   “... for the benefit of theUnited
States Fish and Wildlife Service, in performing its activities and services.  Such
acceptance may be subject to the terms of any restrictive or affirmative cov-
enant, or condition of servitude ...” 16 U. S. C. 742f(b)  (1) ( Fish and Wildlife Act
of 1956, 16 U. S. C. 742(a) -754, as amended).

National WNational WNational WNational WNational Wildlife Refuge System Mission:ildlife Refuge System Mission:ildlife Refuge System Mission:ildlife Refuge System Mission:ildlife Refuge System Mission:  The National Wildlife Refuge
System mission 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.

Description of Use:Description of Use:Description of Use:Description of Use:Description of Use:

Allow local Universities to conduct wildlife and habitat related, or human re-
sources related research activities within the Refuge.  The research would be
conducted within the woodlands, newly establish prairie restorations, and
wetland habitats on the Refuge. Research activities could occur during all time
periods of the year.

Written research proposals will be required  for review and approval before
access will be allowed. If approved, access to Refuge lands and waters will be
limited to least invasive means required to accomplish the activities.  All land
disturbances will be at the minimal level necessary to accomplish goals of the
proposed research. Access to study locations off-road will be by foot for land
locations and non motorized water craft, if possible.

AAAAAvailability of Resources: vailability of Resources: vailability of Resources: vailability of Resources: vailability of Resources: Based on a review of the Refuge budget allocated for
this activity, there is sufficient funding available to ensure compatibility and to
administer and manage the use at its anticipated level.

Anticipated Impacts of the Use:Anticipated Impacts of the Use:Anticipated Impacts of the Use:Anticipated Impacts of the Use:Anticipated Impacts of the Use: Disturbance or removal of plants and  wildlife
would be a temporary impact. Repopulation of the removed individuals would be
anticipated to occur over time.  Auto traffic would be restricted to established
roads and trails so disturbance to vegetation would be minimal.  Some temporary
dispersal of animals around or off of the Refuge may occur from field activities.
Information collected will assist the Refuge manager in fine tuning Refuge
management activities to maximize the productivity of the Refuge lands.

Public Review and Comment:  Public Review and Comment:  Public Review and Comment:  Public Review and Comment:  Public Review and Comment:  This compatibility determination was part of the
Draft Rydell National Wildlife Refuge Comprehensive Conservation Plan and
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Environmental Assessment, which was announced in the Federal Register and
available for public comment for 30 days.

Determination:Determination:Determination:Determination:Determination:
___Use is Not Compatible
  X_Use is Compatible with the Following Stipulations

Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility:Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility:Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility:Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility:Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility:  To ensure compatibility with
National Wildlife Refuge System and Rydell National Wildlife Refuge goals and
objectives, on-site research will only occur under the following stipulations:

1. All research proposals will be review for their potential benefits to future
Refuge management activities and potential impact(s) to current  Refuge
purposes. Coordination will be maintained with the Regional Wildlife
Biologist on all proposals.

2. Annually, we will all ongoing  activities and operations to ensure compli-
ance with all applicable laws, regulations, and policies.

Justification:   Justification:   Justification:   Justification:   Justification:   Allowing wildlife research, within the stipulations above,  should
result in long-term benefits to the wildlife populations of  Rydell National Wild-
life Refuge.  The collection of detailed information on the habitats and wildlife
species within the Refuge is integral to being able to  maximize the habitat
benefits of the existing landscape for the wildlife species utilizing the Refuge
lands.

Signature:Signature:Signature:Signature:Signature:

Refuge Manager:  s/Richard Julian                         Date:  September 21, 2001
Refuge Manager

Concurrence: Concurrence: Concurrence: Concurrence: Concurrence:  s/Nita M. Fuller                              Date:  September 28, 2001
Regional Chief, National Wildlife Refuge System

Mandatory 10- or 15-year Re-evaluation Date:  Mandatory 10- or 15-year Re-evaluation Date:  Mandatory 10- or 15-year Re-evaluation Date:  Mandatory 10- or 15-year Re-evaluation Date:  Mandatory 10- or 15-year Re-evaluation Date:  2011
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Compatibility DeterminationCompatibility DeterminationCompatibility DeterminationCompatibility DeterminationCompatibility Determination

Use:Use:Use:Use:Use: On-site farming for wildlife observation and no-till demonstration

Refuge Name:Refuge Name:Refuge Name:Refuge Name:Refuge Name: Rydell National Wildlife Refuge

Establishing and Acquisition Authority(ies):  Establishing and Acquisition Authority(ies):  Establishing and Acquisition Authority(ies):  Establishing and Acquisition Authority(ies):  Establishing and Acquisition Authority(ies):  Rydell National Wildlife Refuge
was established in  January 1992 under the authority of the Fish and Wildlife Act
of 1956, as amended; and Recreational Use of Conservation Areas Act of 1962, as
amended.

Refuge Purpose(s): Refuge Purpose(s): Refuge Purpose(s): Refuge Purpose(s): Refuge Purpose(s): Rydell National Wildlife Refuge was established  “... for the
development, advancement, management, conservation and protection of fish and
wildlife resources... 16 U. S. C. 742f (a) (4)   “... for the benefit of theUnited States
Fish and Wildlife Service, in performing its activities and services.  Such accep-
tance may be subject to the terms of any restrictive or affirmative covenant, or
condition of servitude ...” 16 U. S. C. 742f(b)  (1) (Fish and Wildlife Act of 1956, 16
U. S. C. 742(a) -754, as amended).

National WNational WNational WNational WNational Wildlife Refuge System Mission:  ildlife Refuge System Mission:  ildlife Refuge System Mission:  ildlife Refuge System Mission:  ildlife Refuge System Mission:  The National Wildlife Refuge
System mission 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.

Description of Use:Description of Use:Description of Use:Description of Use:Description of Use:

Farming is the term used for cropping activities done by a third party on land
that is owned by the Service in fee title. The crop will be harvested annually.
This activity on the Refuge will be conducted on a 40-acre parcel of land for the
purpose of demonstrating no-till farming approaches to crop productions that
have been shown to positively impact waterfowl production by providing addi-
tional nesting habitats. As planned, a centrally located crop field will also signifi-
cantly enhance wildlife observation opportunities for individuals accessing the
Refuge trail system.

The cropping will be done under the terms and conditions of a Cooperative
Farming Agreement or Special Use Permit issued by the Refuge Manager if a
cooperator can be found. The terms of the Agreement or Permit insure that all
current Service restrictions are followed. If a cooperator cannot be found, the
Refuge is prepared to explore cropping it ourselves.

