



































































































































PRESCRIBED

BURNING
FORESTS

WHY: To improve the habitat of certain animals by creating forest
openings

WHEN: Spring

WHERE: Forests in the northern portion of Minnesota

HOW: By setting carefully planned fires at selected sites when the
weather conditions are favorable.

mokey the bear would have had a fit. Here was

a group of conservation workers setting fire to
a forest. They set piles of brush afire along a road,
then stood back and watched as the flames swept
through the trees.

But these men weren’t set on destruction.
Rather, their intention was to improve forest
vegetation for wildlife. Many trees of the woods
were old. Their leaves shaded the ground below so
that little sunlight reached the forest floor to spur
new growth. The old forest has few inhabitants
because they get little nourishment from the tall
trees and sparse underbrush. New growth would
provide more nutritious food and create better
cover for a wide variety of animals. So, a fire was
set to kill the old trees so new growth could
start.

Wildlife managers call this method of improving
habitat controlled or prescribed burning. It is a
technique they use to benefit ruffed grouse, deer,
moose, bear, beaver, and many songbirds. Still
others, such as sharptails and prairie chickens, rely
on habitat that is created and maintained by fire.
But, like most changes in the environment, the
habitat of some species (grey squirrels and some
songbirds, for example) is destroyed by burning.

The animals themselves are seldom injured by
the fire. They will run or fly ahead of the flames,
find “cold spots” which don’t burn, or in the case
of small mammals, crawl into tunnels in the
ground.

Prescribed burning requires considerable
planning and preparation. Fire lanes must be
cleared or cut beforchand. Local fire departments
and neighboring people are also notified. In some
cases, dried brush is piled around the base of
trees so they’ll catch fire more readily.




The burning is usually done in the spring after
there have been at least five consecutive rain-free
days. Weather conditions are watched closely. The
wind should be light (from 8 to 15 miles-per-hour)
and the humidity should be between 30 and 45
percent, with temperatures in the 55 to 75 degree
range.

A good-sized crew, perhaps 15 or more workers,
is on hand for the actual burning. Bulldozers,
shovels, pump trucks, radios and pickup trucks
equipped for fire fighting are used to keep the
flames within intended boundaries. Despite the
preparation, manpower, and equipment, prescribed
burning is one of the least expensive (per acre) and
most beneficial wildlife habitat management
techniques.

Even under favorable conditions, however,
controlled burns can get out of hand and spread to

other areas of the forest. For this reason, pre-
scribed burning should never be done by anyone
except conservation workers who have the knowl-
edge and equipment to handle the job properly.
Smokey the bear still has the right idea when it
comes to any other type of fire in the woods.

Written by Pat Hennessy. [llustrated by Don Balfour. Published by the
Education Section, Bureau of Information and Education, Minnesota

Department of Natural Resources.



TIMBER HARVEST

WHY: To improve the habitat of certain animals by creating forest
openings
WHEN: Year-round

WHERE: The forests of northern Minnesota

HOW:
out the forest

o the human eye, a recently clear-cut area of
forest is not as pleasing as a magnificent
stand of pine or the splash of color on autumn

maples.

But to many forest creatures an endless stretch
of same-aged trees makes a poor home. Clear-
cutting is one answer. When large trees are cut
down, sunlight and rainfall reach the ground
bringing new life to the forest floor. Flowering
plants, bushes and tiny trees sprout and the
woodland supermarket is open for browsing by
deer, ruffed grouse, bear, and an assortment of
other creatures. )

In Minnesota, much of the northern forest has
grown too old to be ideal habitat for many wildlife
species. Over the years, wildlife managers have
devised a few techniques for reducing the amount
of mature timber, thereby improving wildlife
habitat.

One technique involves the cutting or harvesting
of timber. Wildlife managers encourage foresters
to conduct timber harvesting in a way that is
beneficial to wildlife. They encourage clear-cutting
aspen and dispersing small sized (not over 40 acres)
cuttings throughout the forest.

Wildlife managers are also shifting the loggers’
attitude toward aspen. Years ago, aspen was a
“weed” tree. Now it is regarded as the most

By contracting with loggers to clear-cut small areas through-

valuable tree in the woods for wildlife and timber.

In most cases, this habitat improvement
technique can be accomplished by selling timber
to loggers. New forest openings can also be
created by contracting with loggers to simply cut
all the trees in a selected area and leave the
felled trees where they drop. But this method costs
more because loggers must be paid to cut the
trees rather than paying for the right to remove
the timber.

Like most wildlife management techniques that
create change, the habitat of some species is
destroyed when habitat is improved for others. In
this case, the large trees that provide homes for
horned owls, squirrels, and a few songbirds are
cut down to create forest openings that attract
other species (woodcock, ruffed grouse, snowshoe
hares, deer, black bear, beaver, and dozens of
songbirds and small mammals.)

Young forests have a greater diversity of plants
and animals than do old forests. The type and age
of a forest determines the number and species of
animals that survive.

A clear-cut piece of forest may not fill the
human eye with beauty, but it does wonders for
the health and welfare of the animals which
make the forest—and its openings—home.

Written by Pat Hennessy. Illustrated by Don Balfour. Published by the
Education Section, Bureau of Information and Education, Minnesota

Department of Natural Resources.






MANIPULATION

WHY:

WHEN:
WHERE:
HOW:

To improve the habitat of some animals (especially water-
fowl) by preserving or creating marshes, swamps and ponds
Summer and fall

Primarily in the southern agricultural region of Minnesota

By using dikes to raise or lower water levels for optimum
growth of certain plants and to obtain proper water depths
so ducks can feed with ease




eauty, the saying goes, is in the eye of the

beholder. To a man or woman, beauty could be
represented by a new car, a painting, or a new coat.
But to a high-flying duck, beauty could easily be
the sight of a small pond below.

Ducks, as we know, appreciate water. They
enjoy splashing down into lakes and rivers, as well
as small potholes, marshes, swamps, and even
an occasional bog. Ducks find beauty in temporary
wetlands created by spring snow melt, where they
can rest before continuing north. Some pairs court
and breed in and near these small ponds before
they dry up.

