



























































































































































wildlife forage but the dense shrub growth restricts
animal use. Periodic fires would suppress the shrub
understory, promote grasses, and favor wildlife
species associated with more open habitats, including
sharp-tailed grouse, elk, and a variety of nongame
animals.

Present Programs. Forest management on the unit
consists of fuelwood and commercial logging,
prescribed burning, and mechanical manipulation.
Eleven fuelwood permits were issued in 1979 to cut
dead and downed timber and off-site aspen. In addi-
tion, four commercial timber permits were issued to
cut 21 acres of black spruce and aspen. WMA person-
nel used a bulldozer and shearing blade to fell aspen
to promote regeneration. During severe winters, trails
are dozed in forested areas for deer. In 1979, 10 acres
of forest were dozed and 20 acres of brush were cut to
promote regeneration.

Future Programs. The Division of Fish and Wildlife
and Forestry will cooperatively manage the 21,966
acres of state-owned land administered by the Division
of Forestry within the Thief Lake WMA Supplement.
Field personnel of the two divisions will review and ap-
prove each other’'s management plans and attempt to
develop an integrated management plan. The resident
wildlife manager and area forester may agree to waive
the review and approval process for certain types of
projects. Disagreements not resolved at the wildlife
and forestry area manager’s level will be forwarded to
the regional level for resolution. The division directors
will attempt to resolve disagreements not settled at the
regional level. If forestry and wildlife management dis-
agreements on specific tracts of land still cannot be
resolved at the division director's level, the Com-
missioner of Natural Resources, with the advice of the
DNR Planning and Environmental Review Team, will
decide the issue. The Commissioner will recommend
the modification of management objectives or the
transfer of administrative control of specific tracts of
land between the Divisions of Fish and Wildlife and
Forestry by lease, purchase, land exchange, or
dedication. Cooperative agreements and land
transfers between the divisions will be submitted to the
State Planning Agency for review.

To improve habitat for deer, moose, and ruffed
grouse and to increase diversity, emphasis will be
placed on regenerating mature aspen stands (Figure
10). Aspen stands will be managed on a 30- to 40-year
rotation. Stands will be clear-cut to favor sucker
regeneration. Clear-cuts will be small, preferably less
than 20 acres, and should be in irregular shapes or
strips to produce more edge. Cutting and shearing will
be planned for winter and early spring to make ad-
ditional browse immediately available for deer.

The present practice of issuing fuelwood and com-
mercial timber permits will continue. Because of in-
creased fuelwood and pulp demands, it is anticipated
that timber harvest objectives on the unit can be ac-
complished by private logging. WMA personnel may
construct trails to provide access to areas where tim-
ber harvest is desirable. Priority will be given to har-
vesting over-mature aspen stands located along the
Randeen Ridge on the northeastern boundary of the
unit.

Conifer stands providing winter cover for deer will
be maintained. Extensive plantings of conifers on the
WMA are not planned.

Prescribed burning will be used to maintain
willow/grass-sedge areas that provide habitat for
sharp-tailed grouse, moose, and many nongame
species. Oak/upland brush communities will be
periodically burned to reduce understory shrubs and

favor grasses.

An updated forest inventory describing the distribu-
tion, size class, and condition of timber types on the
Thief Lake WMA and supplement will be done by the
Division of Forestry. This inventory will provide a basis
for developing integrated forestry-wildlife manage-
ment plans.

NON-FORESTED UPLAND MANAGEMENT

Objectives. Non-forested uplands include forest
openings, croplands, grasslands, and old fields. Forest
openings will be managed to provide edge and to in-
crease habitat diversity. Cropland will be managed to
provide food for resident and migratory wildlife and to
reduce wildlife crop depredations on private lands.
Grasslands and old fields will be managed primarily
for sharp-tailed grouse, nesting waterfowl, and non-
game birds.

Considerations. As natural plant succession oc-
curs, woody vegetation will encroach and eventually
dominate forest openings, grasslands, and old fields
on the WMA. Loss of such areas would result in a
decrease in habitat diversity and a decrease in diver-
sity of wildlife as well. Methods used to prevent en-
croachment of woody vegetation include prescribed
burning and mechanical and chemical control.

Forest openings are an important component of
forest wildlife habitat. Studies have documented the
importance of openings to white-tailed deer (McCaf-
fery and Creed 1969), ruffed grouse (Berner and Gysel
1969), and woodcock (Hale and Gregg 1976). Open-
ings provide high quality deer forage in early spring
and fall when the nutritional requirements of deer are
greatest following winter stress and coinciding with
rutting activities. Opening edges supply a variety of
preferred ruffed grouse forage generally not found in
the adjacent forest (McCaffery and Creed 1969).

Small, scattered openings are most valuable to
forest wildlife. Openings less than five acres in size and
narrower than 330 feet in width were used more inten-
sively by deer in northern Wisconsin than larger open-
ings (McCaffery and Creed 1969). Openings created
by forest cuttings are more important to ruffed grouse
than sodded openings (Moulton 1968).

Grasslands and old fields are commonly used by
sharp-tailed grouse. This cover type accounted for 35
percent of the radio-locations of female sharp-tails
during spring and summer in a study in-northwestern
Minnesota (Artmann and Beer 1970). Properly
managed, these areas will provide nesting habitat for
waterfowl and upiand game birds as well as songbirds
and shorebirds. Open areas are also used by deer
(McCaffery and Creed 1869) and many nongame
mammal species. These types may revert to prairie
vegetation if they are periodically burned.

Farming for wildlife is a common practice on many
state and federal wildlife areas. Agricultural crops can
increase the capacity of an area to support both resi-
dent and migratory species. Resident wildlife such as
white-tailed deer and sharp-tailed grouse use cropsin
the fall, winter, and early spring, while ducks and
geese feed on them primarily during fall migration.
Wintering songbirds may benefit from food plots,
although breeding songbirds and small mammals may
not be affected by the additional food source (Burt
1976). Small scattered food plots placed near heavy
escape or winter cover are most beneficial to wildlife.
Areas planted to legumes improve soil conditions and
provide important “green-up” areas that are heavily
used by deer in early spring and fall. An important
reason for farming on many wildlife areas is to reduce
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crop damage by wildlife on private land.

Small grains, including oats, wheat, and barley are
the main crops grown in the Thief Lake WMA vicinity.
Other crops grown in the area include sunflowers, flax,
and hay.

Depredations on small grain crops on private land in
northwestern Minnesota by waterfowl, especially
mallards, have occurred for many years. The problem
has become worse since the 1940’'s, when farmers
began to abandon the practice of cutting and shocking
grain for drying. Modern swathing and combining of
grain leaves it spread out in the field for several days
where it is extremely vulnerable to depredations. A
decrease in available waterfowl habitat and an in-
crease of large grain fields in the .vicinity of state
management areas and federal refuges have com-
pounded the problem.

Depredations are not usually severe in a year with
average or below average rainfall during the harvest
period. When wet weather prevents the harvest of
swathed grain, depredations may become a serious
problem. Because of the flatness of the terrain and the
low absorptive capacity of the soils in many areas, the
soil dries slowly, prolonging the harvest season during
years of excessive rainfall. A special study of duck
depredation in Roseau and Marshall Counties,
authorized by the Minnesota Legislature (Minnesota
Outdoor Recreation Resources Commission 1967), in-
cluded a survey of crop damage by waterfowl in the
two-county area. Estimated damage in eastern
Marshall County was about $120,400 in 1964 and
$85,000 in 1965. Most damage in eastern Marshall
County was reported within three miles of the Thief
Lake WMA and the Agassiz National Wildlife Refuge.

Many different methods for reducing waterfowl
damage to crops have been used or suggested (Min-
nesota Outdoor Recreation Resources Commission
1967). Mechanical methods include herding from the
ground and from airplanes, and the use of firearms,
exploders, firecrackers, flashers, and scarecrows. En-
vironmental methods include providing protected
habitat with adequate and equally acceptable food
supplies, harvesting crops promptly, and delaying fall
plowing of grain stubble containing waste grain. The
development and use of crops which are less
vulnerable to depredations because they mature early
or are unpalatable to waterfowl can also help.
Regulatory methods consist primarily of laws to permit
the harvest of wildlife, reducing their numbers and aiso
chasing large numbers from fields.

Past and Present Programs. Forest openings are
created with bulldozers. In 1979, 10 openings, totaling
10 acres, were cleared and two openings, totaling 60
acres, were seeded to legumes. Brush mowing, doz-
ing, and prescribed burning are used to prevent en-
croachment of woody vegetation on forest openings,
grasslands, and old fields. About 120 acres of grass
and marsh were burned in 1979 to improve nesting
cover.

The total cropland on the WMA is about 1,220 acres,
of which about 770 acres are managed by sharecrop
leases to local farmers. On the leased lands, oats,
barley, winter wheat, and flax are the crops most com-
monly grown (Table 27). Some of the state’s one-quar-
ter share of the small grain is leftin the fields to provide
fall and winter food for wildlife, and some is harvested
for use at feeding stations to reduce damage by water-
fowl to crops on private lands. To maintain nesting
cover until after most duck and grouse broods have
hatched, wild and tame hay may not be mowed until af-
ter July 15. Cropland that is farmed by WMA personnel
is planted to crops such as winter wheat, flax, barley,
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corn, and sunflowers to provide food for wildlife, to
reduce depredations, and to provide green browse for
deer and geese.

Measures to reduce crop depredations on private
lands are an important part of the WMA’s cropland
management program. Methods include the use of ex-
ploders, the planting of lure crops on state land, and
the use of feeding stations on the WMA. Also, the DNR
private lands program may cost-share the develop-
ment of food plots on private land in depredation
problem areas. Exploders are loaned to farmers hav-
ing depredation problems, and state personnel
demonstrate how to use them. The farmers are then
responsible for maintaining the exploders. Some
crops are left in the WMA fields to reduce depreda-
tions. Croplands on the WMA refuge provide areas
where wildlife can feed undisturbed.

Feeding to reduce waterfowl depredation is done at
two sites within the WMA sanctuary and one site on the
northeast edge of Thief Lake (Figure 4). Grain has
been fed every year since the early 1960’s, even in dry
years when an early harvest reduced depredations.
Small grains, principally oats, are usually placed at
feeding sites in early August, and feeding is continued
until early or mid-September. According to federal
regulations, all food must be removed from the sites at
least 10 days before the waterfowl season opens.
WMA personnel estimate that about 6,000 bushels of
grain should be available to feed each year. A total of
5,540 and 4,920 bushels of grain were fed in 1978 and
1979, respectively. Grain for the feeding sites is ob-
tained under the crop lease agreement and purchased
from local farmers. Some grain was obtained free from
the federal government through the Commodity Credit
Corporation in the 1960’s, but such grain has not been
available in recent years.