AAAAAvailability of Resources: vailability of Resources: vailability of Resources: vailability of Resources: vailability of Resources: The needed staff time for development and adminis-
tration of cooperative farming programs is already committed and available.  The
additional time needed to coordinate issuance and oversight of the needed Special
Use Permit or Cooperative Farming Agreement is relatively minor and within
existing Refuge resources.  It is the Refuge’s intention to work with the local
USDA office to find an individual who would be willing to utilize his or her no-till
equipment to plant on the Refuge lands.  Given the small size of the field it may
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not be possible to find a cooperator.  If that occurs, the Service will work with the
Friends Association to rent the equipment and plant the crops with the Friends
being the partners on the Coop agreement.

The cooperative farming of this small portion of  land will not likely generate
income for the Service, given the restrictions on using no-till farming equipment.
In accordance with Service policy, if income is generated, it will be submitted  for
deposit in the Refuge Revenue Sharing Account. Generation of income will be a
secondary consideration when developing the terms and conditions of a coopera-
tive farming agreement.

To lessen any appearance of favoritism or impropriety in selecting the coopera-
tor,  the Refuge manager will document how the cooperator was selected and
how the rental rate was derived (see Refuge Manual).

Anticipated Impacts of the Use:Anticipated Impacts of the Use:Anticipated Impacts of the Use:Anticipated Impacts of the Use:Anticipated Impacts of the Use: Short-term impacts will include disturbance
and displacement typical of farming equipment operations during the planting
and harvest operations.  Continuing cropping activities will result in 40 acres (1.9
percent of the Refuge) not being returned to permanent grassland or woodland
habitats for any animal or insect species that would use such areas for nesting,
feeding, or resting.  Long-term benefits will be in demonstrating the feasibility of
cropping with no-till systems in this portion of Minnesota. The use of no-till
soybeans has been shown to be an approach to increasing mallard production.
The additional benefit to be derived will be more wildlife observation opportuni-
ties as wildlife use the harvested field as a feeding area during the fall, winter
and spring.

Public Review and Comment:  Public Review and Comment:  Public Review and Comment:  Public Review and Comment:  Public Review and Comment:  This compatibility determination was made
available at Rydell Refuge office and Visitors Center and the local USDA office
and posted on the Service web site.

Determination:Determination:Determination:Determination:Determination:
___Use is Not Compatible
  X  Use is Compatible with the Following Stipulations

Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility:Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility:Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility:Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility:Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility:  To ensure compatibility with
National Wildlife Refuge System and Rydell National Wildlife Refuge goals and
objectives, crop production will only occur under the following stipulations:

Annually, we will review all ongoing  activities and operations to ensure compli-
ance with all applicable laws, regulations, and policies.

Justification:   Justification:   Justification:   Justification:   Justification:   Cooperative farming will result in annual, short-term distur-
bances, but there will be long-term benefits to resident and migratory wildlife
and increased appreciation of wildlife.  By demonstrating no-till techniques, we
will encourage farmers in the community to adopt a technique that has a proven
beneficial effect on waterfowl production in comparison to conventional tech-
niques.  By facilitating wildlife observation, one of the priority public uses, we
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will encourage increased appreciation of wildlife. Limited cropping activities
should result in long-term benefits to the wildlife populations of  Rydell National
Wildlife Refuge and the surrounding agricultural community and is a prudent
activity for a Refuge identified as a demonstration site.  The long-term benefits
gained though demonstration and increased public appreciation of wildlife exceed
the short term losses incurred through the cropping process and the natural
habitat foregone on less than 2 percent of the Refuge’s acreage.

Signature:Signature:Signature:Signature:Signature:

Refuge Manager: s/Richard Julian                  Date:  September 21, 2001
Refuge Manager

Concurrence: Concurrence: Concurrence: Concurrence: Concurrence:  s/Nita M. Fuller                       Date:  September 28, 2001
Regional Chief, National Wildlife Refuge System

Mandatory 10- or 15-year Re-evaluation Date:  Mandatory 10- or 15-year Re-evaluation Date:  Mandatory 10- or 15-year Re-evaluation Date:  Mandatory 10- or 15-year Re-evaluation Date:  Mandatory 10- or 15-year Re-evaluation Date:  2011
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Appendix I:   Environmental Assessment
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Environmental Assessment
for the

Rydell National Wildlife Refuge
Comprehensive Conservation Plan

December 2000

Abstract

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is proposing to implement the Comprehensive
Conservation Plan (CCP) for the Rydell National Wildlife Refuge (Refuge) in
Polk County of northwestern Minnesota.  The CCP will guide management for
the next 15 years.  A long-term management direction does not currently exist
for Rydell National Wildlife Refuge.  Management is now guided by general
policies and shorter-term plans. Two alternatives for future Refuge management
are described—the status quo and an expanded program of habitat restoration
and partnerships.  Our preferred alternative is identified as the expanded
program. This Environmental Assessment considers the biological, environmen-
tal and socioeconomic effects that the two alternatives would have on the most
significant issues and concerns identified during the planning process.

Responsible Agency and Official:
William Hartwig, Regional Director
U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Henry Whipple Federal Building
1 Federal Drive
Fort Snelling, MN   55111-4056

Contacts for additional information about this project:

Richard Julian John Schomaker
Refuge Manager Project Coordinator
Rydell National Wildlife Refuge U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Route 3, Box 105 1 Federal Drive
Erskine, MN  56535 Fort Snelling, MN  55111-4056
218/687-2229 612/713-5476
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I.  Purpose and Need for the Proposed Action

Purpose of Action

The purpose of the proposed action is to specify a management direction for
Rydell National Wildlife Refuge for the next 15 years.  This management direc-
tion will be described in detail through a set of goals, objectives, and strategies in
a Comprehensive Conservation Plan.

Need for Action

A long-term management direction does not currently exist for Rydell National
Wildlife Refuge.  Management is now guided by general policies and shorter-
term plans.  Also, the action is needed to address current management issues and
to satisfy the legislative mandates of the National Wildlife Refuge System
Improvement Act of 1997, which requires the preparation of a Comprehensive
Conservation Plan for all national wildlife refuges.

Decisions that Need to be Made

The Regional Director needs to make two decisions based on this Environmental
Assessment: (1) which alternative to select and (2) whether or not the selected
alternative is a major Federal action significantly affecting the quality of the
human environment, which would require the preparation of an environmental
impact statement.