But true beauty to a duck is a deeper, more
permanent marsh. Here, a duck can find the neces-
sities and pleasures of life within a short flight.
Migrating ducks can rest and feed as well as court
and breed within the confines of the marsh. During
the summer, swamps and marshes provide food
and rest areas for both adults and ducklings. They
can also escape behind the cover of pond vegetation
when trouble threatens.

Many waterfowl nests are constructed from
marsh plants, including cattails, bullrushes, and
grasses. Marsh plants that grow underwater (sago
pondweed and wild celery), float (lesser duckweed)
or grow above water, (wild rice) are favored water-
fowl foods. Ducks, and especially ducklings, get
needed protein from insect larvae, insects, and
small crustaceans found in shallow water.

Unfortunately for ducks, many people do not
find marshes beautiful. To some farmers, wetlands
are of little value because crops can’t be planted
in water. Over the years, farmers have put more
and more acreage into crop production by draining
marshes and ponds.

In the past, state and federal governments have
encouraged wetland drainage through certain
agencies which share drainage costs with the
farmer. Strange as it may seem, other government
and private agencies have been preserving and
creating the same types of wetlands for waterfowl.

Today, state and federal governments are taking
steps to preserve wetlands. The federal Water Bank
and acquisition programs have saved millions of
acres of wetlands. Minnesota had the first wetlands
acquisition program in the United States.

The Minnesota Department of Natural
Resources and the U. S. Department of Agriculture
assist in the preserving of wetlands and encourage
the construction of water impoundments—blocking
the flow of water with a dike—to create a pond
with the objective of duplicating a natural marsh.
Money collected from sportsmen and others has
been used to buy marshes and swamps and to
construct similar man-made wetlands.

But whether a marsh is natural or man-made,
its beauty (or lack of it) is certainly in the eye of
the beholder.

Written by Pat Hennessy. Hlustrated by Don Balfour. Published by the
Education Section, Bureau of Information and Education, Minnesota
Department of Natural Resources.



ilable to

sting sites ava

= S=

WHY:

and placing them in suitable

on in the spring

ta

structing nest structures

50

WHERE: Thro
By con

WHEN: Befor
HOW:

setti



SIDE VIEW

BCREEN - P

One of the chief problems facing waterfowl
returning north after the winter is finding a
suitable spot to nest. Ducks build their nests on or
near the water with materials that are often found
nearby: bullrushes, cattails or grasses. But one
group of ducks nests in trees. The most common
tree-nesting duck in Minnesota is the wood duck,
though American goldeneyes, common and hooded
mergansers, and an occasional bufflehead also
nest in the state.

The problem for these ducks is to find a suitable
nest tree near water. The tree cavity must be large
enough to safely contain the eggs. Sometimes,
natural growth of the tree will provide such a
cavity, but often, tree-nesting ducks borrow homes
built by woodpeckers or other animals.

Within hours after her young hatch, the female
will urge her ducklings to climb out of the nest and
into the water, where they will remain—with an
occasional venture onto dry land—until ready to
fly.

In many areas, a solution to the nesting site
problem is to provide man-made nest boxes. The
Minnesota Department of Natural Resources and
many conservation organizations and sportsman’s
clubs erect boxes near waterfowl nesting areas.

Nest boxes come in a variety of shapes and sizes.
All are easy to build.

Here are a few guidelines for building a nest
box: It can be made from either wood, metal, or
fiberglass and should be about 24 inches deep and
12 inches square with a rectangular or oval opening
of about 3% x 4% inches. The box should be well
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off the ground (at least 10 feet) and much con-
sideration should be given to protecting the nest
from predators, such as racoons. This can be
accomplished by placing the box on a metal pole
or by encircling the tree with a piece of sheet
metal 38 inches wide. Sawdust or wood shavings
makes good bedding inside the box.

The nest box should be placed out of direct
sunlight, if possible, as there is some evidence that
extreme heat may destroy clutches in certain types
of boxes. There should also be a clear flight lane
between the nest box and the water.

Duck nesting boxes may also be used by bees,
hornets, small mammals and other birds, such as
tree swallows or starlings (dyeing the bedding red
will discourage starlings from using the nest).
The shavings inside the box should be changed
yearly. ‘

The construction, placement, and maintenance
of nest boxes is a good wildlife management
technique for improving the habitat—and the
numbers—of some of the most colorful waterfowl
in Minnesota.

Written by Pat Hennessy. Hlustrated by Don Balfour. Published by the
Education Section, Bureau of Information and Education, Minnesota

Department of Natural Resources.



FOOD PLOTS




WHY:
during difficult times
WHEN:
animals during winter

To provide food (and sometimes shelter) for selected animals

Planted in the spring, but usually used most heavily by

WHERE: Primarily in the southern agricultural zone

HOW:
tered areas

he ring-necked pheasant, originally imported

from Asia, was brought to Minnesota in 1905.
By 1922, the ring-neck was well established in the
state and by the early 1940s, the statewide fall
population was more than five million. From that
point on, however, pheasant numbers declined.
Today, there are probably fewer than a million
birds in the state each fall.

A major reason for the decline in pheasant
numbers has been the change in farming tech-
niques. Modern, intensive farming has altered good
pheasant habitat. More and more land is under
the plow and is left black over the winter. Undis-
turbed grassland nesting cover has been virtually
eliminated in much of the prime pheasant range
and row crops (corn and soybeans) have almost
entirely replaced small grains in many parts of the
state.

In an attempt to slow or reverse the decline in
pheasant numbers, state and federal governments
have initiated projects aimed at improving habitat
and providing food during winter, the most
difficult time of year for pheasants.

One pheasant management project provides
winter food (and some protection from wind and

By planting food—corn, sorghum or other grain—near shel-

snow) for the birds. This food plot program was
started in 1962. Federal and state agencies de-
veloped a cost-sharing practice with farmers under
which corn, sorghum, or other grain is Ieft standing
near good cover throughout winter.