Small, scattered openings are created in aspen
stands to increase habitat diversity and provide
quality forage for forest wildlife species such as
white-tailed deer and ruffed grouse.



Depredation complaints most often concern field-
feeding mallards, Canada geese, and sandhill cranes,
but white-tailed deer, moose, and elk have also caused
complaints. The latter three species are not influenced
by the feeding stations, but lure crops and exploders
have helped to reduce damage to crops on private
lands.

Future Programs. The present management of
non-forested uplands will continue. Prescribed burn-
ing and dozing will be used to maintain and improve
existing openings, old fields, and grasslands. The
treatment type and frequency will depend on the
characteristic of each site and seasonal weather condi-
tions for controlled burning as well as available
funding. New openings will be developed as funding
permits. The management objectives and schedule of
a controlled burning program are described in the
“Fire Management” Section.

The present system of agricultural leases and farm-
ing by WMA personnel will be continued. If funds for
equipment and manpower are available, additional
food plots will be developed in old fields or following
timber harvest of upland forest sites (Figure 10). New
food plots will be placed near heavy brush, marsh, or
forest cover in relation to the distribution of deer,
waterfowl, and other wildlife.

Methods currently used to reduce waterfowl
depredations will continue. In some years when
weather conditions permit an early harvest, it may be
possible to cut back on the amount of grain fed, saving
it for future use.

FIRE MANAGEMENT

Objectives. Prescribed burning will be used to
create and maintain optimum wildlife habitat for
nesting, feeding, and cover. A fire management
program with a system of firebreaks will permit ef-
ficient and safe habitat manipulation while reducing
the risk of uncontrolled wildfires.

Considerations. Recurrent fires were a natural part
of the ecosystem and an important factor in creating
and maintaining open plant communities such as
prairies, brush prairies, oak savannas, and pine
barrens (Curtis 1959). With the suppression of
wildfires following settlement, these open, fire-
maintained communities and their associated wildlife
species were reduced. Over the years, wildlife
managers have recognized the value of fire as a
technique to manage wildlife habitat. Prescribed burn-
ing sets back succession to a stage more desirable for
many wildlife species, including white-tailed deer,
moose, waterfowl, and sharp-tailed grouse. Burning
improves the density and height of cover, increases
the production and nutrient content of regenerating
forage, removes ground litter and matted vegetation,
and under certain conditions reduces woody vegeta-
tion.

An increase in plant production frequently occurs
after burning. Gordon (1974) showed a 350 percentin-
crease in available woody browse for moose following
a fire in Montana. Anderson (1972) found that biomass
production on a Wisconsin prairie doubled following
burning. Burns in marsh vegetation provide valuable
feeding sites for waterfowl because desirable seeds
from aquatic plants are exposed and readily available
(Linde 1969). Burned areas also provide important
“green-up” sites in early spring where deer and geese
can feed on the tender new shoots. Late summer
burns often provide new shoots for fall migrating
geese.

Fire not only stimulates new growth but may also in-
crease the forage quality. Fire speeds the rate of
nutrient turnover, resulting in higher soil fertility and in-
creased nutrient content of regenerating plants. Hen-
dricks (1968) found that the nutrient value of browse
per acre in California increased 240-fold following fire.

Prescribed burning has been used to manage the
aspen type for wildlife. Perala (1974) reported that
repeated spring burns on cutover aspen sites reduced
aspen suckering. Repeated fall burns, however,
stimulated aspen suckering as well as associated
hardwood and shrub sprouting. Perala (1974) also
noted a change in the species composition following
repeated burning. Oaks, willow, and hazel increased,
while mountain maple, a preferred deer and moose
browse species, declined.

Dense undisturbed grasslands are beneficial to up-
land nesting waterfowl (Kirsch 1969), and certain
species of shorebirds (Kirsch and Higgins 1976) and
songbirds (Verner 1975). Prescribed burning on a
rotational basis is an effective technique for creating
and maintaining dense upland nesting cover. Fire im-
proves the structure and density of the nesting cover
by removing ground litter and matted vegetation and
by stimulating new growth of stouter and denser
plants. Such cover increases nesting success.

Periodic controlled burning of marsh vegetation
creates a better interspersion of open water and cover
and removes dense tangles of foliage on marsh edges
which restrict travel and use by wildlife (Linde 1969).
Fall burning of dense marsh vegetation, however, may
reduce winter cover. During dry years, fires of suf-
ficient heat and duration can create burn-outs in peat
soils which provide desirable open water areas for
waterfowl. Prescribed burns are also useful for con-
trolling encroaching woody vegetation on upland
nesting areas and surrounding wetlands.

Controlled burns to improve nesting cover and
wetland vegetation are most effective during spring.
Such burns will not only set back shrubs and cool
season grasses, but will also promote the growth of
desirable warm season grasses, which include late
blooming, tall prairie species such as Indian grass, big
blue stem, and little blue stem. Late summer burns
more effectively control woody species but adversely
affect warm season grasses. Fall burns will kill brush,
promote cool season grasses, and, if the burn is late
enough in fall, will not harm warm season grasses.
Because of weather and fuel conditions, most
prescribed burning in Minnesota occurs during the
fall. On areas where brush is prevalent, a number of
annual burns may be necessary to attain optimum
nesting cover. A rotational burning system, with not
more than one quarter of the cover burned in the same
year will assure that adequate residual nesting cover is
always available. :

A prescribed burning program establishing a series
of rotational burns and a system of firebreaks reduces
fuel accumulation and lowers the risk of uncontroliable
wildfires. In addition, burns improve access and
visibility. Roads, trails, and mowed or plowed strips
can be used as firebreaks. In northwestern Minnesota,
drainage ditches provide effective firebreaks which re-
quire little maintenance.

Past and Present Programs. Controlled burns are
conducted in cooperation with the area and district
foresters according to a 1970 agreement between the
Divisions of Fish and Wildlife and Forestry on
prescribed burning for game habitat improvement.
Burns on the management area have been limited by
improper weather conditions, limited manpower and
equipment, and a lack of firebreaks. Because of wet
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conditions during spring, most burns are conducted
during fall. In 1979, 20 miles of firebreaks were main-

tained and two sites, totaling 120 acres, were burned.

A fire management plan for the Thief Lake WMA was
prepared in 1979 by WMA personnel in conjunction
with the Division of Forestry. The plan divided the
WMA into seven management compartments, which
were further subdivided into burn units based on the
current habitat types and the distribution of existing
and proposed firebreaks (Figure 10). The manage-
ment goals and burning schedules are specified for
each unit.

Future Programs. Prescribed burning on the WMA
will be conducted according to the fire management
plan in cooperation with the area and district foresters.
Between 1,000 and 2,000 acres per year are scheduled
for burning, depending on weather conditions and
funding. A system of firebreaks will be developed and
maintained as shown in Figure 10. Wildfires may be
allowed to burn if they meet with the objectives of the
burn unit(s) involved and can be safely contained
within the desired unit(s). The objectives and burning
rotation schedule for each burn unit are described
below.

COMPARTMENT 1

This compartment is divided into 10 burn units (1A-
1J). Fire management will be directed towards
creating and maintaining upland nesting cover and a
better interspersion of emergent vegetation and open
water on the marshes. Burning will be on a three to five
year rotation, with a maximum burn unit size of about
340 acres.

COMPARTMENT 2

This area contains only one burn unit (2A) which in-
cludes an old goose pen and a field east of the pen.
This unit will be burned to maintain nesting cover and
to provide grazing areas for geese.

COMPARTMENT 3

This compartment consists of seven burn units (3A-
3G). Burn units 3A and 3G will be burned on a three to
five year rotation to maintain open grassland habitat
for nesting waterfowl and sharp-tailed grouse. Por-
tions of the remaining burn units will be burned on a5
to 10 year rotation to regenerate aspen for deer and
ruffed grouse.

COMPARTMENT 4

Located between the lake and the unit road around
the lake, this compartment has 16 burn units. Areas of
extensive brush will be burned annually to favor
grasses and sedges for waterfowl nesting. These areas
will then be burned on a two to three year rotation to
maintain the habitat. Units 4A and 4P will be burned
annually or on a two year rotation to provide early
spring and fall grasses for migrant geese.
COMPARTMENT 5

This compartment is located north of the north unit
road and consists of three burn units (5A-5C). These
units will be burned as needed to prevent brush en-
croachment on the wetland areas and to promote
aspen regeneration adjacent to the marshes.
COMPARTMENT 6

This area contains 18 burn units located east of
Thief Lake and adjacent to the Moose River. Burns are
currently planned for units 6L and 6Q. Prescribed
burning may be used to manage portions of units 60,
6P, and 6R for blueberries. Fire protection will be given
to areas with merchantable timber.

COMPARTMENT 7

Compartment 7 consists of the Randeen Ridge and
has four burn units (6A-7D). Burns on these units will
be limited to small irregular burns or slash burns
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following logging operations.

CANADA GOOSE MANAGEMENT

Objectives. Canada goose management on the
Thief Lake WMA wili be directed toward both nesting
and migrating geese. Efforts will be made to maintaina
flock of nesting Canada geese on the area. Habitat, in-
cluding food, water, and refuge, will be provided for
migrant geese. Populations and harvest of Canada
geese will be regulated to comply with Minnesota and
Mississippi Flyway policies.

Considerations. Canada geese once nested
throughout much of Minnesota, especially the
southern and western parts of the state. The extensive
marshes of Marshall and Roseau Counties were for-
merly one of the greatest Canada goose breeding
grounds in Minnesota (Roberts 1936). Giant Canada
geese had disappeared from many parts of their
breeding range by the early 1900’s, but flocks have
since been reestablished in many areas (Hanson
1965). Reestablishment of nesting giant Canada geese
on the Thief Lake WMA was undertaken to restore
them to part of their former breeding range and to at-
tract migrating Canada geese.

Resident flocks of Canada geese require adequate
nesting and brood rearing habitat, as well as protec-
tion from overharvest. Nesting sites can be provided
by muskrat lodges (Krummes 1941), artificial islands
(Sherwood 1968), and nesting structures (Brakhage
1965, Rienecker 1971). Elevated nesting structures
(Brakhage 1965) can help prevent nest loses due to
flooding. During brood rearing, Canada geese prefer
areas of short, succulent vegetation near water (Geis
1956, Maclnnes et al. 1974). A local breeding flock may
be limited or reduced by excessive harvest, especiaily
in the local area (Sherwood 1968). The giant Canada
geese that nest on the WMA are not particularly wary
at times and may be more vulnerable to hunting.