Scoping of the Issues

The Fish and Wildlife Service publicly announced it was preparing a plan for the
Rydell National Wildlife Refuge in June 1996. Throughout the planning process,
the Service coordinated with federal, state, and local conservation agencies,
educational institutions, conservation and social action organizations, and numer-
ous individuals who had demonstrated an interest in Refuge management
activities.

Coordination also involved issuing news releases; forming a “Citizen Committee”
planning team; conducting sessions with focus groups; and holding public infor-
mation and input meetings.

For additional detail on these activities see Chapter 1 of the Comprehensive
Conservation Plan.

Issues and Concerns

From public involvement activities, the Service learned about issues that con-
cerned people about management of the Refuge.  We organized the issues into six
categories.

Water Management  Many of the lakes, wetlands, and water flows in the Refuge
landscape have been altered over the years for fish rearing, farming, or aesthetic
purposes. Most of the alterations were completed without permits or approval
from the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources. Some people strongly
favor restoring the hydrologic system on the Refuge to its original character.
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Removing all of the water control structures and channels on the Refuge, how-
ever, could limit some waterfowl management capabilities and hamper some
fishery opportunities.

Water Quality  Water quality within the Refuge, particularly in Tamarack Lake,
is influenced by land management practices on lands draining into County Ditch
73. Water quality in Maple Lake, downstream of Tamarack Lake, is a major
concern to local residents. Some people feel that potential projects could be
identified to improve water quality and demonstrate effective water quality
management practices on and off the Refuge.

Community Involvement  The local community is very interested in participat-
ing in the decisions that have an impact on the future direction of the Refuge.
Former landowners, volunteers, and other individuals want to contribute and be
involved in Refuge management and programs. The human history of the area
(settlement, reliance on the land, structures) is of special interest and should play
a role in the education and interpretation programs.

Public Use  Opinions vary on how to maintain the improvements made by the
former owner. The improvements include trails, roads, observation structures,
and buildings that provide visitor access to the Refuge.  There is also concern
about the level of use that would be compatible with the natural resource values
of the Refuge.  And, accessibility to the landscape, facilities, and programs is a
major concern.

Interpretive and Educational Potential  Most people support the concept of
using Refuge resources and facilities to interpret the natural environment,
educate about natural resources management, and demonstrate effective conser-
vation techniques.

Habitat Restoration and Management  A wide range of
habitat restoration and management decisions confront
Rydell National Wildlife Refuge, including:  control of exotic
species such as Eurasian buckthorn, spotted knapweed,
reed canary grass, and leafy spurge; protection of unique
natural communities such as the Sundew bog, prairie
remnants, and high quality maple/basswood forests; limited
habitat for forest interior species due to fragmentation of
forested habitat;  management and alteration of non-native
plantings such as shelterbelts and conifer plantations; and
distribution and quantity of grassland, forest, and wetland
habitat.

Authority, Legal Compliance, and Compatibility

Authority delegated by Congress, federal regulations/guidelines, executive
orders, and several management plans guide the operation and the management
of the Refuge and provide the framework for the Fish and Wildlife Service’s
proposed action.  The major laws and executive orders that apply to Rydell are
listed in Appendix G of the CCP.
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Background

The 2,120-acre Rydell National Wildlife Refuge is located in Grove Park and
Woodside townships in Polk County, just south of U.S. Highway 2 between the
communities of Mentor and Erskine, Minnesota.  This area is situated in the
“Prairie Pothole Region” of northwestern Minnesota between the flat Red River
Valley floodplain on the west and the rolling hardwood forest and lake region on
the east.  In February of 1992, the land and associated facilities were sold to the
Mellon Foundation, which then donated the property to the U.S. Fish & Wildlife
Service to be managed as part of the National Wildlife Refuge System.

In 1991, an Environmental Assessment  (EA) was com-
pleted for the establishment of the Refuge.  This document
addressed biological, environmental, and socioeconomic
effects related to creating a National Wildlife Refuge in
northwestern Minnesota.  It defined the goals of the Ref-
uge, the authorized land management practices, hunting and
other public use opportunities, land acquisition, and the
biological program. The impacts of three alternatives were
examined and evaluated.  As a result, it was determined
that the establishment of the Refuge would not significantly
affect the quality of the human environment within the
meaning of Section 102 (2)(c) of the National Environmental
Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA).

In 1996, the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service began preparing a Comprehensive
Conservation Plan for Rydell National Wildlife Refuge.  The CCP is directly
linked to the establishing EA but more specifically outlines the management of
wildlife habitat and development of public use facilities and programs at the
Refuge for the next 15 years.  The plan provides a comprehensive framework for
future management and identifies management strategies as well as locations
and priorities for habitat and public use development.  Projects are identified and
described, including their purpose, the type of development or restoration,
locations, and the estimated costs.  In compliance with NEPA, detailed forest,
wetland, grassland, cropland, fishery, water quality, community involvement, and
public use management plans will be developed to provide further guidance for
management activities.

It is recommended that the reader refer to the Comprehensive Conservation
Plan (CCP) for Rydell National Wildlife Refuge when reviewing this Environ-
mental Assessment.  The most relevant information in the CCP is contained in
Chapter 4 – Management Direction; and Chapter 5 – Plan Implementation.

We prepared this Environmental Assessment (EA) using guidelines of the
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969.  The Act requires us to examine the
effects of proposed actions on the natural and human environment.  In the
following sections we describe two alternatives for future Refuge management,
the environmental consequences of each alternative, and our preferred manage-
ment direction.  We designed the alternative as a reasonable mix of fish and
wildlife habitat prescriptions and wildlife-dependent recreational opportunities,
and then we selected our alternative based on its environmental consequences
and its ability to achieve the Refuge’s purpose.
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II.  Description of Alternatives

The Fish and Wildlife Service considered a range of alternatives primarily within
the context of an “alternatives workshop” with the 20-member planning team.
Some of these alternatives were eliminated from detailed study. The alternatives
eliminated are identified below with an explanation of why they were not consid-
ered.  The best ideas/alternatives that came out of the workshops were incorpo-
rated with Service concerns into the CCP, which fully describes the “preferred”
or “action” alternative.

1.  Alternatives Eliminated from Consideration

a)  “Care-taker” Status     – Refuge staff, funding, and management activities would
be reduced to a level whereby the only Fish and Wildlife Service presence would
be land ownership.

This alternative is not compatible with the purposes for which the Refuge was
established: “for the development, advancement, management, conservation and
protection of fish and wildlife resources...”.