Through experimentation and study of food
plots, wildlife biologists have made some recom-
mendations as to the size, makeup,and placement
of food plots in Minnesota’s farming region.

Pheasants need protection from winter’s cold
winds, so food plots should be planted near, and
on the south and east sides of trees and shrub-
covered areas. This type of food plot is often
rows of corn left in a plot at least two acres in
size. Where cover is not as heavy, sorghum is
usually planted adjacent to corn to provide better
cover. This “mixed” food plot should total at
least two acres.

The planting of food plots is a wildlife manage-
ment technique which falls under the heading of
“habitat manipulation.” By controlling certain
elements of an animal’s habitat (in this case,
winter food and cover), the wildlife manager hopes
to bolster the population of a desired species
(pheasants in this example).

Written by Pat Hennessy. Illustrated by Don Balfour. Published by the
Education Section, Bureau of Information and Education, Minnesota

Department of Natural Resources.



NEST COVEI]

WHY:
WHEN:
summer (April-August)

To create or preserve areas used heavily for wildlife nesting
Good nesting cover is essential in the spring and early

WHERE: Primarily in the southern agricultural zone where intensive
farming techniques have destroyed most of the wildlife

nesting cover
HOW:

By leaving nesting cover unmolested during the nesting

season (until after July 31) or planting good nesting vegeta-
tion where little or none existed before

Question. Which is the most important source
of safe pheasant nesting cover in Minnesota?

1) grain fields

2) pastures

3) alfalfa fields

4) unmowed roadsides

If you answered number four, unmowed road-
sides, you are correct. Studies indicate that un-
mowed roadsides contain more than twice the
number of wildlife nests per acre as any other kinds
of nesting cover in agricultural zones—even if the
other types of cover are available.

Shortly after the turn of the century, when the
pheasant was first brought into the state, birds
found many suitable nesting sites throughout the
farming region of Minnesota. But changes in agri-
culture over the years—and especially since World
War Two—put more acreage under cultivation.
Farmers began shifting from the planting of small
grains and grasses to row crops, resulting in a
decline of pheasant (and other wildlife) populations.

Today, the more than 300,000 acres of road-
sides in Minnesota’s agricultural zone comprise
the only major source of permanent nesting cover
for farm country wildlife.

Pheasants usually nest in late April or early
May, laying an average of 12 eggs over a period of
days. It takes 22-24 days in incubation (warming
by body heat) for the eggs to hatch. If a nest is
destroyed or the hen pheasant is forced to leave
the nest, she may re-nest up to three times. To
insure a good hatch, it is important that nesting
cover be undisturbed for 35 to 40 days. It should
not be mowed or cut until after July 31, if°ar all.

The Minnesota Department of Natural
Resources (DNR) has become increasingly inter-
ested in preserving and improving roadside habitat.
Roadsides play an important part in insuring
the future of pheasants, rabbits, Hungarian par-
tridge meadowlarks, and many other songbirds.

Besides studying the affects of roadsides on

animal populations, the DNR has experimented
with seeding roadsides to improve habitat. The
DNR has cooperated with the Minnesota Depart-
ment of Transportation to publish brochures on
the importance of roadsides to wildlife.

Here are a few tips for improving roadside
wildlife habitat.

1) Refrain from mowing, burning, plowing, or
driving in roadsides between May 1 and July 31.

2) Spot spray or clip only where noxious
weeds are a problem.

3) Inform landowners and others about the
value of roadside habitat to wildlife. Encourage
them to leave roadside ditches undisturbed
between May 1 and July 31.

Written by Pat Hennessy. Illustrated by Don Balfour. Published by the
Education Section, Bureau of Information and Education, Minnesota

Department of Natural Resources.
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Every year the Department of Natural Resources
publishes hunting and trapping regulations for
the upcoming season. The regulations describe legal
and illegal methods for taking wildlife, in addition
to setting season lengths and bag limits on the
number of animals each hunter or trapper can take.

Why have these regulations? For two reasons:
First, and most important, is to maintain the
species at population levels that insure an optimum
spring breeding population. This, of course, means
protecting the species from over-hunting.

The second reason is to distribute the harvest
opportunity as equally as possible.

Wildlife managers know that too many animals
of a certain species can be just as bad as having
too few.

Too many deer, for example, can overbrowse an

unting Regulations

1. Align S{gh(s

OFeR REGISTRATION Taq

Firearms 1978
I K e

area so that the herd has a difficult time finding
food during winter. Many of the animals will be
weakened from hunger and the does will produce
fewer and weaker fawns whose chance for survival
will be reduced.

Too few deer, on the other hand, will not
produce enough young to bring the population up
to the ‘carrying capacity’ (the number of animals
the land can support) of their habitat.

Wildlife managers use hunting and trapping
regulations to keep wildlife populations in healthy
balance with their habitat. Proper regulations help
insure that there are neither too many nor too
few animals in the population.

But how do wildlife managers know how many—
if any—animals of a given species should be
harvested each year?






Let’s take deer, for example. The first step is
to determine the hunting success for the previous
year. From check station data and mail surveys, the
DNR estimates the number of deer taken in
different areas of the state. Next, information
collected from deer examined at roadside hunter
check stations reveals how last winter’s conditions
effected the herd and the survival rates for deer of
different ages.

Wildlife managers also make careful observations
during the following winter as to the depth,
density, and hardness of the snow as well as
weather conditions. Poor weather and heavy snow
will limit the range of deer in the winter, hindering

their ability to feed, and weakening their condition.

After the snow has melted, managers survey
selected parcels of land for deer pellets, or make
aerial deer counts (in the agricultural area). This
information is plugged into a mathematical
formula which gives managers a springtime
estimate of the deer population.

Information collected throughout the year,
coupled with knowledge of the deer habitat,
provides wildlife managers with a good estimate of
how many deer can be harvested during the fall
hunting season without damaging the herd’s
abilityto maintain itself.