The Thief Lake WMA lies within the migration
path of the Eastern Prairie Population (EPP) of Canada
geese (Bellrose 1976) which numbered about 190,000
in December of 1979. The EPP geese nest in northern
Manitoba near Hudson Bay, and about 90 percent of
them winter at the Swan Lake National Wildlife Refuge
in Missouri. Most of the Canada geese that stop at the
Thief Lake WMA are from this population.

Canada geese respond readily to management
providing food, water, and protection from distur-
bance. In some cases, populations may build up far
beyond expectations, increasing crop depredations
and the risk of disease. Increased goose populations
accelerate goose hunting pressure, resulting in hunter
overcrowding, law enforcement problems, relatively
large goose harvests near the area, and a decrease in
hunting quality. Efforts to reduce large concentrations
of geese may cause public relations problems because
hunters and goose watchers become accustomed to
the large numbers of geese. It is possible that larger
numbers of Canada geese will use the Thief Lake
WMA in the future, but the lack of a large corn crop for
food and the early freezeup in this northern area will
help to limit goose use.

Canada geese at the Thief Lake WMA have been
beneficial to the local vicinity and the state. Large con-
centrations of geese afford excellent viewing and
shooting opportunities which are popular with hunters,
landowners who rent hunting sites, and others who en-
joy seeing geese. Money spent by sportsmen and
birdwatchers in the WMA vicinity benefits local
businessmen.



Giant Canada geese, introduced to the management area between 1959 and 1961, return each spring
to breed on Thief Lake and surrounding wetlands.

The goose harvest locally, within Minnesota, and in
the Mississippi Flyway is a major consideration. The
Canada goose harvest in Minnesota is managed to
meet the following objectives: 1) to limit harvest
associated with goose management areas to less than
50 percent of the state harvest (Minnesota Conserva-
tion Department 1968); 2) to limit Minnesota’s total
EPP harvest to avoid mandatory Mississippi Flyway
quotas (Section of Wildlife Waterfowl Committee un-
published minutes June 1976); and 3) to apportion
Minnesota’s share of the EPP harvest equitably among
the state’s goose management areas. These objectives
are being met now, but the addition of another large
harvest area would change patterns in Minnesota and
the Mississippi Flyway.

The Minnesota DNR has established policies for
Canada goose management on managed units in the
state (Minnesota Conservation Department 1968). The
policies recommend that peak fall populations of
Canada geese not exceed 20,000 for one area, reduc-
ing the need for controlled hunting and distributing the
harvest more widely. This policy was amended in 1976
to allow for a monthly average goose population of
50,000 for the Lac qui Parle WMA. It was also recom-
mended that the state attempt to limit the annual har-
vest of Canada geese from any one management area
to no more than 2,000 birds. Fall population levels and
harvest on the Thief Lake WMA have been well below
the policy limits.

Goose use and management on the Thief Lake
WMA and crop depredations on local private lands are
affected by the Agassiz National Wildlife Refuge,
located six miles south of the management area. This
61,487-acre refuge is closed to waterfowl hunting and

attracts large numbers of migrating geese. Peak fall
populations have varied between 10,000 and 21,000
since 1976. Starting in 1978, moist soil plant manage-
ment took the place of artificial feeding of small grains
to try to control waterfowl depredations. The Agassiz
Refuge currently has two moist soil units, totaling 400
acres. Portions of these units are planted to winter
wheat and Japanese millet. Unfortunately, plants in
moist soil units do not mature early encugh to control
depredations during the height of the depredation
season in most years. Over 200 acres of small grains
are also planted as wildlife food crops.

Past and Present Programs. Giant Canada geese
were transferred to the Thief Lake WMA from the
Carlos Avery WMA between 1959 and 1961. Geese in-
itially nested in the pens but were allowed to fly free af-
ter their first breeding season and began nesting
elsewhere on the unit. A resident Canada goose flock
has become established, and about 200 young were
produced by 30 nesting pairs in 1978. The reduction in
the resident flock may be due to high local hunting
mortality.

From early September until freeze-up, state person-
nel make weekly estimates of goose numbers on the
Thief Lake WMA based on ground and aerial counts.
From 1970 to 1979, peak fall population levels have
varied between 7,000 and 16,000 birds.

Refuge for resident and migrant geese is provided
by a 5,500-acre waterfowl sanctuary and a limited
access controlled hunting zone on the north and west
boundaries of the refuge. Small grains and grazing
areas provide food for geese in the refuge.

Estimates of the goose harvest on the WMA are ob-
tained from car counts and bag checks. All geese shot
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in the controlled hunting zone are checked and

counted at the hunter registration station. The Canada

goose Kill has increased from an estimated 340in 1970
and 160 in 1971 to 1,000 in 1978 and 1,320 in 1979. A
survey was conducted in 1979 to estimate the Canada
goose harvest on private lands bordering the WMA. An
estimated 750 geese were harvested on the lands dur-
ing the 1979 season. There have been no Canada
goose harvest quotas set for the WMA and vicinity,
although there have been quotas set elsewhere for the
EPP.

Future Programs. Management of the resident
Canada goose flock will continue. Goose nesting sites
will be maintained, and more and possibly different
sites will be added as necessary. If local hunting mor-
tality becomes excessive, the movements of the flock
will be investigated to identify areas where harvest is
excessive, and management will be altered to reduce
this kill. No additional releases of Canada geese are
planned.

Most migratory goose management will continue.
Cropland management on the area and the manage-
ment of goose hunting on the unit and on surrounding
private lands will be coordinated with changes in
goose numbers and status on the area. Careful
monitoring of numbers of Canada geese and possible
problems associated with them, such as depredations
and disease, will continue. Surveys to estimate the
goose harvest outside the WMA will continue. WMA
personnel will work with local landowners to ensure
that cropping and hunting practices are responsive to
goose management needs on the area. If the goose
harvest on the WMA should increase substantially
some time in the future, it may be necessary to limit the
harvest by means of a quota system, by restricting
shooting opportunities, or by a combination of
methods.

PUBLIC USE MANAGEMENT

Objectives. The Thief Lake WMA will provide dis-
persed, unstructured recreation as part of the outdoor
recreation system in northwestern Minnesota.
Emphasis will be on providing quality public hunting,
trapping, and other compatible recreation. Goose
hunting opportunities on the WMA will be distributed
as equitably as possible while still maintaining or im-
proving hunting quality.

Considerations. State wildlife management areas,
state parks, and state forests in northwestern Min-
nesota are public natural resource lands accom-
modating a variety of recreation. As components of the
Minnesota outdoor recreation system, these units
should be managed to maximize the types of
recreational opportunities provided by the system,
while avoiding unnecessary duplication. To best serve
the widest range of Minnesota recreationists, oppor-
tunities should include organized activities, such as
group camping and naturalist-directed interpretative
programs; less structured or intensively developed ac-
tivities, including the use of marked and developed
trails and self-guiding interpretative programs; and
unstructured activities with low participant densities,
such as fishing, hunting, and seif-directed hiking and
skiing. This approach will provide a variety of oppor-
tunities and will fill the needs of most individuals.

Northwestern Minnesota state parks provide a
variety of outdoor activities. Depending on the
classification of each park, the park resources, and
theme, state park-oriented recreation will include
organized and directed programs as well as less inten-
sively structured use with lower use densities. Because
of their relatively small sizes, however, these parks
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cannot provide for some dispersed types of recreation
nor all the trail systems to accommodate hikers, skiers,
and snowmobilers.

State forests provide less structured recreation than
state parks. These areas accommodate a variety of un-
structured activities such as hunting, fishing, and
primitive camping, as well as providing picnic and
sanitary facilities and marked, improved trails. More
intensively organized activities with higher participant
densities, however, may conflict with sportsmen and
recreationists seeking more solitude.

To round out this system, the Thief Lake WMA
should provide for public hunting and trapping plus
unstructured compatible forms of recreation such as
nature observation, hiking, cross-country skiing, and
photography at lower user densities. Management of
the Thief Lake WMA for dispersed, unstructured
recreation can provide alternative opportunities for
northwestern Minnesota recreationists and will
minimize use conflicts on all areas. Intensified
agricultural practices, increased areas of cultivated
land, increased posting of private lands, and more
restrictive trespass laws will increase the importance
of the state wildlife management areas to wildlife and
sportsmen.

In addition to the state outdoor recreation system,
the Agassiz National Wildlife Refuge provides a sub-
stantial area for unstructured forms of recreation such
as deer and moose hunting, photography, and nature
observation. The refuge also provides for more struc-
tured facilities, including a scenic auto drive and a
marked nature trail.

The maintenance of quality public hunting on the
Thief Lake WMA is a major concern. A quality hunting
experience depends on many factors, one of the most
important of which is the density of hunters. With few
exceptions, crowded conditions have not been a
problem for upland small game or moose hunters on
the management area. The density of moose hunters is
limited by the number of permits issued for the zone
that includes the Thief Lake WMA. Hunting pressure
during the grouse and deer seasons may be high
enough in some areas to resultin interference between
hunters and reduce the quality of the hunt. However,
there are usually harder to reach areas where hunters
can go to avoid the crowd. With waterfowl hunters,
however, crowding is often a major problem in main-
taining quality huntino, particularly early in the season
and on weekends. Crowded duck hunting conditions
cause interference among hunting parties and destroy
traditional values of the sport such as skill in the use of
calls and decoys. Waterfowl hunters shooting at birds
out of range can also decrease hunting quality for
others by flaring approaching birds. A shell limit im-
posed on hunters on several managed goose hunting
areas has discouraged such shooting and improved
the quality of the hunt for many hunters, in addition to
reducing crippling loss (Hunt 1968).

The concentration of Canada geese using the Thief
Lake WMA during fall migration has attracted an in-
creasing number of hunters. In earlier years, the
relative ease and predictability of the firing line hunt
around the wildlife sanctuary resulted in overcrowded
hunting, competitive conditions with shooting at ex-
treme ranges, and footraces for downed geese. These
problems prompted the DNR to initiate a pre-
registered, controlled goose hunt on a portion of the
management area. The controlled hunt has reduced
hunter densities and conflicts over downed geese;
however, problems still exist. Most stations are too
conspicuously sited to permit the effective use of
goose calls and decoys. A shell limit has reduced in-



discriminate shooting; however, WMA personnel con-
tinue to observe shooting at extremely highflying
geese. Geese shot from blinds bordering the
sanctuary occasionally fall into the sanctuary where
they cannot be legally retrieved by hunters, and
management personnel must be summoned to
retrieve the birds. Thus, hunters are faced with the
temptation to trespass in the sanctuary, and many
wounded geese may escape and die unretrieved.