Wetland, grassland, and forest protection and restoration activities would cease.
The legal responsibilities associated with ownership of the Refuge and the
existing facilities, which currently includes 2,120 acres, an office, visitor center,
residence, shop facility, and several other buildings, would not be met.  Public
recreation and interpretation programs would be curtailed on the Refuge.
Protection functions, such as law enforcement, fire suppression, and cultural
resources monitoring, would be limited.  Commitments made to the community
and support groups would be unfulfilled.

b)  Manage as a Waterfowl Production Area – Refuge lands would be open to
public use with limited restrictions.  Hunting and trapping activities would occur
over the entire Refuge.  Intensive farming would continue until the area could be
seeded to warm season native grasses.  The buildings and other facilities would
be sold and the building sites reclaimed.  Wetlands would be restored as funding
permitted.

This alternative is not compatible with the purpose for which the Refuge was
established: “for the development, advancement, management, conservation and
protection of fish and wildlife resources...”. Commitments made to the commu-
nity and support groups would be unfulfilled.

2.  Alternatives Considered

This section describes two alternatives considered by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service and detailed in this Environmental Assessment:

Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative, and

Alternative 2 – Proposed Action Alternative to implement the Rydell National
Wildlife Refuge Comprehensive Conservation Plan.
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Alternative 1 – No ActionAlternative 1 – No ActionAlternative 1 – No ActionAlternative 1 – No ActionAlternative 1 – No Action

Present management practices continue if this Alternative is selected.  The No
Action alternative is a status quo alternative where current conditions and
trends continue.  It also serves as the baseline to compare and contrast with the
other alternative.

Water Management  A total of 82 wetland basins, ranging from Type I through
Type VIII, are dispersed throughout the Refuge.  Under this alternative, one or
two wetland basins are restored each year as funding permits.  Reestablishment
of the natural water levels and drainage patterns on the Type IV and V brood
marshes are dependent upon intermittent special funding.

Water Quality  Very little time and funds are directed to off-Refuge projects that
would affect the quality of water that flows into the Refuge from Ditch 73.  An
estimated 10 acres of the 800 acres of cropland are taken out of crop production
and reestablished into native grasses each year.  At this rate, the Refuge farming
program continues indefinitely as a means of controlling weeds and preparing the
soil for native grass seeding and continues to be a source of chemical laden water
run off into Refuge wetlands and Maple Lake.

Community Involvement  The current levels of coordination continue with the
Minnesota Department of Natural Resources,  Friends of the Rydell Refuge,
University of Minnesota-Crookston, Options Resource Center for Independent
Living, and several dedicated volunteers.  Limited Refuge projects proposed
under this alternative do not require any greater coordination.

Public Use Visitors have access to the Refuge one or two days per week as
volunteers are available to staff the visitor center and for the special events that
are planned and hosted by the Friends of the Rydell Refuge.  Public access is
limited to hiking and skiing on specific trails or short guided Refuge tours.  The
existing visitor facilities, such as the visitor center and Refuge office, are made
accessible as funding becomes available.

Interpretive and Educational Potential  The current levels of outreach, which
reflect an enthusiastic staff and friends organization, continue.  Refuge staff
continue to assist with the interpretive and educational programs that are
presently planned and hosted by the Friends of the Rydell Refuge.

Habitat Restoration and Management  Ten acres of cropland are restored to
native prairie grassland, 5 acres of mesic deciduous forest are reestablished, and
one or two wetland basins are restored each year.  The present cooperative
farming program is maintained to control weeds and prepare the soil for seeding
of native prairie grasses.

Management of Cultural Resources The Refuge Manager considers potential
impacts of management activities on historic properties, archeological sites,
traditional cultural properties, sacred sites, and human remains and cultural
materials.  The Refuge Manager informs the Regional Historic Preservation
Officer early in the planning stage to allow qualified analysis, evaluation, consul-
tation, and mitigation as necessary.

Archeological investigations and collecting are performed only in the public
interest by qualified archeologists working under an Archaeological Resources
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Protection Act permit issued by the Regional Director.  Refuge personnel take
steps to prevent unauthorized collecting by the public, contractors, and refuge
personnel. Violations are reported to the Regional Historic Preservation Officer.

Alternative 2 –Alternative 2 –Alternative 2 –Alternative 2 –Alternative 2 –Implement the Comprehensive Conservation Plan (PreferredImplement the Comprehensive Conservation Plan (PreferredImplement the Comprehensive Conservation Plan (PreferredImplement the Comprehensive Conservation Plan (PreferredImplement the Comprehensive Conservation Plan (Preferred
Alternative)Alternative)Alternative)Alternative)Alternative)

Water Management  All of the drained wetland basins are restored by 2002.  In
addition, the natural hydrological patterns of the Refuge wetlands are reestab-
lished, water levels in the Type IV and V marshes are lowered to maximize
waterfowl brood habitat.  The water level of Swan Lake is managed to provide
trumpeter swan nesting habitat.

Water Quality  In cooperation and partnership with the Red Lake Watershed
District and the Maple Lake Improvement Association, the Refuge takes a
proactive role in addressing water quality issues that originate outside of the
Refuge boundary.  Most of the project implementation is based on partnerships
formed with landowners in the watershed, farm and conservation organizations,
and with appropriate federal, state, and county agencies.  Refuge staff work with
private landowners, conservation organizations, and governmental agencies to
bring programs into the watershed to help meet the water quality goal.  Special
emphasis is placed on encouraging landowners along Polk County Ditch 73 to use
filter strips, grass water ways, and restore wetlands.  Refuge staff restore a
minimum of three wetlands and initiate at least one other conservation practice
per year on private lands along Ditch 73 in connection with the Service’s private
lands program.  The Refuge restores drained seasonal wetlands and reestablishs
the natural hydrological patterns on the Refuge.

Community Involvement  Refuge staff recruit a cadre of volunteers from the
surrounding communities.  The volunteers are trained, equipped, and enabled to
become actively involved in many aspects of Refuge management.  The Refuge
has a self-managed volunteer program that is fully integrated into Refuge
operations by the year 2012, including a paid, full-time volunteer coordinator.
Community involvement in Refuge programs continues to be promoted and
encouraged. The Friends of  the Rydell Refuge Association assist the Refuge by
seeking funding and providing assistance with the public use and educational
programs.  Formalized partnerships are established with conservation organiza-
tions, universities, and other local groups.

Public Use  There are increased opportunities for bird watching, hunting, hiking,
education, habitat restoration, and scientific study in this alternative.  The
emphasis in public use is increased programs and services with little new facility
development. Facility changes stress accessibility. All of the existing and planned
public use facilities are fully accessible for people with disabilities and meet the
requirements of the American Disability Act (ADA).