Hunting regulations can then be set which try
to keep deer in healthy balance with their habitat.

Written by Pat Hennessy. Illustrated by Don Balfour. Published by the ‘
Education Section, Bureau of Information and Education, Minnesota

Department of Natural Resources.



WILDLIFE HARVEST
REGULATIONS

destributing the harvest
as evenly as possible

To distribute hunted wildlife fairly among hunters while

WHY :

providing maximuim recreation
WHEN: During the hunting season
WHERE: Throughout Minnesota
HOW:

By setting wildlife hunting seasons, limits, and regulations so

as to distribute the harvest opportunity for hunters as evenly

as possible

here is a saying among wildlife managers and

others that 25 percent of the hunters get 75
percent of the wildlife during open seasons. There
may be a certain amount of truth in the saying
because experienced and knowledgeable hunters
should be more successful. But whether it is knowl-
edge, skill, or just plain luck that allows the
hunters to take most of the game, it is not a matter
of great concern to the wildlife manager.

What does concern the manager is that the

opportunity for each hunter to take his or her
game is as equal as possible. This does not mean

that wildlife managers can guarantee a fair share
for every hunter, but simply that hunting
regulations are devised with equal opportunity
in mind.

Take pheasant hunting, for example. Wildlife
managers have learned that up to 90 percent of the
rooster pheasants in the population can be har-
vested each fall without reducing pheasant produc-
tion the following year.

The hen is the key to a healthy pheasant
population. A continuing supply of young is
assured only when a plentiful number of hens




survive the winter. One rooster for every 15 hens
is ample for reproduction, so the number of
roosters available during breeding season is much
less important than the number of hens.

Over the years, wildlife managers have made
other observations about pheasants, hunters and
their success, and the agricultural zone where
the birds are found.

® Rarely do Minnesota hunters take more than
60 percent of the roosters during the season.

@ The lion’s share (75 to 85 percent) of the
pheasants taken are bagged in the first nine days
of a 30 to 40-day season.

@ Farmers usually don’t have their corn har-
vested until the last week in October, so they only
have time to hunt late in the fall.

With these things in mind, wildlife managers
recommend:

1) aroosters-only season each fall;

2) aseason as long as possible, regardless of the
number of pheasants; and

3) a bag limit, adjusted from year to year
according to the pheasant populations, so as to
distribute available birds among Minnesota hunters.

If pheasants are plentiful, a large bag limit will
provide birds for all. If they are scarce, a smaller
limit will give some assurance that the “easy-to--
get” birds won’t be shot on the first weekend of
the season, thus distributing them among hunters,
notably farmers, over a longer period.

By setting hunting regulations according to
these guidelines, the more skillful (or luckier?)
hunter maystill get more birds, but other hunters
are at least given a chance at the elusive and tasty
pheasant..

Written by Pat Hennessy. Tllustrated by Don Balfour. Published by the
Education Section, Bureau of Information and Education, Minnesota
Department of Natural Resources.



WHY: To provide a place for waterfowl to feed and rest without

being disturbed by man

Throughout the year

WHERE: Throughout Minnesota

By purchasing suitable wildlife habitat and managing it for

WHEN:

HOW:
wildlife

he refuge concept is among the oldest tools of wild-

life management, dating back to 1536 A.D. That
year, Henry VIII, King of England, designated an area
near his Westminster Palace to betlosed to the shooting
of pheasants, herons, and partridges.

Today, the refuge concept is still used by wildlife
managers, though it is not the panacea for solving wild-
life problems that many people once thought. Sometimes
a refuge benefits wildlife—sometimes it does not. For
instance, King Henry’s refuge is now downtown London!
The pheasants, herons, and partidge have long since been
replaced by buildings and streets.

Qur story of King Henry’s refuge is a dramatic example
of what can happen to wildlife if the habitat is removed.
Still, there are other, more subtle situations which can
affect a refuge and its wildlife, often to the detriment of
both.

Game refuges have been used in Minnesota since the
early 1920s. They have been established on privately-
owned parcels as well as public lands. There are very
visible yet very subtle differences between the two types.

Because the State does not control the land within a
refuge on private land, benefits of the refuge can be
eliminated virtually overnight through habitat destruc-
tion. Once the habitat is removed, wildlife no longer can
survive.

Public refuges, on the other hand, are purchased and -

managed for wildlife. Recreation activities and develop-
ments that would be detrimental to wildlife habitat are
not allowed on these sites. However, hunting and
trapping, while sometimes restricted, are many times
allowed because these uses are an integral part of modern
wildlife management, plus they provide quality recrea-
tion for thousands of Minnesotans.

State Game Refuges

State Game Refuge boundaries are marked with black
and white signs. These refuges are established by three
methods: Request of all landowners; public hearing; or
when over 50 percent of the land is in public ownership.
Of course, a refuge is established only when it is of value
to wildlife and not to solve trespass problems.

Minnesota has some 100 State Game Refuges ranging
from an 80-acre waterfowl refuge in Cass County to the
huge 284-square-mile McGrath Game Refuge in Aitkin
and Mille Lacs counties. Most refuges are on private
lands. Exceptions are the 65 state parks managed by
DNR.

Each year, many refuges are open to hunting and
trapping, often to control certain game species. The
white-tailed deer is an example of a game mammal whose
numbers should be controlled by hunting; beaver is
typical of the furbearer types that can be regulated by
trapping.

Refuges open to hunting and trapping are listed in the
annual hunting regulations. Any refuge not listed in the
regulations is closed to the taking of any wild animal and
to the carrying of firearms. Permission to hunt or trap on
private lands within refuges open to hunting or trapping
must be obtained from the landowner.

Two other types of refuges are State Goose and State
Waterfowl Refuges. The lakes and wetlands in these
refuges provide feeding and resting areas for waterfowl.
These refuges are closed to goose hunting to protect
resident Canada goose flocks or all waterfow] hunting to
protect migrating birds. Goose and waterfowl refuges are
open to hunting and trapping of other game and fur-
bearing wildlife.