Hunters participating in the Thief Lake WMA con-
trolled goose hunt were surveyed in 1974. Seventy-
seven percent of the hunters surveyed who had hunted
the refuge boundary prior to the controlled system, felt
that the controlled hunt had improved the quality of
their hunt. Eighty-nine percent of the hunters stated
that the DNR should continue the controlled hunt. Over
60 percent of the respondents felt that the six shell limit
was too low. However, 75 percent of the hunters
believed that the shell limit did decrease the shooting
at birds out of range (skybusting).

Excessive regulation and regimentation can,
however, decrease hunting quality. The added
regimentation of filling hunting spaces through pre-
registration may decrease the quality of the hunt for
some hunters and cause problems for some who do
not know far in advance when they will be free to hunt.
Other hunters may prefer such a system since it would
assure them of a hunting space without competing with
a large number of other hunters and without being
tempted to violate regulations to pre-empt a hunting
spot.

Few managed goose hunting areas outside of Min-
nesota are operated without a fee being charged, with
the usual fee being $2 to $5 per hunter (Hunt 1968).
Thus, goose hunters pay the added costs of ad-
ministering controlled hunts. No fees are charged on
any of the state controlled hunting areas in Minnesota,
and the DNR lacks legal authority to do so. Approx-
imately 45 percent of the hunters surveyed in 1978 at
the Thief Lake WMA were in favor of a fee to operate
the controlled goose hunt on the area (Table 26). Only
37 percent of the hunters participating in the 1974
Thief Lake controlled hunt favored a fee to cover the
cost of such a hunt. In 1979, the cost of operating the
Thief Lake controlled hunt totaled approximately
$4,000 which would have amounted to about $2 per
hunter per day.

Considerations should also be given to the effects of
public use and especially certain types of vehicles on
wildlife, vegetation, soils, and roads. Motorboats are
inappropriate for use in the lake during spring and
summer because they could disturb waterfowl during
the nesting and broodrearing period. Vehicles driving
on wet trails would compact the soil, make deep ruts,
cause extensive erosion, and destroy vegetation.
Snowmobiling may be detrimental to white-tailed deer
(Kopischke 1974, Dorrance et al. 1975).

State highway 89 runs north and south through the
center of the WMA. According to the Minnesota
Department of Transportation, this highway is below
current state standards and will need to be upgraded
sometime in the near future.

Other activities such as hiking, sightseeing, bird
watching, and photography are minor uses compared
to hunting. However, such activities help to cultivate an
appreciation of wildlife and of the wildlife management
area and should be permitted and encouraged when
facilities and manpower permit and when they do not
conflict with the main objectives of the area. Since the
WMA is far from major population centers, a visitors’
center could not be justified. However, environmental
education and hunter education could be done during

guided tours of the area and through slide talks to local
clubs and schools. Hunter orientation programs would
be helpful in familiarizing hunters with the regulations,
hunting opportunities, access, and other features of
the management area.

In addition to providing an opportunity for people to
visit and enjoy the area, the WMA plays a role in the
local economy. Visitors responding to the 1978 user’s
survey reported spending an average of about $22 per
person in Marshall County while visiting the WMA.
During the waterfowl hunting period alone, October 1
through November 14, visitors to the WMA spent an
estimated $120,000 in Marshall County.

Past and Present Programs. Public use of the Thief
Lake WMA is regulated by the resident manager in ac-
cordance with Minnesota DNR Commissioner’'s Order
No 1961, Regulations Relating to the Public Use of
Wildlife Management Areas (Appendix F), in addition
to the numerous other state laws and DNR regulations.
Hunting is permitted under statewide regulations from
September 1 to the end of February. The area contains
a 5,500-acre no trespassing wildlife sanctuary (Figure
4). Camping is permitted in parking areas and water
access sites during the hunting season. Motorboats
with motors of 10 horsepower or less and snowmobiles
may be operated on the management area.

Maps of the unit, showing the WMA boundary,
refuge boundaries, roads, and public access and park-
ing areas are available at the area headquarters. The
maps do not show trails or all water areas and do not
include area regulations. The resident manager or
another staff member is usually at the headquarters
area to assist visitors during high use periods.

In response to increased hunting pressure and
problems with hunter behavior, the Thief Lake WMA
initiated a controlled goose hunt in 1974. A controlled
hunting zone (CHZ), extending 125 to 880 yards from
the north and west boundaries of the refuge, was es-
tablished (Figure 9). Goose hunting within the CHZ is
confined to 58 fixed shooting stations, spaced about
100 yards apart. Use of these stations is controlled un-
der a DNR Commissioner’s Order.

Each day during the waterfowl season, hunters who
have pre-registered by postcard lottery claim a station
through a random drawing. Non-registered
hunters then participate in a similar, standby drawing
for unclaimed stations. Other non-registered hunters
may report to the registration building and “refill” sta-
tions vacated by earlier parties. Both ducks and geese
may be shot from the stations. After each completed
hunt, hunters must report to the headquarters and
register any geese or ducks bagged.

Hunting station use is restricted to the successful
applicant and no more than two guests. Hunters are
limited to one day in the stations either as a guest or a
successful applicant during the first half of the water-
fowl season. There is no limit on the use of stations by
the “standby” or “refill” process. During the latter half
of the season, stations are filled on a first come first
serve basis with no restriction on the number of visits.
Each hunter is limited to six shotgun shells per day.
Hunters may not hunt farther than 10 feet from their
station and may not retrieve birds from the sanctuary
unless accompanied by authorized state personnel.

There are no special restrictions, except for the
sanctuary area and the CHZ, on the number and spac-
ing of duck and goose hunters on WMA or on any
other type of users. Access to Thief Lake is provided
by four improved access sites. The distribution of
public use is regulated to some extent by the location
of access points and parking areas. '

A firing line still exists along the north refuge line

51



east of the CHZ, reducing hunting quality, increasing
crippling losses, and increasing trespass in the refuge
to retrieve birds. In 1979, crippling loss on the CHZ was
15 percent compared to 25 percent along the north
refuge firing line.

The number of trappers using the WMA is limited by
issuing only a certain number of trapping permits each
year. Trappers are assigned to a specific trapping
zone. Except for special beaver permits which cost
$2.50 per season, trappers are not required to pay
either a percentage of their catch or a permit fee.
Usually two to six beaver permits and 12 to 18 general
permits are issued.

Tours of the area for school groups and others are
conducted by the resident manager. Visitors are per-
mitted to drive the WMA road around the south end of
the lake to view the area and the wildlife.

Enforcement of regulations on the area is done
primarily by WMA personnel with assistance from DNR
conservation officers.

Future Programs. Improved maps of the area, in-
cluding trails, major vegetation types, water areas,
access sites, and area regulations will be prepared and
made available to visitors. An informational brochure
describing the area will be prepared in conjunction
with the map. The brochure will include descriptions of
various wildlife species and plant communities and a
summary of management and development.

The pre-registered controlled goose hunt will con-
tinue under the current set of regulations. The Min-
nesota DNR may seek legislation permitting a $1to $3
registration fee to fund the administration of the con-
trolled goose hunt. If hunting pressure and problems
with hunter behavior increase along the north
sanctuary firing line, the DNR will include this area in
the CHZ to regulate hunter use (Figure 10). If included,
a 100 yard strip will be cleared along the refuge line,
and shooting stations will be constructed at approx-
imately 125-yard intervals. Potentially, 26 additional
stations could be sited. Law enforcement in the CHZ
will be intensified if funds and manpower become
available.

The current trapping system will be continued. As is
done at present, trappers will be required to report
their take to the resident manager at the end of the
trapping season.

The present parking and primitive camping areas
will be maintained, but no additional areas are plan-
ned. .

An environmental education program, in the form of
talks and guided or self-guided tours, will be
developed, if possible. Hunter orientation classes for
moose hunters and others may be conducted by WMA
personnel sometime in the future. Activities such as
sightseeing, bird watching, berry picking, and hiking
will be encouraged when they do notinterfere with ma-
jor objectives of the WMA.

The DNR, Division of Fish and Wildlife will consuit
with the Department of Transportation to ensure that
any plans to upgrade State Highway 89 will be consis-
tent with the objectives of the WMA and will not
adversely affect important wildlife habitat.

NONGAME MANAGEMENT

Objectives. An objective of wildlife management on
the Thief Lake WMA is an effectively balanced
program for all native wildlife species. Nongame
wildlife will be considered in managing the wetlands,
forests, croplands, and other habitats. Special con-
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sideration will be given to uncommon species.

Considerations. The Minnesota DNR has statutory
responsibility for the protection, propagation, and wise
use of the state’s wildlife resources. State and federal
wildlife management programs have, in the past,
emphasized game species because of the popularity
of hunting and because most of the funding for wildlife
management came from hunters. Benefits or losses to
nongame species were not considered in various
management practices. However, most of the land ac-
quisition and habitat management that has been done
for game species has also been beneficial to nongame
species. Even though management on the WMA will
continue to emphasize game species, nongame
species will not be neglected.

It is not possible to manage all portions of an area
for all species at the same time. Some species are
associated with climax plant communities, while others
are adapted to early successional stages. A variety of
habitats is needed to provide for a variety of wildlife
species. In managing habitats for wildlife, especially
mobile species such as most birds, a manager should
consider which habitats are rare or becoming less
common in the general vicinity.

Little is known about the requirements and
responses to management of many species of mam-
mals, birds, reptiles, amphibians, fish, and inver-
tebrates. The nongame discussion emphasizes birds
because there has been more public interest in this
group than in any other and more research has been
done on birds. Birds are also the most visible of the
management area’s nongame wildlife.

The marbled godwit is one of a variety of nongame
species which benefits from habitat management
on the unit.
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Nongame bird management should consider three
factors (Zeedyk and Evans 1975). First, maximum
diversity of birdlife is found when the horizontal and
vertical diversity of the vegetation are maximum.
Second, bird species are adapted to nearly every
habitat, so management benefiting some species can
be detrimental to others. Finally, bird species differ in
their ability to adapt to habitat variability since some
species have specific requirements, while others are
more general in their requirements.

The diversity of bird species often increases with
forest maturity due to the greater vertical diversity of
layers in mature forests (Odum 1971). Setting back
forest succession by cutting or other means produces
edges between contrasting vegetation types which in-
crease horizontal diversity, resulting in a greater diver-
sity and density of birds (Curtis and Ripley 1975).
Species of birds that respond to cutting and increased
edge include common flicker, catbird, brown thrasher,
and yellow warbler. As the forest begins to regenerate,
species closely associated with early successional
stages, such as the mourning and chestnut-sided war-
blers, common yellow-throat, and white-throated
sparrow, will benefit (Titterington et al. 1979). Access
trails and forest openings also provide greater
vegetative diversity for birds.