Interpretive and Educational Potential  Refuge staff take a lead role in provid-
ing information about wildlife,  land stewardship, natural/cultural history, and
educational programs.  There are more outreach efforts and educational/inter-
pretive programs.  Facilities to enhance outdoor experiences throughout the
Refuge include hiking/cross-country ski trails, boardwalks, observation plat-
forms, and an auto tour route.  The Refuge visitor center provides a focal point to
orient and educate visitors.  Special events, guided tours, educational programs,
and field trips are offered to acquaint visitors with the Refuge’s cultural history,
natural resources, wildlife, resource issues, and management.
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Habitat Restoration and Management Under this alternative, 272 acres of
cropland are converted to native prairie grassland, 499 acres of mesic deciduous
forest are reestablished, and all wetland basins are restored by 2002.  The
farming program is reduced to approximately 42 acres (see Table 1).

Management of Cultural Resources  Same as alternative 1.

For a comparison of alternatives, see Table 2 on page 124.

III.  Affected Environment

Historically, the area was a small forested island within the Prairie Pothole
Region. A concentration of lakes to the south and west formed a “fire shadow”
that supported the growth of maple-basswood and oak forest surrounded by
northern tallgrass prairie.  Many of the trees were cleared for farming during the
homesteading era.

Today the Refuge is a mosaic of wetlands, hardwood stands, conifer plantations,
grass meadows and cropland. Wetlands make up 657 acres of the Refuge; trees
and shrubs about 500 acres; grassland 590 acres; and cropland constitutes 293
acres. The fragmentation of the plant communities negatively affects wildlife and
ecosystem management. The area around the Refuge is dominated by agriculture
with crops grown on most cleared land.  In 1994 and 1995, a team of biologists
from the University of Minnesota–Crookston conducted a baseline plant inven-
tory with emphasis on native, remnant communities. The biologists concluded
that “... the Refuge is in a uniquely positioned ecotonal setting on the borders of
major North American biomes. Consideration should be given to looking at the
entire refuge as an example of large scale ecosystem restoration with a view
towards restoring a sizable unit of maple-basswood and oak forest types, particu-
larly for forest interior species (birds and plants).” The biologists further identi-
fied Sundew Bog as the most unique remnant community on the Refuge. The
biologists also recommended controlling undesirable invasive woody species such
as common buckthorn and prickly ash to protect the integrity of the native
communities.

The diverse Refuge habitat is currently used by diving and dabbling ducks,
geese, swans, white-tailed deer, moose, ruffed grouse, cormorants, herons,
rabbits, raccoon, otter, beaver, mink, muskrats, black bear, fox, coyotes, hawks,
and owls.  More than 195 species of birds have been observed on the Refuge. A
bald eagle’s nest is located approximately 1 mile south of the Refuge. And, eagles
and osprey are often seen using Refuge habitat. Trumpeter swans, a state-listed
threatened species, were recently reintroduced on the Refuge and now use the
Refuge regularly. The Refuge is within the peripheral range of the gray wolf and
unconfirmed sightings of wolves have been reported on the Refuge.

The Refuge has 24 reported cultural resources sites and 58 standing structures
on Refuge land. The potential for additional cultural resources on the Refuge is
mixed.  Undiscovered prehistoric sites are likely, especially for the Woodland
culture (500 B.C. to A.D. 1650) in this vegetative transition zone.  The Cheyenne
tribe is the earliest historic period tribe in the area, replaced by the Ojibwa.  It is
likely that all historic period sites have been located, with little potential for
Indian sites and trading posts. As of September 6, 2000, Polk County contains six
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Planned Habitat Acres

    Current Habitat Acres LakesLakesLakesLakesLakes WWWWWetlandsetlandsetlandsetlandsetlands Grassland/Grassland/Grassland/Grassland/Grassland/ Grass/ShrubGrass/ShrubGrass/ShrubGrass/ShrubGrass/Shrub Maple,Maple,Maple,Maple,Maple, AgriculturalAgriculturalAgriculturalAgriculturalAgricultural ConiferConiferConiferConiferConifer FacilitiesFacilitiesFacilitiesFacilitiesFacilities
and Wand Wand Wand Wand Wetetetetet WWWWWetlandetlandetlandetlandetland ComplexComplexComplexComplexComplex BasswoodBasswoodBasswoodBasswoodBasswood FieldsFieldsFieldsFieldsFields DemonstrationDemonstrationDemonstrationDemonstrationDemonstration DevelopmentDevelopmentDevelopmentDevelopmentDevelopment
MeadowsMeadowsMeadowsMeadowsMeadows ComplexComplexComplexComplexComplex and Oakand Oakand Oakand Oakand Oak

ForestForestForestForestForest

Table 1:  Habitat Conversion

Lakes 232 232

Wetlands 338 188 39 28 88

Hardwood 419 9 15 26 365

Conifer 135 3 25 16 86 5
Plantations

Grass 489 12 220 88 163 4
Meadows

Cropland 272 115 116 42

Facilities/ 26 26
Development

Grassland/ 85 24 11 33 17
Wetland
Complex

Grass/Shrub 11 2 3 6
Complex

TTTTTotal Acresotal Acresotal Acresotal Acresotal Acres 2,007*2,007*2,007*2,007*2,007* 232232232232232 238238238238238 428428428428428 191191191191191 841841841841841 4242424242 99999 2626262626

*  *  *  *  *  Total acres do not equate total legal acreage (2,120) due to lack of precision of GIS at the scale digitized.



Rydell National Wildlife Refuge
126

properties on the National Register of Historic Places.  All these properties are
historic period structures located in cities.  To date, two cultural resources
investigations have produced artifacts from Refuge lands;  these collections are
stored at the Minnesota Historical Society under a cooperative agreement.

IV.  Environmental Consequences

Effects Common to Both Alternatives

Under both alternatives, the Service obligations for Cultural Resources Manage-
ment, Threatened and Endangered Species, and other legal mandates will be
met.

Because of the location and type of activities proposed for the comprehensive
conservation plan, there will be “no affect” on the bald eagle, gray wolf or any
other federally listed threatened or endangered species or their critical habitat.