Public Refuges

National Wildlife Refuges are owned and managed by
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Seven federal refuges
exist in Minnesota totaling more than 150,000 acres.
Newest of them is the Minnesota Valley National Wild-
life Refuge located on the southern edge of the Minnea-
polis-St. Paul metropolitan area.

National refuges are purchased with funds generated
by Federal Duck Stamp sales; accordingly, all are
managed primarily for waterfowl. Usually, portions of
each National Wildlife Refuge are open to hunting of
certain game species.

State Game Refuges or State Wildlife Sanctuaries,
which prohibit trespass, have been established within 15
of the more than 1,000 Wildlife Management Areas
(open to hunting and trapping) managed by DNR’s

* Section of Wildlife. The WM A system encompasses some

one million acres, most providing wetlands for waterfowl
and other marsh-oriented wildlife.

WMAs were purchased with money derived from a $2
surcharge on the state small game hunting license
though in recent years, some lands have been purchased
with general tax revenues.

Refuges within WMAs will soon be officially
designated as Wildlife Sanctuaries. These sites will be
closed to trespassing during all or part of the year
(closure dates will be printed on signs posted on



sanctuary boundaries). Otherwise, WMAs are open to
hunting, trapping, bird watching, hiking, and other uses
compatible with wildlife management objectives.

The federal government operates a program similar to
the DNR’s system of WM A’s. Called Waterfowl! Pro-
duction Areas, these lands are also purchased to protect
small wetlands from drainage and provide breeding areas
for water-oriented wildlife. WP As are open to public use,
including hunting and trapping.

Within 23 carefully-selected WMAs and WPAs,
federal and state officials have established State Duck
Refuges. These refuges, all with excellent wetlands, are
located in five western counties. They are closed from
September 1 through the hunting season to provide

State
Water-

fowl |
Refuge |

Minnesota Department of Natural Resources

o}

e}

State
Wildlife

Management i

Area

open
to public hunting

Minnesota Department of Natural Resources [

(9}

Minnesota Department of Natural Resources

State
Wildiife |
| Sanctuary|

DO NOT
TRESPASS

Minnesota Department of Natural Resources
O

protection for waterfowl.

Many publicly-managed refuges are established in
wetland areas because of their value to waterfowl.
However, most offer diverse habitats that benefit many
different animals. Species seen in public refuges represent
the majority of Minnesota wildlife, from flying squirrels
to bald eagles.

Properly-applied refuges can be of great benefit to
wildlife, not only deer and waterfowl but to endangered
species as well. But even with these populations, natural
habitat must be adequate. The words of Aldo Leopold,
famous conservationist-philosopher, provide insight
into the true value of a refuge: “Wildlife to be conserved,
must be positively produced, not negatively protected.”
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STOCKING

to establish a new population

WHY:
WHEN:

To introduce new species of animals into an area
Depends upon the species

WHERE: Statewide, depending upon the species

HOW:
a new location

re there wild turkeys in Minnesota?

If that question were asked around the turn of
the century, the answer would have been a definite
“no.” But the same question today brings the
opposite answer.

" How did the wild turkey get here? They were
stocked in the southeastern part of Minnesota by
the Department of Natural Resources (DNR).

Stocking of wildlife can be done for one of two
reasons: (1) to establish a species in an area where
it is not naturally found; or (2) to provide addi-
tional game for hunters’s bags. The turkey intro-
duction falls under the first classification.

An assortment of groups and agencies have tried
to establish a wild turkey population in Minne-
sota since 1926. But in the early efforts the
turkeys failed to survive and didn’t reproduce well,
if at all, This was probably because pen-raised
turkeys were used in early stocking efforts.

But in the mid-1960s, the DNR tried a different
approach. Wild turkeys trapped in the Black Hills
of South Dakota and in Arkansas were released in
Whitewater Wildlife Management Area northwest
of Winona. Later, wild-trapped turkeys were
stocked further south in Houston County. The
birds were released where there was a mixture of

By transporting wild-trapped or game farm raised animals to

hardwood forest and farmed openings. These
turkeys flourished. From a nucleus of 69 birds,
the population grew to about 4,500 during the
first ten years in their new home. It now appears
that wild turkeys are well established in Minnesota.

Stocking a new species is not as simple as
trapping them in one area and releasing them in
another, however. It requires careful study and
planning. The new habitat, for example, must
contain food and cover which the animals can
use.

In the recently stocked area, the new species
may have few or no natural enemies to keep the
population in check. In this case, the animal may
overrun the area, becoming a nuisance.

Animals imported from other countries may
also carry diseases unknown to American species.
Wild and domestic animals could become infected
if strict precautions are not observed.

Minnesota has benefited from the stocking of
some other imported species. The ring-necked
pheasant and the Hungarian partridge are examples
of birds from across the seas which now occur in
Minnesota. However, most attempts to establish a
new species are unsuccessful.

Written by Pat Hennessy. Illustrated by Don Balfour. Published by the
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STOCKING

to provide
additional game for the bag

WHY:
already exists
WHEN:

To provide additional wildlife for hunters where the species

Usually in the fall, just before hunting season

WHERE: In areas already inhabited by the species

HOW:

To a wildlife manager, stocking animals can mean
~one of two things: (1) introducing a species into
an area; or (2) adding more animals of a certain
species to an area where it is established.

Both types of stocking have been used with
ring-necked pheasants. These colorful birds were
first introduced into Minnesota in 1905. By the
mid-1920s, pheasants flourished in the agricultural
region of the state and a hunting season was
opened for the birds. Pheasant numbers continued
to climb until the early 1940s when the fall popu-
lation was estimated at more than five million.
Then pheasant numbers began to decline.

Throughout the periods of population increase
and decline, game farms incubated eggs, reared
chicks, and stocked birds. But no amount of stock-
ing could bring the population back to the peak
levels of the early 1940s.