Species attracted to clear-cuts and edges usually
have broad ranges of tolerance, high reproductive
rates, and good powers of dispersal. Other species
with more narrow ranges of tolerance can be adversely
affected if management is directed entirely toward
creating the maximum habitat diversity (Balda 1975).
Species that require mature forests include the
goshawk, oven-bird, barred owl, pileated woodpecker,
red-headed woodpecker, and wood thrush. Extensive
cutting of mature forest areas may be detrimental to
these species.

Wetland management for game birds is generally
good management for nongame birds as well. An in-
terspersion of open water and structurally diverse
emergent vegetation should be attractive to a wide
variety of marsh birds (Weller and Spatcher 1965).
Marsh management helps to maintain certain fish pop-
ulations, which, in turn, provides food for birds such as
pied-billed grebes, great blue herons, and great
egrets.

Croplands on the WMA provide food for wintering
songbirds (Burt 1977) as well as game birds. Grain
fields and fallow fieilds are used by mourning doves
and sandhill cranes which are presently nongame
species in the state. Hay fields and grassy areas
provide habitat for songbirds such as the western
meadowlark, bobolink, and vesper sparrow, plus small
rodents which are fed upon by hawks, owls, and mam-
malian predators. Small rodents may serve as buffer
species, reducing predation on other species including
waterfowl (Weller 1979).

The elk herd in eastern Marshall and western
Beltrami Counties presents the best current oppor-
tunity for nongame management. As previously
described (page 16), this free-ranging group of 20
to 30 animals is the result of a 1934 introduction; and is
the only such herd in Minnesota. Free-roaming elk
have, however, created probiems for farmers in this
area. Elk often graze and trample small grain crops,
hay fields, and haybales. The elk’s herding behavior
causes the damage to be locally severe. The elk’s
behavior has led to illegal shooting of elk by farmers
frustrated by crop depredations. The herding and un-
wary nature of these elk also makes them vulnerable to
poaching. The task of elk managementin this areais to
preserve this unique species while reducing depreda-
tions to the lowest possible level.

The Thief Lake WMA lies within the peripheral range
of the gray wolf (eastern timber wolf) in Minnesota
(Bailey et al. 1978). Wolves occasionally occur in the
management area and vicinity but only in very limited
numbers. Although the U.S. Department of the Interior
has reclassified the wolf in Minnesota from en-
dangered to threatened, the Minnesota DNR does not
consider the wolf to be in danger of elimination in the
state in the foreseeable future. Since their protection in
Minnesota, the wolf has expanded its range. The
potential exists around the Thief Lake WMA for
livestock depredations by wolves. At present, the DNR
is negotiating with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to
develop a comprehensive, state-directed wolf
management plan.

Up to the present, all funding for nongame manage-
ment has come from hunting, fishing, and trapping
license fees. In 1980, however, legislation was passed
creating the Minnesota Nongame Wildlife Fund. Thisis
a dedicated funding source for nongame management
and research derived from voluntary checkoffs of state
income tax refunds beginning in 1981. In addition,
federal nongame funding legislation which would
provide excise tax appropriations as matching funds
for state nongame projects is under consideration.
This legislation may provide substantial support for
specific nongame management in the future.

Past and Present Programs. Current management
on the WMA benefits nongame wildlife by promoting
the maintenance of diverse habitats and preserving
naturally occurring communities. Maintaining cover
and food supplies and limiting human disturbance
should help both game and nongame species. Non-
game wildlife is considered in management plans, but
thus far, lack of funds and information has limited
management specifically for nongame species.

In recent years, Thief Lake WMA personnel have
assumed responsibility for elk management.
Managers have responded to requests for assistance
in crop depredation situations by loaning “exploders”
to affected farmers. These devices, fueled by propane
and emitting periodic explosions sounding like gunfire,
have not been completely effective. Often, depredation
complaints have not been directed to Thief Lake per-
sonnel. Thief Lake WMA personnel also conduct yearly
censuses of the elk.

An elk management plan was prepared by Thief
Lake WMA managers and approved by the DNR Com-
missioner in 1976 (Minnesota DNR 1976). The plan
calls for intensive habitat management in four
townships (T.157N. and 158N., R.38W., and T.157N.,
and 158N., R.39W.) which includes the eastern portion
of the Thief Lake WMA and the northeastern WMA
supplement lands (Figure 10).

A nongame wildlife specialist employed by the Sec-
tion of Wildlife beginning in 1977 has worked at
evaluating the current status of many nongame.
species, especially uncommon ones, plus making
suggestions for management. Breeding records and
sightings of uncommon species are reported to and
summarized by the nongame specialist.

Future Programs. Management programs on the
Thief Lake WMA will continue to consider all wildlife
species, especially uncommon and threatened
species. As funds become available for nongame
work, additional surveys and habitat management will
be done. Suggestions of the nongame wildlife
specialist will be incorporated into the management of
the WMA whenever possible.

The elk herd will be maintained at present popula-
tion levels with as little conflict with agriculture as
possible. Management will include prescribed burning
and food plot development on state lands,
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cooperative, state-funded food plot development on
private lands, and intensified depredation control. Elk
management will be a primary management objective
on WMA supplement lands to be managed in coopera-
tion with the Division of Forestry in Township 158N,
Range 39W. Depredation complaints will be referred to
Thief Lake WMA personnel who will either: 1) provide
scaring devices to landowners, 2) provide supplemen-
tal food for elk, or 3) shoot offending animals as a last
resort. ‘

RESEARCH AND SURVEYS

Objectives. Surveys will be conducted to monitor
wildlife abundance and harvest, public use, and the ef-
fects of management on the unit's resources.
Research to gather information on wildlife and their
habitats will be encouraged. Research and survey
resulis will be used to evaluate present management
programs and to develop new management techni-
ques.

Considerations. Information on wildlife abundance
and distrubtion, hunting and trapping harvests, and
public use is needed to guide the development and
management of the WMA. Such information is
collected regularly by surveys or informal observations
by DNR personnel.

Wildlife abundance is difficult to assess. Aerial sur-
veys of deer and waterfowl are used under certain con-
ditions. In forested regions, deer pellet group surveys
in spring provide an index to deer numbers. Annual
surveys, such as ruffed grouse drumming counts and
sharp-tailed grouse dancing ground counts on es-
tablished routes, can be used as indexes to small
game abundance. All of these techniques, however,
require extensive labor and funding. Surveys of deer
populations receive the highest priority, since their
present management depends heavily on annual
changes in harvest regulations based, in part, on these
population estimates. Measuring changes in wildlife
abundance in response to management on specific
areas is complicated by changes in abundance in the
surrounding area and by animal movements to and
from the managed area.

Wildlife productivity is even more difficult to assess.
Deer reproduction can be assessed by examining car-
killed does in spring. Waterfowl productivity can be es-
timated using breeding pair counts, nest searches, or
brood counts. Measurement of the reproductive
response of waterfowl to habitat manipulation may be
complicated by other factors such as weather, preda-
tion, the harvest in the preceding year, or the
phenology of the nesting season.

Wildlife harvest statistics are used, in part, to es-
timate wildlife abundance and the success of manage-
ment programs and regulations. Harvest data is deter-
mined by hunter bag checks, game registration,
carcass collections, and mail surveys. Harvest records
also supply information on physical conditions of the
animals, population, sex and age structures, and, in
some cases, food habits.

Public use is difficult to assess because of the
limited staff and the numerous public entry points. In-
formation on the number of users, temporal and
spatial distribution of use, and other statistics on area
visitors are used to document public use trends,
problems, and needs. Input from individual users by
interviews or questionnaires is useful in determining
factors which increase or decrease the quality of a
visit.
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The effects of management on the resources of the
area should be examined. Projects designed to benefit
specific wildlife species may be detrimental to other
animals, plants, soils, or waters. All projects should be
examined for their impact on nontarget resources.
Federal guidelines require these investigations when
federal aid is involved.

Research information helps to develop effective
management programs. The area has potential for
research in many areas, including waterfowl produc-
tion, depredations, mortality, and habitat manage-
ment; deer populations; hunter behavior; and the ef-
fects of specific wildlife species management on non-
target wildlife. Information from such studies could
lead to more effective management. The unit will
become more important as a research area as natural
areas in the state are fragmented or destroyed by
development. :

Past and Present Programs. Since the establish-
ment of the Thief Lake WMA in 1931, there have been
many types of surveys and research projects
conducted on the area. Some of these are old projects
that have been discontinued, others were begun years
ago and are still being carried on, and some have just
recently been completed (Table 29).

The present public use surveys concentrate on
waterfowl hunters. Morning and evening car counts
are conducted three days per week throughout the
wateriowl season by WMA personnel. Car counts are
not made at other times of the year on a regular basis.
During 1979, mechanical car counters were placed
along the WMA road south of the lake to estimate
public use during the nonhunting season. The public
use survey involving questionnaires in 1978 was con-
ducted especially for this plan (Appendix D).

The number of ducks and geese killed by hunters is
estimated by bag checks conducted after the morning
and evening car counts. The number of deer and
moose killed on the area is known because hunters are
required to report their kill. Small game hunters are
occasionally checked, but estimates of small game
harvests cannot be made from bag checks because of
small sample sizes. The furbearer harvest can be
determined from mandatory reports.

The game lake and aquatic surveys that were done
by the DNR provide information on the vegetation,
physical characteristics, wildlife use, and water
chemistry of Thief Lake. Vegetation transects and
maps were completed, but work was not continued to
document changes. A study to determine the
availability and use of sago pondweed by ducks on
Thief Lake was conducted by DNR biologists in 1960.

Several regular state or area-wide surveys are used
to assess wildlife abundance (Table 29). Aerial tran-
sects are flown each year to estimate white-tailed deer
and moose numbers and waterfowl populations during
migration periods. Aerial and ground counts of
breeding duck pairs during spring are used to es-
timate waterfowl production on the unit. Routes to
census drumming ruffed grouse on the WMA are con-
ducted every spring.

Future Programs. Car counts during the waterfowl
season will be continued to monitor hunter use.
Irregular car counts at other times of the year will be
continued if other staff duties permit. Interviews with
visitors or questionnaires placed on vehicles wiil oc-
casionally be used to sample visitors’ concerns and
suggestions. This could be done during car counts and
bag checks and would require little additional time.

Bag checks will continue as in past years to obtain
data on the waterfowl harvest. Mandatory harvest
reports by trappers will be continued.
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Table 29. Research and surveys on the Thief Lake WMA and the dates and status of each.