Table 2 – Comparison of Alternatives (By Year 2012)
Issues and ConcernsIssues and ConcernsIssues and ConcernsIssues and ConcernsIssues and Concerns Alternative 1Alternative 1Alternative 1Alternative 1Alternative 1 Alternative 2Alternative 2Alternative 2Alternative 2Alternative 2

No ActionNo ActionNo ActionNo ActionNo Action Implement CCPImplement CCPImplement CCPImplement CCPImplement CCP

1. Water Management Restore 1 or 2 wetlands per Restore all drained wetlands
year as funding permits. by 2002; reestablish the

natural hydrological patterns
of Refuge Wetlands.

2. Water Quality Restore 1 or 2 wetlands per Restore 5 undrained wetlands
year as funding permits. per year; reestablish the

natural hydrological patterns
of Refuge wetlands; work
with Watershed District,
Ditch 73 authority, and land-
owners to reduce phosph-
orous and nitrate loads
entering the Refuge and
Maple Lake.

3. Community Maintain coordination; Establish self-managed and
    Involvement maintain current partners. funded volunteer program;

formalize educational,
accessibility, and research
partnerships.

4.  Public Use Maintain 2,500 visits per Meet the needs of 5,000 to
year; maintain existing public 7,000 visitors per year; make
use facilities. existing and new facilities

fully accessible.

5.  Interpretive and Maintain existing interpretiveFormalize educational
     Educational Potential and educational programs. partnerships with

surrounding schools and
universities; develop fully
accessible interpretive
displays, trails, and over-
looks; provide environmental
education programs; promote
“Watchable Wildlife”
program.

6.  Habitat Restoration Restore 5 acres of mesic Restore 499 acres of mesic
     and Managementand decidous forest, 10 acres and decidous forest, 20 acres

of native prairie grassland, of native prairie grassland
and 1 or 2 wetlands per year. and all wetlands. All wet-
Maintain farming program to lands restored by 2002.
control weeds. Farming program of 42

acres for wildlife viewing.
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The following section evaluates the impacts that the two alternatives would have
on the six issues/concerns that were identified in the CCP.

Alternative 1 – No ActionAlternative 1 – No ActionAlternative 1 – No ActionAlternative 1 – No ActionAlternative 1 – No Action

Water Management  It could take up to 25 years for the Refuge to reach its full
waterfowl production capability.  Invertebrate populations in Clifford Lake may
be decreased and waterfowl productivity may be less than full potential. We
would not know the effect of rearing walleye without an evaluation study.

Water Quality  The Refuge farming program would continue indefinitely. The
farming program and farming upstream would continue to be a source of chemi-
cal laden water run off into Refuge wetlands and Maple Lake.  Algae growth
would continue and, as a result, the supply of oxygen necessary to fish would
continue to be depleted, and the aquatic food chain would continue to be dis-
rupted.

Community Involvement  The Refuge presence in the local communities would
be maintained but not expanded.

Public Use  The estimated visitation in 15 years would be around 5,000 visitors
per year.  The wildlife and other Refuge natural resources may benefit from
limited public use.  Disturbance to wildlife would be minimal and habitat would
not be displaced for access, education, and other facilities.  Much of the Refuge
would continue to be inaccessible to the disabled public.  The Refuge would not
be able to provide sufficient public access to its lands to generate long-term
public support.  Local communities and tourism groups would not actively
promote and identify their relationship with the Refuge.  Over the long-term,
this would translate into inadequate funding and reduced partnerships because of
reduced public support.

Interpretive and Educational Potential  Current local support and understand-
ing would continue with moderate increases over time.  Negative impacts on
wildlife and habitat would be minimal.

Habitat Restoration and Management  It would take up to 25 years to restore all
of the wetland basins, plant 400 acres of forest, and establish 300 acres of native
prairie grassland on the Refuge.  The full wildlife production and maintenance
potential of the Refuge would not be realized until all the restoration projects
were completed.  There would be very little change to waterfowl production,
neotropical migratory bird use, and resident wildlife populations in the short-
term. The status of any threatened or endangered species would remain un-
changed.

Alternative 2 – Implement the Comprehensive Conservation Plan (PreferredAlternative 2 – Implement the Comprehensive Conservation Plan (PreferredAlternative 2 – Implement the Comprehensive Conservation Plan (PreferredAlternative 2 – Implement the Comprehensive Conservation Plan (PreferredAlternative 2 – Implement the Comprehensive Conservation Plan (Preferred
Alternative)Alternative)Alternative)Alternative)Alternative)

Water Management  The waterfowl production potential of the Refuge would be
increased considerably.  Restoring the natural hydrological patterns and levels
for most of the Type IV and V wetlands would rectify the illegal alterations that
were completed prior to the area becoming a national wildlife refuge. The effect
of rearing walleye fry in Clifford Lake would be studied.
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Water Quality  Water quality of wetland habitat on the Refuge and especially
Maple Lake would improve.  Algae growth in the lakes would decrease, the
supply of oxygen for fish would increase, and the aquatic food chain would be
more intact in the lakes.  Landowners within the Red Lake Watershed District
would likely be more knowledgeable and active in protecting the water quality of
the area.

Community Involvement  The Refuge would experience an ever increasing base
of support. The Friends of  the Rydell Refuge Association would assist the
Refuge by seeking funding and providing assistance with the public use and
educational programs.  People in the surrounding communities would help
promote a sense of ownership.  The Refuge would receive recognition and
support for funding during the next 15 years.

Public Use  The Refuge would attract additional visitors who are interested in
bird watching, hunting, hiking, education, habitat restoration, and scientific
study.  Public use visits to the Refuge would increase, and visitors would have a
higher quality experience.  The Refuge visitors’ awareness of the natural world
would increase and this would translate into increased public support for the
Refuge.  Increased visitation would lead to increased spending in the local
economy.  The negative impacts of increased public use on the Refuge would
include a greater potential for wildlife disturbance by the public, increased
maintenance and operating costs to build and maintain public use facilities, and
wildlife habitat displacement by access and recreational facilities. Negative
impacts from public use would be alleviated through stipulations made in compat-
ibility determinations for each use.

Interpretive and Educational Potential  Visitors would develop a better under-
standing of their dependence on the natural environment and the management
techniques employed to protect and restore natural systems.  Increased visitor
contacts would increase public support for the Refuge and increase long-term
spending in the local economy.  The negative impacts of increased programs for
the public would include a greater potential for wildlife disturbance by the public,
increased maintenance and operating costs to build and maintain educational and
interpretation facilities, and wildlife habitat displacement by access and educa-
tion facilities.