Why? Because the carrying capacity of the
land—the amount of food and cover it could
provide for pheasants—was greatly reduced.
Farming techniques changed. There was a shift
away from small grains (like wheat) to row crops
(like corn). Farmers began plowing fields in fall,
creating black seas of dirt which offered no cover

By rearing animals in captivity, then releasing them in areas
where they are hunted

or food or birds during tough winter months.
As nesting and winter cover dwindled, the land

.supported fewer and fewer birds. Newly-stocked

pheasants fell easy prey to predators, the elements,
and hunters, while their wild counterparts claimed
the best available food and cover areas.

It became obvious to wildlife managers that
pheasant stocking had become a “‘put-and-take”
situation. Game farm pheasants were “put” into
an area only to be “taken” within a short period
by the hazards of the wild or by hunters. Very
few of the new arrivals survived their first winter.
Yet private and public organizations continued
to stock pheasants.

If pheasants are stocked just before the hunting
season, hunters can harvest a good share of the
birds before they die of other causes. This stocking
insures better hunting, but it is expensive. The
gost per pheasant harvested may be as much as

20.

In recent years, wildlife managers have shifted
their emphasis from stocking to habitat improve-
ment. Improving habitat is the only long-range
method of increasing pheasant numbers, and
wildlife populations in general.

Written by Pat Hennessy. llustrated by Don Balfour. Published by the
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PREDATOR
CONTROL

Big Game

WHY :

as wolves and fox
WHEN: Year-round
WHERE: Statewide
HOW:

Primarily to protect domestic animals from predators, such

By trapping or shooting “problem” predators that have been

taking domestic stock or poultry

ention the word predator and the average

Minnesotan would probably think of the
timber wolf. The wolf is the seldom seen—but
much talked about-resident of Minnesota’s
far-north woods. Minnesota is the only state in
the U. S. (except Alaska) where this largest
member of the dog family is found in sizeable
numbers.

An adult timber wolf may measure up to five
feet from nose to tail and may weigh as much as
100 pounds. They usually hunt and travel in packs
of three to five individuals which may roam 35
to 40 miles in a single day or night.

Wolves avoid people, yet they are considered a
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nuisance animal by many Minnesotans. It’s the
wolves’ meat diet that gets them in trouble. Their
primary food is deer, a fact that displeases some
hunters. Wolves also eat porcupines, rabbits, mice,
and ruffed grouse—and an occasional domestic
animal, which does nothing to endear them to
northern farmers.

Years ago, bounties were paid out of public
funds for killing wolves and other predators. At
first glance, the bounty system seems like a good
idea. But it has two big drawbacks: in most cases,
it is costly and it doesn’t eliminate the problem.

Shooting or trapping of some predators for
bounties simply provides more space and food
for others to grow up and replace them. Besides,
predators play an important role in the natyral
scheme of things. Wolves, for example, may help
to keep deer in check so they won’t over-browse
the forest in inaccessible areas. By sacrificing a
few deer to wolves, the remainder of the herd

. will have more food.

This concept of wolves as ‘“‘natural regulators”
holds true for other predators as well—most of
the time.

Occasionally, of course, a fox will slip into
a chicken coop or a coyote may leap a fence
to dine on a lamb. In cases like these, the
guilty animal can be shot or trapped. This
approach to controlling predators is now used in
Minnesota. It is known as “direct predator
control” and allows state and federal wildlife
officers to respond to complaints from citizens by
removing nuisance animals. This method has
replaced the bounty system in Minnesota as a Iess
expensive and more effective means of predator
control.

Written by Pat Hennessy. Mustrated by Don Balfour. Published by the
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PREDATOR
CONTROL:

small game

WHY:
WHEN: Year-round
WHERE: Statewide

HOW:

Ralph and Alice are holding a family conference
in their Minneapolis apartment. The conver-
sation centers on their plans to move into a differ-
ent apartment. Their new home will be ideal in
every respect, except for one detail. The landlord
doesn’t allow animals and Ralph and Alice have a
cat. The cat’s name is Fred.

Let’s eavesdrop on their conversation . . .

‘“What are we going to do with Fred?” Alice
asks. “I've already tried all of our friends and
neighbors and none of them want to take him.”

“We could put him to sleep,” Ralph replies
quietly.

~““Ralph! We couldn’t!”

“Well,” Ralph pauses, “I just don’t know what
else we can do with him.”

“We could give him to the humane society,”
Alice tries. They are both silent for a few moments

To protect small wildlife

By keeping domestic pets at home

as they consider this proposal.

“T've got it!” Alice suddenly exclaims. “Let’s
set Fred free . . . out in the woods. He can find
plenty toeatand ...”

“That’s a good idea,” Ralph agrees. After a
brief discussion about the best spot to drop off
Fred, the couple hurries off to a piece of woods
north of the city. After a few parting words, they
set the cat free and it scampers into the trees.
Ralph and Alice drive back to Minneapolis.

It is now two months later. The woods where
Fred lives is turning cold as winter approaches. The
cat is stretched out on the limb of a maple tree.
There is a wild look in his eyes as he scans the
forest. The cat begins licking a back leg, which
hangs uselessly from his body. The leg was broken
in a fight with a badger earlier in the day. The cat



was able to escape, but he will be unable to feed
himself.

Although Fred’s days are numbered, he left his
mark on the woods. During his two months of
“freedom,” Fred killed a sizeable share of the small
wildlife in the woods. Songbirds, ruffed grouse,
squirrels, rabbits, chipmunks and mice made up
most of his diet.

Ralph and Alice think about Fred from time to
time. They think of him as being free. But if they
could see the damage Fred wrought on wildlife in
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the woods, or his pathetic condition, perhaps they
would have chosen the humane society or put the
cat to sleep instead of setting him “‘free.”

Domestic cats create havoc with the natural
inhabitants of woods and grasslands. Even cats that
have a home with plenty of food will kill small
animals (often songbirds) if they are allowed to
roam.

The best place for a domestic cat, Ralph and
Alice would have to agree, is indoors—in the
home—not in the woods.