Survey or Project

Dates Status

Aquatic survey

Game lake survey

Waterfowl and muskrat habitat survey
Sago pondweed study

Waterfowl breeding pair survey
Waterfowl migration count

Hunter bag-check

Trapping harvest summary

Big game census

Ruffed grouse drumming count
Public use survey

Resident Canada goose brood count

1938, 1941, 1942, 1947
1949, 1955, 1957, 1964

Not scheduled
Not scheduled

1950 Not scheduled
1960 Discontinued
1959 to present Continuing
Unknown to present Continuing
1949 to present Continuing
Unknown to present Continuing
1952 to present Continuing
1962 to present Continuing
1978 Not scheduled
1961 to present Continuing

The wildlife surveys presently being conducted on
the WMA will be continued and improved as new
techniques are developed. Management and research
personnel of the DNR will cooperate in improving the
collection of data on wildlife populations. If staff and
support funds permit, additional wildlife surveys will be
initiated. A survey to census sharp-tailed grouse will
be given highest priority. In addition, surveys to
monitor muskrat and beaver populations and to es-
timate sandhill crane use and production will also be
considered.

Research by the Minnesota DNR and other compe-
tent researchers will be encouraged. Area personnel

will cooperate and provide any assistance which their -

other duties permit.

New projects and maintenance will be evaluated by
the area manager for their effects on non-target
resources. Plans for major projects will be submitted
to the Minnesota Historical Society for review in order
to avoid destroying or altering important prehistoric or
historic cultural resources.

THIEF LAKE WMA SUPPLEMENT — MANAGE-
MENT, ADMINISTRATION, AND ACQUISITION
Objectives. The long-range objective for the Thief
Lake WMA Supplement is management of all lands
within the approved project boundary for wildlife, out-
door recreation, and forest products. Wildlife manage-
ment will be directed toward moose, white-tailed deer,
ruffed and sharp-tailed grouse. Lands administered by
the Division of Forestry will be managed cooperatively
for wildlife and forest products. Private lands will be
purchased from willing sellers by the Division of Fish
and Wildlife, after county board approval.
Considerations. Historic patterns of state and
private land ownership and agricultural practices in
northwestern Minnesota produced an interspersion of
cropland, brush, aspen forests, and wetlands which
supported a diverse and productive association of
wildlife. Relatively large tracts of state-owned land,
generally in permanent forest, brush, and grass, were
well dispersed throughout the region. Until recently,
much of the private land was not in agricultural
production due to poorly drained soils, fluctuations in

rainfall, and low crop prices. Private lands were often
cropped for several years, then abandoned to brush
and grassland after a series of crop failures. Moose,
white-tailed deer, sharp-tailed grouse, and ruffed
grouse thrived in this mixture of wild lands and
croplands.

In recent years, wild lands have been rapidly disap-
pearing in northwestern Minnesota. Improved
drainage techniques, favorable crop prices, and in-
creased land values have encouraged private land-
owners to convert brush, forest, grass, and wetland
habitats to cropland and pasture. U.S. Soil Conserva-
tion Service personnel estimate that in the past six
years about 48,000 acres of wild lands have been con-
verted to cropland in Marshall County and adjacent
western Beltrami County. Wildlife managers in these
counties estimate that up to 10 percent of the remain-
ing privately-owned wildlife habitat is being eliminated
each year.

State land ownership has declined dramatically in
this region over the years. Of the 595,000 acres of Con-
solidated Conservation and Trust Fund lands in
Roseau and Marshall Counties, about 40 percent
(225,000 acres) has been sold to private parties. Most
of this land has been converted to cropland.

Wildlife in these counties is becoming increasingly
dependent on the remaining state-owned lands. In the
1979 moose season, about 80 percent of the harvestin
Inorct|hwestern Minnesota was on or adjacent to state
ands.

Consolidated Conservation Area lands, ad-
ministered by the Division of Forestry, comprise 34
percent of the Thief Lake WMA supplement. Min-
nesota Statutes, Sec. 84A.08, 84A.27, and 84A.37
(1978) specify that Consolidated Conservation Area
lands be classified as to their suitability for agriculture,
timber, and wildlife production and that lands
classified more suitable for agriculture be subject to
sale or rental by the state. Such lands may be
reclassified from time to time. Conflicts between
county boards and the DNR have arisen over the pre-
sent land-use-classification system in the northwest.
Consolidated Conservation Area lands within the Thief
Lake WMA supplement should be permanently
classified for wildlife and forest management to allow
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development and management with DNR wildlife and
forestry funds. :

Land purchases or leases by the state for wildlife
purposes must be approved by the county board of
cemmissioners (Minnesota Statutes, Sec. 97.481,
1978). The Marshall County Board has recently been
reluctant to approve further land acquisition by the
state until land classification procedures are agreed
upon. Land classification negotiations between the
DNR and Marshall County are in progress.

The DNR wishes to retain the current acreage of
state-owned lands in Marshall County for natural
resource conservation and management. However, the
DNR negotiators have recently proposed a plan to
redistribute state-owned lands in the county to reduce

“the impact of iarge state ownership in certain

townships. The townships involved include Huntly
(T.158N., R.43W.), Como (T.158N., R.42W.), and Lin-
sell (T.158N., R.39W.) which contain proposed Thief
Lake Supplement lands (Figure 5). The proposal calls
for the sale of 8,000 acres of undedicated Trust Fund
and Conservation Area land in five eastern Marshall
County townships. The sales would be baianced by
county-endorsed state acquisition of natural resource
lands from willing sellers in areas of the county with
limited state ownership and limited wildlife and forest
lands or to consolidate state ownership in existing
management units. The sales and acquisition would be
phased over a ten-year period, and they would be con-
tingent on the availability of adequate acquisition
funds. Marshall County is currently evaluating this
proposal.

State Trust Fund lands comprise about 46 percent
(12,478 acres) of the Thief Lake WMA Supplement.
Trust Fund lands are administered by the Division of
Forestry. The Division of Fish and Wildlife may acquire
Trust Fund lands by condemnation and payment of the
current appraised market value of the condemned
lands. Since much of this land is unsuited for
agriculture or forestry, purchase of Trust Fund land for
wildlife management would probably generate more
income to the trust than potential commercial uses ex-
cept mining.

Private lands comprise about 19 percent (5,066
acres) of the Thief Lake WMA Supplement. Acquisition
of private lands would not only increase the value of
the unit to wildlife but also would help to offset losses
of wildlife habitat in the region due to land clearing. In
addition, some private lands have been or may be

developed for recreational residences or cropland
which could be threatened by prescribed burning on
the WMA. a

Priority ratings have been established for wildlife
land acquisition. Critical ratings apply to lands needed
to protect or develop important wildlife habitat or solve
serious management problems. Lands needed for
future management, development, or habitat protec-
tion are designated as desirable. Eventual ratings in-
clude lands which will increase the value and
manageability of the unit and protect wildlife habitat.

Much of the vegetation on the Thief Lake WMA Sup-
plement including bur oak/upland brush, old fields,
and lowland brush, could be best managed by con-
trolled burning. Wildfires occur regularly in the area
and require much time and expense to control.
Periodic controlied burning facilitated by a network of
firebreaks would prevent devastating wildlifes by
reducing fuel buildup. The effects of fire on plant com-
munities and its use as a technique to manage wildlife
habitat are discussed in the “Fire Management” sec-
tion.

Past and Present Programs. Little management
has been done on the supplement lands. The Division
of Foresiry has controlled wildfires on the area and es-
tablished conifer plantations on a number of old fields.
Commercial timber harvest on the area has been
limited. In 1979, the Division of Forestry leased ap-
proximately 600 acres in the supplement to private
citizens for gravel, pasture, or cropland. WMA person-
nel have assisted local foresters in wildfire control.
They have also dozed small clearings in aspen to en-
courage regeneration and provide deer browse.

As part of this plan, the Division of Fish and Wildlife
has reassessed the Thief Lake WMA Supplement’s
project boundary and acquisition priorities. A total of
27,032 acres remain unacquired within the DNR-
approved Thief Lake WMA project boundary.Three
additions to this supplement, totaling 321 acres are
proposed. Proposed deletions from the approved pro-
ject include 1,401 acres of private land and 80 acres of
Consolidated Conservation Area lands (Figure 5). The
proposed net deletion from the supplement totals
1,160 acres (Table 30). All Consolidated Conservation,
Trust Fund, and Volstead lands are designated as
desirable. Private lands were assigned priorities by the
resident manager (Table 31). Three tracts, totaling 280
acres, are rated as critical. Desirable lands include one
tract, totaling 200 acres. The remaining 30 tracts, total-

Table 30. Ownership and acreage of proposed deletions and additions
to the Thief Lake WMA approved project.