Habitat Restoration and Management  The conversion of crop land and conifer
plantations to reconstructed native habitats would have a net positive effect on
the physical and biological resources. Conversion of cropland would reduce soil
erosion, reduce the use of chemicals, and increase biodiversity.  The restored
native plant communities would afford greater protection and enhancement for
the animal populations that utilize those habitats.  Increased grassland acres
would provide additional cover for geese and nesting habitat for mallards. The
increased grassland acres would also benefit the following birds with special
regional status:  American black duck; blue-winged teal; northern pintail; bald
eagle; northern harrier; northern goshawk; peregrine falcon; field sparrrow;
grasshopper sparrow; bobolink; and eastern meadowlark. (See Appendix F for a
more complete listing of wildlife species and their habitats.) More acres and
larger blocks of deciduous forest would benefit the following birds with special
regional status:  wood ducks; northern goshawk; peregrine falcon; American
woodcock; yellow-billed cuckoo; northern flicker; Acadian flycatcher; veery;
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chesnut-sided warbler; field sparrow; and grasshopper sparrow.  The loss of
even-aged conifer plantations would have a small effect on a few species of
songbirds that may use the trees for cover, but none of these birds are solely
dependent upon the conifers. The status of any threatened or endangered species
would not be negatively affected, and it may be enhanced through more natural
habitat.  Cultural resources would be afforded more protection, because the soil
would be disturbed less.

Table 3:  Summary of Consequences Under Alternatives
Issues andIssues andIssues andIssues andIssues and Alternative 1Alternative 1Alternative 1Alternative 1Alternative 1 Alternative2Alternative2Alternative2Alternative2Alternative2
OpportunitiesOpportunitiesOpportunitiesOpportunitiesOpportunities No ActionNo ActionNo ActionNo ActionNo Action Implement the CCPImplement the CCPImplement the CCPImplement the CCPImplement the CCP

(Preferred Alternative)(Preferred Alternative)(Preferred Alternative)(Preferred Alternative)(Preferred Alternative)

Water Management May take 25 years to reach Waterfowl production pot-
full waterfowl production ential increased considerably
potential. Invertebrate and within 3 years. Effect of
waterfowl productivity may rearing walleye in Clifford
be suppressed in Clifford Lake would be better
Lake. understood.

Water Quality Algae growth in lakes with Decreased algae growth in
fewer fish and disruption in lakes, healthy fish populat-
aquatic food chain. ions, and healthy aquatic

food chain.

Community Current base of support for Increased base of support
Involvement the Refuge would be main- for the Refuge.

tained.

Public Use Visitation would increase Increased visitation with
moderately. Disturbance to higher quality visitor
wildlife would be minimal. experiences. Greater pot-
Low community identity ential for wildlife disturbance.
with the Refuge. Increased spending in the

local economy. Increased
support for the Refuge.

Interpretive and Current local support would Increased understanding of
Educational Potential continue. Negative impacts environment. Increased

on wildlife and habitat would public support. Greater
be minimal. potential for wildlife

disturbance.

Habitat RestorationLittle change in waterfowl Reduced soil erosion.
and Management production, neotropical mig- Increased biodiversity.

ratory bird use, and resident Enhanced wildlife pop-
wildlife populations. ulations.

Management of Cultural resources protected. Cultural resources protected.
Cultural Resources

Threatened and No increase in threats. No increase in threats; more
Endangered Species natural habitat would en-

hance habitat for greater
diversity of species.
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V.  List of Preparers

Rick JulianRick JulianRick JulianRick JulianRick Julian
Refuge Manager, Rydell National Wildlife Refuge

B.S.     in Fish and Wildlife Management, University of Minnesota, St. Paul, 3 years
as Wildlife Technician Minnesota Section of Game, conducting grouse research on
the Red Lake Wildlife Management Area, Warroad, Minnesota.  Three years as
Fishery  Biologist on Great Lakes Research Vessel Cisco with Great Lakes
Fishery Laboratory, Ann Arbor, Michigan. Eight years as Fish and  Wildlife
Biologist at the East Lansing Ecological  Field Office, Michigan,,,,, 11 years with
Division of Federal as Regional 3 Hunter Education Specialist and Wildlife
Section Supervisor, Fort Snelling, Minnesota.  Five years as Manager of the
Detroit Lakes Wetland Management District and Rydell Refuge,,,,, Detroit Lakes,
Minnesota, and one year as project manager Glacial Ridge project and Refuge
Manager for Rydell National Wildlife Refuge, Erskine, Minnesota.

Les PetersonLes PetersonLes PetersonLes PetersonLes Peterson
Wildlife Biologist, Detroit Lakes Wetland Management District

B.S. in wildlife science, Utah State University, Logan, Utah.  Biological Techni-
cian at San Bernard National Wildlife Refuge in 1978; between 1978 and 1986,
served as Assistant Manager at Brazoria National Wildlife Refuge, Aransas
National Wildlife Refuge in charge of Matagorda Island,  Havasu National
Wildlife Refuge in charge of the Bill Williams Unit, and the Lacrosse District of
the Upper Mississippi River National Wildlife & Fish Refuge;  in 1986 trans-
ferred to the Detroit Lakes Wetland Management District as Assistant Wetland
Manager; Wildlife Biologist at the Wetland Management District since 1990.

John SchomakerJohn SchomakerJohn SchomakerJohn SchomakerJohn Schomaker
Project Coordinator, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Great Lakes-Big Rivers
Regional Office

B.A. in chemistry, Carleton College, Northfield, Minnesota; M.S. in Outdoor
Recreation, Utah State University, Logan, Utah; Ph.D. in Recreation Manage-
ment, Colorado State University, Fort Collins, Colorado.  Three years teaching
and conducting research in wildland recreation and wilderness management,
University of Idaho, Moscow, Idaho; 8 years in river recreation research for
North Central Forest Experiment Station, U.S. Forest Service, St. Paul, Minne-
sota; 10 years as recreation planner at Minnesota Valley NWR, Bloomington,
Minnestoa; 4 years as refuge planner for Region 3, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Ser-
vice, Fort Snelling, Minnesota.
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Appendix J:  Mailing List
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Appendix J:  Mailing List

Federal OfficialsFederal OfficialsFederal OfficialsFederal OfficialsFederal Officials

U.S. Senator Mark Dayton
U.S. Senator Paul Wellstone
U.S. Representative Collin Peterson

Federal AgenciesFederal AgenciesFederal AgenciesFederal AgenciesFederal Agencies

USDA/ Natural Resource Conservation Service
USDI/ Fish & Wildlife Service, Albuquerque, New Mexico; Anchorage, Alaska;
Atlanta, Georgia; Denver, Colorado; Fort Snelling, Minnesota; Hadley, Massachu-
setts; Portland, Oregon; Washington, D.C.