Written by Pat Hennessy. Illustrated by Don Balfour. Published by the
Education Section, Bureau of Information and Education, Minnesota

Department of Natural Resources.
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‘In many areas of Minnesota, habitat changes
are benefiting wildlife. However, there is one
large area of the state wildlife habitat has been
significantly reduced. Much of southwest and
western Minnesota-—the former “prairie pothole”
region—has come under intensive agricultural
development. Here, almost everything in the way
of cover which has been systematically eliminated,
and wildlife species have suffered as a consequence.
The list of changes are familiar. Marshes have
been drained, burned, and filled. Woodlots have
been cleared. Diverse agriculture has been re-
placed by extensive plantings of row crops,
primarily corn and soybeans, which offer poor
shelter for wildlife. Fall plowing has sharply
reduced the amount and quality of food and
shelter in cultivated areas. Chemical fertilizers
~ have reduced the need for crop rotation, a system
which left hay fields available to wildlife. Because
farmers are using much larger machinery to work
their fields, they are eliminating fences and the
strips of weedy vegetation that grew along them.
Many wildlife populations have suffered because
of these trends. But the most conspicuous loser
has been the ring-necked pheasant. While the
pheasant is not native to Minnesota, it flourished
in the mix of waste areas and cornfields which
typified our farmland areas in the 1940s and
1950s. Within several years after being introduced,
the ringneck became the most popular game bird
in Minnesota. In 1958, hunters shot about
1,500,000 pheasants. In recent years, however, the
harvest has been right around 200,000 to 300,000
birds—about one sixth of the former level. The
drastic drop in pheasant populations has been one
of the most dramatic—and disappointing—stories
in the history of Minnesota’s wildlife.

Solutions

Surely, someone should do something to reverse
this situation. But what can be done?

Wildlife researchers are quite sure that lack of
habitat—particularly nesting, roosting, and winter
cover—is the problem. Predators do not take an
unacceptable number of pheasants. Even if they
did, predator control provides only short-term
relief while costing a great deal of money. “Stock-
ing” (raising and releasing pheasants) is also
expensive, and does no good in the long term when
there is no habitat to sustain the birds. Poaching
is minimal, and research shows that sport hunting
has no adverse effect on pheasant populations
because only excess roosters are harvested.

The obvious solution is improve pheasant
habitat. But in the pheasant range, almost all land
is in private ownership, and under cultivation.
Managers can plead with farmers to leave cover for
pheasants, but farmers are businessmen who must
make a living. In recent years, farmers have been
converting every square foot of land to crop
production because of economic pressures.

Are wildlife agencies, then, powerless to help
farmland wildlife, particularly pheasants? Not

necessarily. Habitat acquisition programs save some
important areas for wildlife. These areas account
for much of the wildlife produced in some Minne-
sota counties. But there is not nearly enough
money to secure as much wildlife habitat as would
be desirable.

Potential of Roadsides

Yet there may be another answer. Following the
lead of research done in Illinois, Minnesota wildlife
managers have become intrigued with the possi-
bility of managing roadsides—“‘ditches” to many of
us—for wildlife. Ditches are the only lands (except
publicly-owned wildlife lands) which may not, by
state law, be cultivated. Yet roadsides are far more
than just a “last resort” refuge for wildlife. They
offer an exciting opportunity to assure a place in
Minnesota’s agricultural counties for both game
and non-game wildlife species.

Wildlife researchers once believed that roadsides
were only used for nesting when other cover was
not available. Now they know that many nesting
animals favor roadsides over other cover types and
nesting success in roadsides can be quite high.

Minnesota’s pheasant range has more than
300,000 acres of roadside habitat—quite a sizable
area. In spite of many adverse conditions in many
areas, roadsides currently produce half of Minne-
sota’s pheasants.

Yet the potential goes far beyond that. Wildlife
production in roadsides continues good though
only three out of every ten miles of roadside cover
provides good cover for wildlife. If those other
seven miles could provide suitable nesting cover,
current roadside production could be doubled.
Studies conducted in Illinois prove this to be a
realistic goal. :

Why is 70 percent of Minnesota’s roadside
acreage unsuitable for wildlife? Ditches are
burned, sprayed with herbicides, gouged up by
farming operations, mowed and used as shortest
routes to fields. Of all these practices, the most
harmful is untimely mowing.

Although mowing threatens all roadside nesting
wildlife, researchers are more knowledgeable about
its impact on pheasants. At best, untimely mowing
eliminates cover, disrupts the nest, destroys the
eggs and forces the hen to nest somewhere else . . .
if she can find a place. But if mowing comes just
before her chicks hatch, the hen will often refuse
to abandon her nest. Then she will be destroyed
along with her nest.

Local pheasant populations are poorer each time
a hen is lost because along with her the dozen
chicks she might have added are also lost.

Minnesota farmers who use roadsides as a
source of hay usually try to mow three times a
year. It often works out that the first mowing
coincides with the most critical period of pheasant
nesting in June.

Mowing constitutes a direct threat to roadside
wildlife, but careless farming, burning, and herbi-
cide spraying do a lot of damage too.No animal can



live, let alone reproduce, in a roadside which is
devoid of vegetation. When herbicides are indis-
criminately spread over roadsides, valuable cover is
destroyed. Burning can have a similar effect. Care-
less farming can flatten the cover when heavy farm
machinery is driven into roadsides. Or sometimes
machinery is allowed to sweep into roadsides while
being turned, scraping the soil and encouraging
undesirable vegetation to spring up.

Roadside wildlife production would increase
markedly if these practices could be discontinued.

Beyond that, it is possible to actually manage
roadsides for wildlife. This does not require a great
deal of public expenditure. Brome and alfalfa can
be planted to create ideal nesting cover. Roadsides
with these plants are also visually attractive. Brome
and alfalfa will eventually dominate the roadside,
crowding out undesirable ‘“‘noxious’ weeds such as
Canadian thistle. This reduces the need for expen-
sive mowing and spraying operations to control
these plants. Soil erosion would be reduced and
the roadsides could serve as an emergency reservoir
of hay for farmers.