Present Ownership and Classification Acres
DELETIONS
Private 1,401
State Consolidated Conservation 80
Total 1,481
ADDITIONS
Private 80
State
Trust Fund 81
Consolidated Conservation 160
Total 321
NETDELETION 1,160
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. Table 31. Acreage, ownership, and acquisition priority of private land in the Thief Lake WMA
Supplement.
. - Township Range
Owner Section  (North) (West) Description Acreage Priority’
. R. Engevik 5 157 39 S¥N% 160. Cc
- E. Peterson 5 157 39 SW% 160 E
O. Dohrmann 6 157 39 NWW“NEY 40 C
N. Morrisey 6 157 39 WY28W'a 70.45 E
. I. Halvorson 10 158 40 NEWSWY 40 Proposed
e ‘ Deletion
P. Larson 22 158 40 NWW 160 E
: T.Berg 7 158 41 Lots 1 and 2, NEVaNW'a 145.17 E
. E. Jensen 7 158 41 WV2NEVa,SE/aNWa 120 E
- J. Novak 7 158 41 NEVNEVa 40 E
F. Stannina 7 158 41 SEVNE% 40 E
F. Novak 8 158 41 NWY%,NWNEY 200 E
J. Novak 8 158 41 NE%NEY 40 E
M. Novak 8 158 41 SV2NEY 80 E
M. .Novak 8 158 41 N%SEW 80 c
F. Novak 9 158 41 NV“:2NWY,NWNEY 120 E
G. Kruta 9 158 41  SV2NW¥%,SW1NEY, 200 E
NEVaSWVa, NW1aSEVa
T. Woyach 9 158 41 EV2NEYa,NEV4aSEYs 120 E
E. Lorenson 10 158 41 NW/AaNWY 40 E
G. Kruta 10 158 41  SWW%NWY 40 E
R. Lorenson 10 158 41 NEVNWYa,NWVNEYs 80 E
W. Taus 10 158 41 SEVNWY4,SWYVaNEYa 80 E
R. Taus 10 158 41 EV2NEVa 80 E
E. McAdams 18 158 41  SEVNEv,NV2SEY,EV2SW1a 200 D
J. Cwikla 19 158 41 NW% 190.3 E
E. McAdam 19 158 41 NWVaNEY 40 E
W. Melby 19 158 41 SV2NE',NEV4NEY,SWSEVa 160 E
M. McAdam 19 158 41 NWY%SWY 56.28 E
D. Danielson 19 158 41 EVvSEv,NWVWSEY 120 E
E. Haugen 20 158 41 NWWSEY,SEASWYa 80 E
A. Haugen 20 158 41 SW1aSWVa,NEVaSW V4, SWYaSEVa 118.68 E
V. Thygeson 28 158 41 SW1aSWVa 40 Proposed
Deletion
A.Haugen 28 158 41  SWWNW,NWSWYa, 90 Proposed
SWYaNWVaNWa Deletion
A. Haugen 29 158 a1 SV2NEVa, W/2NWa 160 Proposed
Deletion
E. Haugen 29 158 41  SV2NE'4,NV2SEVa,NWSWYa 200 Proposed
Deletion
A. Cwikla 29 158 41 SEVWSWY,SWYSEYs 80 Proposed
Deletion
V. Thygeson 20 158 41 SEvSEYs 40 Proposed
Deletion
E. Peterson 29 158 41 WHSWh a0 Proposed
Deletion
J. Swikia 30 158 41  WV2LNWY% 115.2 Proposed
Deletion
W. Melby 30 158 41  EV2NW',WV2NEYa 160 Proposed
Deletion
S. Cwikla 30 158 41 SWYa,WV2SEYa 276 Proposed
Deletion
E Peterson 30 158 41 EV2SEYa . 80 Proposed
Deletion
J. V. Super
etal. 11 158 42 SYSEW 80 E
0. Dohrman 28 158 42 WY2NWYa,SEVaNWY 120 E
H. Johnson 33 158 42 EV2SW' 80 E
A. Kolden 4 157 42 Ev%2NW",NEVaSWY 123.42 E
A. Craigmiles 1 158 43 SW',NWVSEYa 206 E
E. Anderson 36 148 43 SWVaNW, less 8A. 32 Proposed
Deletion
W. Nelson 36 158 43 B8 A.in SW/aNWY 8 Proposed
Deletion

1 C=critical, D=desirable, E=eventual




ing 3,184 acres, are rated for eventual acquisition. The
two tracts of state-owned land in the proposed addi-
tions are rated as desirable, while the one private tract
is rated as critical.

Future Programs. The Division of Fish and Wildlife
and Forestry will cooperatively manage the 21,966
acres of state-owned land administered by the Division
of Forestry within the Thief Lake WMA Supplement.
Field personnel of the two divisions will review and ap-
prove each other’'s management plans and attempt to
develop an integrated management plan by the
process described in the “Forest Management” sec-
tion of this plan. Division of Forestry-administered lahd
will be acquired by the Division of Fish and Wildlife
only upon mutual agreement between the divisions or
upon recommendation of the Commissioner.

Acquisition of private land will follow the present
proposal (Figure 5, Table 31). This plan will modify the
project proposal to include the proposed deletions
and additions to the supplement. Private land will be
acquired only from willing sellers after county board
approval. Priority will be given to those tracts of land
rated as critical and desirable. Further land acquisition
will depend on funding, availability of land, and county
board approval. For these reasons, a definite acquisi-
tion schedule is not possible.

In summary, 25,872 acres outside the present Thief
Lake WMA boundary are proposed to be managed by
cooperative agreement with the Division of Forestry or
acquired as part of the WMA. A land classification
agreement with Marshall County will probably require
modification of this proposal. As land classification,
cooperative agreements, and acquisition are com-
pleted, the supplement will be posted with wildlife
management area signs. Proposed cooperative agree-
ments will be presented to the State Planning Agency
for review.

Wildlife management on the supplement will be
primarily directed toward moose and sharp-tailed
grouse. A fire management plan will be developed in
cooperation with the district and area foresters.
Prescribed burning will be used to prevent brush en-

croachment on grasslands and wetlands and to main-
tain brushy habitats in an open, easily-traveled stage
at a height of five feet or less (Figure 10). A system of
firebreaks will be maintained using roads and ditch
grades where possible. The burning rotation will be 5
to 10 years.

Sites most desirable for forest management from
the wildlife management viewpoint are identified in
Figure 10. The Divisions of Fish and Wildlife and
Forestry will evaluate these and other sites to identify
blocks of land which can be effectively managed for
commercial forestry. These blocks will be protected
with firebreaks. The area and district foresters and the
resident wildiife manager will cooperatively determine
the forest management objectives for the area. To
benefi} ruffed grouse and white-tailed deer, aspen will
be harvested in the smallest blocks and on the shortest
rotation which are economical for commercial
pulpwood operations. Harvest blocks of 20 acres or
less and a rotation of about 40 years are preferred for
wildlife management. Softwood regeneration sites and
methods will be cooperatively identified to optimize the
mix of wildlife habitat and timber production benefits.

As funding becomes available, impoundments and
dugouts will be constructed on wetland areas to
provide open water habitat for waterfowl. Impound-
ment construction will not obstruct water flow in public
drainage ditches so as to effect drainage on private
land. Wetland development and management will
foliow the guidelines specified in the ‘“Wetland
Management”’ section.

Food plots will be developed on existing agricultural
fields, old fields, and clear-cut forest sites. All or part of
this cropland will be leased to local farmers on a
sharecrop basis.

Motor vehicle use will be permitted on existing
roads, and small pulloff and parking areas will be
developed as needed. All normal public uses of wildlife
management areas will be permitted. Snowmaobiles
will also be allowed as provided for in Commissioner’s
Order No. 1961.

Sharp-tailed grouse will be one of the primary concerns of habitat manage-
ment on the Thief Lake WMA Supplement.
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SUMMARY OF MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS

WETLANDS.

Wetlands will be managed primarily for waterfowl
and public hunting. Water levels in Thief Lake will be
regulated to provide spring flood water storage and
optimum water depths for waterfowl and hunters.
Open water areas will be developed and maintained
for waterfowl brood habitat. Small islands and artificial
structures will be constructed and maintained to
provide waterfowl nesting sites. A proposed 1500-acre
impoundment, the “Haroldson dam,” will be the sub-
ject of detailed hydrological studies and additional
public input before the final decision is made.

FORESTS.

Forests will be managed to maintain or create an in-
terspersion of forest types and age classes beneficial
to wildlife. Timber will be harvested by commercial
logging and fuelwood sales. Small ( < 20 acre), dis-
persed clear-cuts will be the preferred harvest techni-
que. Unmarketable timber will be periodically cut,
sheared, or burned by WMA personnel to set back
succession and maintain wildlife values. Priority will be
given to regenerating over-mature aspen stands.

NON-FORESTED UPLANDS.

Non-forested uplands inciude forest openings,
croplands, old fields, and grasslands. Forest openings
will be created and maintained by burning, mowing,
logging, and dozing to increase habitat needs for
wildlife and to reduce wildlife damage to crops on
private lands. A major portion of the cropland on the
WMA will be managed by sharecrop leases with local
farmers. Grain grown on the area will be used on
feeding sites around Thief Lake to prevent waterfowl
crop depredations on nearby private lands during late
summer. Additional food plots will be developed in old
fields or following timber harvest of upland forest sites.
Grassiands and old fields will be managed by
prescribed burning and mowing to provide nesting
cover and open areas for wildlife.

PRESCRIBED BURNING.

Prescribed burning will be used to create and main-
tain quality wildlife habitat for nesting, feeding, and
cover. Firebreaks will be developed to facilitate
prescribed burns and to protect productive forest
lands. Burning operations will be coordinated with

Division of Forestry personnel. Between 1,000-2,000"

acres per year are scheduled for burning.

CANADA GEESE.

Management for nesting Canada geese on the area
will continue. Nest sites and possibly additional
security from hunting pressure will be provided for the
resident goose flock. Refuge &nd food will be provided
to attract migrant geese. Local goose hunting pressure
will be closely monitored and if the goose harvest
should exceed DNR and/or federal guidelines, ad-
ditional regulations may be imposed in the future to
limit the harvest.

PUBLIC USE.

The area will nrovide quality public hunting, trap-
ping, and other activities compatible with its legal pur-
pose and management objectives. The pre-registered
controlled goose hunt will continue under the current
set of regulations. If necessary, the controlled goose
hunting zone will be expanded and additional shooting
stations will be provided. Registration fees will be con-
sidered if funding for the controlled hunt is insufficient.
The current trapping permit system will continue. The
present parking and primitive camping areas will be
raintained, but rio additional areas are planned. Other
outdoor recreational activities such as cross-country
skiing, hiking, wildlife observation, and snowmobiling
will be permitted on the area, but no trails or spacial
facilities will be developed for these activities.

NONGAME WILDLIFE.

Nongame wildlife will be considered in all manage-
ment programs for game species. Special manage-
ment considerations will be given to rare or unique
species such as the greater sandhill crane, gray wolf,
and elk. More specific programs for nongame species
will be implemented as needs are identified and funds
are provided through the state nongame wiidlife
program.

RESEARCH AND SURVEYS

Regular surveys of public use, including car counts,
interviews, and hunter bag checks will be continued.
Annual surveys of wildlife abundance, including aerial
censuses of moose, deer, and waterfowl and ground
counts of drumming ruffed grouse and breeding duck
pairs will be conducted. Additional wildiife surveys,
such as a sharp-tailed grouse dancing ground counts,
may be initiated. The manager will cooperate with DNR
and university research projects which will aid in
statewide or unit management.
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WMA SUPPLEMENT. (

A total of 25,952 acres of land will be added to the
Thief Lake WMA. The Divisions of Fish and Wildlife
and Forestry will cooperatively manage 21,966 acres of
state-owned land within this supplement. Private
lands, totaling 3,664 acres, are proposed for acquisi-
tion from willing sellers after county board approval.

When land classification and cooperative agreements
are completed with Marshall County and the Division
of Forestry, the supplement will be posted with wildlife
management area signs. Wildlife management on the
supplement will be primarily directed toward elk,
moose, and sharp-tailed grouse. All normal public use
of wildlife management areas will be permitted.

IMPLEMENTATION AND COST ESTIMATES

Specific programs to manage fish and wildlife and
provide quality fish and wildlife-related recreation
were developed based on present conditions and
future expectations. Implementation of these
programs depends on land ownership, land and
management costs, and the amount and sources of
funding.