State OfficialsState OfficialsState OfficialsState OfficialsState Officials

Governor Jesse Ventura
Senator Roger Moe
Representative Bernie Lieder

State AgenciesState AgenciesState AgenciesState AgenciesState Agencies

Commissioner Allen Garber, Minnesota Department of Natural Resources
Terry Wolfe, District Manager, Minnesota Department of Natural Resources
State Historic Preservation Officer, St. Paul, Minnesota
Minnesota Environmental Quality Board
Dan Svedarsky, Fish and Wildlife Department, University of Minnesota–
Crookston

City/County/TCity/County/TCity/County/TCity/County/TCity/County/Township Governmentsownship Governmentsownship Governmentsownship Governmentsownship Governments

Mayor, City of Erskine
Mayor, City of Mentor
City Administrator, City of Crookston
Polk County Board of Commissioners
Woodside Township Board of Supervisors
Grove Park Township Board of Supervisors

TTTTTribesribesribesribesribes

Red Lake Band of Chippewa
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OrganizationsOrganizationsOrganizationsOrganizationsOrganizations

Friends of Rydell National Wildlife Refuge Association
The Nature Conservancy
Richard King Mellon Foundation
Minnesota Deer Hunters Association
Minnesota Waterfowl Association
Pheasants Forever
Ruffed Grouse Society
National Audubon Society
Ducks Unlimited
Wildlife Management Institute
PEER Refuge Keeper
The Wilderness Society, Washington, D.C.
National Wildlife Federation
Sierra Club, Midwest Office, Madison, Wisconsin
The National Wildlife Refuge Association, Washington, D.C.
The Conservation Fund, Arlington, Virginia
Polk County Historical Society
Wildlife Society, Minnesota Chapter

MediaMediaMediaMediaMedia

Erskine Echo
Crookston Daily News
Outdoor News
KQHt FM 96.1, Grand Forks, North Dakota
KROX AM 1260, Crookston, Minnesota
Twin Valley Times
Norman County Index
Thirteen Towns
Fargo Forum
Minneapolis/St. Paul StarTribune
St. Paul Pioneer Press
Grand Forks Herald
Northern Watch
KKAQ, Foston, Minnesota
KKCQ, Foston, Minnesota
KXJO, Fargo/Grand Forks
KVLY, Fargo/Grand Forks
KFGO, Fargo
WDAY/WDAZ, Fargo/Grand Forks
KCNN AM 590, Grand Forks

IndividualsIndividualsIndividualsIndividualsIndividuals

Individuals who participated in open houses or who have requested to be on the
mailing list for the Rydell National Wildlife Refuge CCP.



Appendix K / List of Preparers
135

Appendix K:  List of Preparers



Appendix K / List of Preparers
137

Appendix K:  List of Preparers

Rick JulianRick JulianRick JulianRick JulianRick Julian
Refuge Manager
Rydell NWR, Erskine, Minn.

Mr. Julian provided overall direction, supervision and coordination with agencies
and the public. He contributed to writing and editing the CCP.

John SchomakerJohn SchomakerJohn SchomakerJohn SchomakerJohn Schomaker
Refuge Planning Specialist
Regional Office, Fort Snelling, Minn.

Mr. Schomaker provided coordination and served as co-author of the CCP.

John DobrovolnyJohn DobrovolnyJohn DobrovolnyJohn DobrovolnyJohn Dobrovolny
Regional Historian
Regional Office, Fort Snelling, Minn.

Mr. Dobrovolny is the primary author of cultural resource sections.

Sean KillenSean KillenSean KillenSean KillenSean Killen
Cartographer
Regional Office, Fort Snelling, Minn.

Mr. Killen assisted with the preparation of maps.

Jane HodginsJane HodginsJane HodginsJane HodginsJane Hodgins
Technical Writer/Editor
Regional Office, Fort Snelling, Minn.

Ms. Hodgins served as primary editor of the CCP.
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Appendix K:  Summary and Disposition of Public
Comments on the Draft CCP
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Appendix L: Summary and Disposition of Public Comments on
Draft Comprehensive Conservation Plan

One government agency and three individuals – one person via email and two
persons orally at an open house – commented on the Draft Comprehensive
Conservation Plan.

We considered the comments as we prepared the final Comprehensive Conserva-
tion Plan.  The following paragraphs describe the comments and our response.

A comment from Region 5 of the Environmental Protection Agency encouraged
us to consider expanding the range of alternatives in the Environmental Assess-
ment.  The suggestion was to include one alternative that focuses on serving
recreation use needs in the national wildlife refuge versus a focus on restoration
of historic ecosystem types and another alternative that might balance recreation
and restoration through adaptive management.

In the Environmental Assessment we describe two other alternatives that we
considered but did not develop further and the reasons why we did not pursue
them.  In our view, Alternative 2 (Preferred Alternative) represents the alterna-
tive suggested as a balance of recreation and restoration.  The suggestion to
consider an alternative that focuses on serving recreation needs in the Refuge
runs counter to the “wildlife first” direction within the National Wildlife Refuge
System Improvement Act of 1997.  In general, the system at Rydell National
Wildlife Refuge is simple and the issues and needs are not complex.  For all of
these reasons, we feel that the two alternatives that we developed and compared
are adequate.

Individuals wanted the plan to clarify use regulations related to snowmobiling,
canoeing, and rollerblading.  These uses are prohibited and we have made this
explicit in the final plan.

An individual questioned the need for the proposed auto tour route given the
amount of paved trails and the availability of golf carts that provide access to
persons with mobility needs.  The individual suggested that an alternative would
be to route a one-way auto tour from east to west through the Refuge past the
demonstration area and out the west side of the Refuge.  This route would
eliminate the northern loop proposed in the plan.  We think the alternative route
merits consideration.  We will consider and evaluate this alternative route when
a detailed public use plan is drafted and the engineering, construction, and public
use aspects are developed more fully.

Individuals also commented on the need for a date change for the beginning of
the fishery study, tree removal at the entrance road, and the need to reduce the
number of deer on the Refuge and the possibility of a bounty.  The date for the
fishery study has been changed in the final plan.  The comment on tree removal
was based on a misunderstanding of the plan and did not necessitate a change in
the plan.  Deer management on the Refuge is coordinated with the State of
Minnesota and conducted under their regulations.  We think the possibility of
using a bounty as an incentive for deer removal is very low.  In the context of
adaptive management, we will monitor the effects of the CCP’s objective 1.9 that
sets the level of the Refuge’s deer population.