Legal Problems

Sounds good, doesn’t it? So why don’t Minne-
sota wildlife managers seed farmland roadsides to
create havens for wildlife? The answer to that
question is complex. To see why, we should first
ask who owns Minnesota's roadsides.

If (as in some states) roadsides were all publicly
owned, it would be administratively simple for the
state to establish a uniform roadside management
policy. But there are four kinds of roads and
highways in Minnesota: federal, state, county, and
township.

The state controls roadside management along
all federal highways and about half the mileage
along state highways. But local governmental units,
county and township boards, manage 90 percent of
the roadside acres in Minnesota’s farmland
counties. This situation is further complicated by
the fact that true ownership of the roadsides is
sometimes held by a governmental unit and some-
times by the adjacent landowner.

It amounts to this: almost all farmland roadside

acres in Minnesota are controlled by township
boards, county boards, and individual landowners.
There are about 50 county boards in the pheasant
range, over 1,000 township boards, and over
100,000 landowners. Wildlife managers can not
direct them to manage roadsides in any particular
way. Some would eagerly cooperate with a
wildlife-oriented roadside program, and some
would oppose it. The tangled jurisdictional control
of roadsides makes it difficult to implement any
kind of policy.

Another problem is a state law which requires .
those responsible for roadside management to
eradicate noxious plants. The state publishes an
official list of noxious weeds which must be
suppressed. It is often convenient for those doing
the controlling to mow or spray all vegetation,
whether or not the plants are on the list. Wildlife
suffers.

Opposition

Why do local governments and landowners
oppose wildlife roadside habitat programs? There
are economic reasons for mowing roadsides, and
there is a whole set of attitudes which lead to
antagonism toward such a program. That is to say,
there is a “money problem’ and a “‘people
problem.”

The hay growing in roadsides is not a valuable
crop, but it is an important one for some farmers
who feed cattle. Few farmers make a profit grow-
ing and harvesting hay, yet it is needed. Most
farmers have converted their lands to cash-
producing row crops. Often they get most of their
hay from roadsides. They may regret that mowing
disrupts pheasant and songbird nesting, if they are
aware of it, but they understandably think of their
cattle first.

Many farmers and local officials spray or mow
roadsides to make them look tidy. Not everyone
agrees, however, that a close-cropped roadside i3
more attractive than one with a lush stand of
alfalfa and brome. Yet, to many people an
unmowed roadside looks unkept. Many miles of
roadside are mowed for essentially the same
reason city dwellers cut their lawns.

Good habitat — this grassy road-
side provides lush nesting cover.

Poor habitat — Above, a burned roadside and
at right, road edge that is being cropped.



Farmers are also reluctant to allow tall growths
of hay to stand for long periods of time, because
this makes roadsides “‘unproductive.” Everything
in a farmer’s training makes him eager to see land
producing crops of some sort.

Tradition is another problem. Unlike states
where roadsides are public land, in Minnesota the
tradition calls for roadsides to be mowed by the
adjacent landowner. Because farmers think of
roadsides as extensions of their own property,
they feel free to drive over roadsides with their
equipment.

When wildlife researchers tell local governments
they can save money on weed control by managing
roadsides for wildlife, another problem arises; that
is, distrust of state officials, especially wildlife
professionals. Farmers and local board members
are very independent people. Some view “expert
advice” from state government spokesmen with
a measure of disbelief, and guard their right to
run things their own way.

County boards, in particular, frequently find
themselves in opposition to state government. And .
the reluctance to cooperate is particularly marked
toward wildlife officials. Wildlife managers have
long made themselves unpopular by opposing wet-
land drainage projects and criticizing farmers for
using their lands in ways which hurt wildlife. It
is hardly surprising that farmers, township and
county boards are dubious when biologists tell
them that wildlife-oriented roadside management
will cut their noxious plant control expenses.

Future Prospects

In view of all the problems, it might appear
that Minnesota’s roadsides will continue to produce
less than half as much wildlife as they could.
Yet, in spite of the problems, the future is not
quite that discouraging.

A landowner opinion poll reveals that about two
thirds of the landowners in the pheasant range

would cooperate with a wildlife-oriented roadside
program. Most of those who would not cooperate
indicated they could not accept the appearance
of unmowed roadsides. A smaller group said that
they need roadside hay for economic reasons.
Those who need the hay for cattle will probably
continue to mow in future years, but they repre-
sent only one landowner in ten. Those who oppose
unmowed roadsides for aesthetic reasons might
find, when they become accustomed to them,
that their objections will fade.

County and township boards which spray or
mow to control noxious plants represent a
different kind of problem. Demonstration projects
are underway to show the effectiveness of noxious
plant suppression through planting alfalfa and
brome. If these projects show a real cost savings
over traditional weed control practices, many
county and township boards will be quick to ease
pressure on their budgets.

Currently, the Minnesota Department of Trans-
portation makes allowances for the needs of
wildlife in its management of roadsides along
federal and state highways. Extensive mowing is
held back until after July 31, when about 90
percent of the hen pheasants have successfully
hatched their broods.

Research and public information efforts con-
tinue. Since much of the existing research has been
done in other states, it must be duplicated here
to show how well it will work in Minnesota. And
many Minnesotans still have not heard how im-
portant roadsides are to the future of wildlife.

Roadsides cannot by themselves keep rural
Minnesota supplied with all the beauty and recrea-
tion that songbirds, rabbits, and pheasants provide.
But without help from roadside habitat, Minne-
sota’s farmland wildlife faces a very grim struggle
for survival. Proper management of roadsides
could do a great deal to tip the odds in favor of
wildlife.
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what other natural resource material and/or topics would be of in-
terest to you?

Send your comments to: Education Section, Minnesota Department
of Natural Resources, Box 46, Centennial Bldg., St. Paul, MN 55155.
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