LAND COSTS

Land acquisition costs are not estimated for the
management area because of the extreme variation in
land types and values. Acquisition costs will continue
to increase as land values increase. Funds for land
purchases are not part of the management area
operating budget.

Land acquisition has been funded historically by a
surcharge on small game hunting licenses. This $2
surcharge, which is authorized through 1984, currently
generates about $600,000 annually for wildlife land ac-
quisition. Throughout the years, special appropriations
for wildlife and land acquisition have been made by the
Legislative Commission on Minnesota Resources
(LCMR). The LCMR’s most recent appropriation was
$350,000 in 1975. LCMR appropriations remain a
possible future funding source. In recent years, sur-
charge and LCMR funds have been supplemented by
general revenue funds under a program called
Resource 2000. This 6-year program has provided
$9.2 million for wildlife land acquisition since 1975. The
amount of wildlife lands which can be acquired in
future years will depend on the level of funding
provided by these three sources.

MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS AND COSTS

The resident wildlife manager, under the supervi-
sion of the Region | Section of Wildlife Office in
Bemidji, will implement the management proposals in
this plan.

The resident manager must have the flexibility to
decide how funds will be spent through the year and to
modify programs to suit changing conditions.
Proposed development and management programs
depend on weather conditions, land acquisition, and
equipment and labor availability. For example,

60

proposed controlled burning might be impossible due
to wet or dry weather.

The wildlife management programs were placed in
three alternative spending levels (Table 32). All costs
were estimated in 1980 dollars. Costs will increase if
inflationary costs continue to rise. included in the first
spending level are those programs having the highest
priority which can be implemented at the current
spending level without management cutbacks. Present
expenditures of about $130,000 to $140,000 per year
represent current costs for salaries, routine equipment
and facility maintenance and operation, and yearly
habitat maintenance and development. Levels Il and lii
require about 26 and 36 percent increases over pre-
sent levels, respectively (Table 32).

All spending levels require additional funds for the
purchase of equipment or the construction of capital
improvements. Many of these capital investments are
required to immediately implement all programs.
Although spending levels are presented on an annual
basis, the costs for capital expenditures listed in Table
32 will only occur once during the 10-year planning
period. Expenditures for equipment and improve-
ments for full implementation of management levels |l
and Il are $371,500.

Equipment replacement needs are difficuit to

predict because of the uncertain demands on equip-
ment. Also, major equipment replacement is depen-
dent on funding, needs, and priorities within Region 1.
Because of these factors, the anticipated equipment
replacement is scheduled in S-year intervals (Table
33). Replacement costs were based on price estimates
for new equipment. In many cases, however, used
equipment, especially farm machinery, will be ade-
quate and can be purchased at substantially lower
costs. :
The DNR, Division of Forestry programs can be con-
ducted under current funding levels. Supplemental
funds will be needed to complete an updated forest in-
ventory of the area.

MANAGEMENT AREA FUNDING

Funding for completing acquisition within the Thief
Lake project will be primarily from the surcharge fund
and the Resource 2000 program described under land
costs.




Funds for the development and operation of the
management area are appropriated from the
dedicated Game and Fish Fund. Receipts into this fund
are primarily from the sale of hunting and fishing
licenses and federal aid reimbursement through the
Pittman-Robertson and Dingell-Johnson programs.
Federal aid reimbursement is 75 percent reimburse-
ment on approved projects. For the most part, the Divi-
sion of Fish and Wildlife operates within a budget that
can only be increased through an increase in license
fees or license sales.

A $3 Minnesota migratory waterfowl stamp was in-
itiated in 1977. The legislature appropriates an amount
which approximates waterfowl stamp receipts. The ap-
propriation is for the development of waterfowl habitat

on public hunting grounds and designated lakes.

In addition, as part of the Resource 2000 program,
the legislature appropriated $1,000,000 for the better-
ment of wildlife management areas.

Except for the recent increase in revenue provided
by the migratory waterfowl stamp and possible future
general fund appropriations, management funds will
probably not increase significantly by 1989. Accord-
ingly, most proposals are planned within the present
budgetary constraints. Wildlife management finances
in Region | are somewhat flexible, and funds can be
shifted from item to item. To maintain the present
wildlife programs throughout the region and to imple-
ment all of the planned management on the Thief Lake
WMA, increased funding in Region | will be needed.

Table 32. Annual spending alternatives for the management of the Thief Lake WMA.

Level I. Management at current spending level.

Wetiand management

1. Maintain dikes and water control structures

2. Maintaln and develop artificial potholes or dugouts and level ditches

3. Maintain existing nesting islands

4. Manage lake and impoundment water levels

Forest management

1. Administer firewood and commercial timber sales
2. Cut browse and make trails for deer in severe winters

Non-forested upland management

Doze forest openings

A ol o

Destroy noxious weeds
Canada goose management

1. Conduct present kill surveys and censuses

Administer cooperative farming agreements
Maintain present acreage farmed by state personnel
Feed waterfowl to prevent depredations

Plant forest openings to a legume cover crop

2. Maintain artificial nest structures, add new structures as needed

3. Administer the controlled goose hunt
Public use management

1. Maintain access roads, parking lots, and hunting blinds

2. Enforce game laws and special reguiations
3. Maintain boundary and other regulatory signs
4. Conduct limited group tours of the unit

5. Manage public hunting and trapping
Research and surveys

1. Conduct present wildlife surveys

2. Cooperate with research projects
Fire management

1. Develop and maintain firebreaks

2. Burn woods, marsh, and grass following fire management plan

Annual spending

Immediate needs for implementation

1979 baseline $137,000
Equipment replacement 37,200
Added labor and support -0-

Annual Total $174,200

Replacement

Machine shed-50'x150’ $229,000
New

Dozer/caterpiliar D4 $ 70,000

Cultivator/20’ 3,000

Front end loader/4x4 - " 38,000

Interseeder 6,500
Total $346,500
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Table 32. (continued)

Level il. Additional management with increased spending. -

Wetland management
1. Construct additional level ditches, dugouts, and nesting islands
2. Renovate Haroldson dam
Forest management
1. Develop forest management plan in cooperation with district foresters
2. Cut, shear, and burn unmarketable, over-aged aspen stands
3. Crush, mow, and burn lowland brush
Non-forested upland management
1. Develop more food plots on present cropland — more farming by state
2. Clear and maintain additional forest openings
Canada goose management
1. Survey resident goose reproduction and mortality
2. Expand controlled hunting zone and construct additional clearings and shooting stations
Public use management
1. Improve parking areas
2. Intensify enforcement of hunting regulations
Research and surveys
1. Improve public use surveys
2. Conduct annual spring sharp-tailed grouse survey
Nongame management
1. Implement elk management plan

Annual spending Immediate capital needs for implementation

Level | annual total $174,200 Levell total $346,500
Added IaPor and support Repair

(1., fulll-tlme natural resources Haroldson dam 25,000

wildlife technician) $ 13,600

(2, 9-month laborers) 17,000 Total $371,500

(support expenses) 15,000
Annual Total $219,800

Level lll. Additional management with increased funding.

Wetland management
1. Construct and manage new impoundments
Forest management
1. Intensify lowland brush crushing and burning
2. Experimental lowland conifer management
Non-forested upland management
1. Additional food plots, more farming by state
Public use management
1. Development and administer an environmental education program
2. Management and development of additional controlled hunting as needed

Annual spending Immediate capital needs for implementation
Level Il annual total $219,800 Leveliltotal $371,500
Added labor and support Total $371,500
(1, 9-month laborer) 8,500 ’
(Seasonal labor and support
expenses) 8,500
Annual total $236,800




Table 33. Equipment replacement schedule for the Thief Lake WMA.

Period item/Model Estimated Cost
1980-1984 (2) Trucks, Y2 ton pickup $ 13,000
(2) Trucks, V2 ton 4x4 pickup 13,600
Tractor, loader and backhoe 18,000
Trailer, 2 wheel 450
1985-1989 (2) Tractors, farm 41,300
Dozer/Caterpillar D6 100,000
Dragline 100,000
Road grader 75,000
All-terrain-vehicle 6,000
Cultivator 4,800
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Appendix A. The Minnesota Qutdoor Recreation System.

Classification

Purpose

Administration

Natural State Park

Recreational State Park

State Trail

State Scientific and Natural
Area

State Wilderness Area

State Forests and State
Forest Sub-Areas

State Wildlife Management
Area

State Water Access Site

State Wild, Scenic, and
Recreational Rivers

State Historic Site

State Rest Area

A natural state park shall be established to protect and per-
petuate extensive areas of the state possessing those resources
which illustrate and exemplify Minnesota’s natural phenomena
and to provide for the use, enjoyment, and understanding of such
resources without impairment for the enjoyment and recreation of
future generations.

A recreational state park shall be established to provide a board
selection of outdoor recreation opportunities in a natural setting
which may be used by large numbers of people.

A state trail shall be established to provide a recreational travel
route which connects units of the outdoor recreation system or
the national trail system, provides access to or passage through
other areas which have significant scenic, historic, scientific, or
recreational qualities or reestablishes or permits travel along an
historically prominent travel route or which provides commuter
transportation.

A scientific and natural area shall be established to protect and
perpetuate in an undisturbed natural state those natural features
which possess exceptional scientific or educational value.

A state wilderness area shall be established to preserve, in a
natural wild and undeveloped condition, areas which offer out-
standing opportunities for solitude and primitive types of outdoor
recreation.

A state forest, as established by Minnesota Statutes, Section
89.021, shall be administered to accomplish the purposes set
forth in that section, and a state forest sub-area shall be es-
tablished to permit development and management of specialized
outdoor recreation at locations and in a manner consistent with
the primary purpose of the forest.

A state wildlife management area shall be established to protect
those lands and waters which have a high potential for wildlife
production and to develop and manage these lands and waters
for the production of wildlife, for public hunting, fishing, and trap-
ping, and for other compatible outdoor recreational uses.

A state water access site shall be established to provide public
access to rivers and lakes which are suitable for outdoor water
recreation and where the access is necessary to permit public
use.

State wild, scenic, and recreational rivers shall be established to
protect and maintain the natural characteristics of all or a portion
of a river or stream or its tributaries, or lake through which the
river or streams flows which together with adjacent lands
possesses outstanding scenic, scientific, historical, or
recreational value, as provided by Sections 104.31 to 104.40.

A state historic site shall be established to preserve, restore, and
interpret buildings and other structures, locales, sites, anti-
quities, and related lands which aptly iliustrate significant events,
personalities, and features of the history and archaeclogy of the
state or nation.

A state rest area shall be established to promote a safe,
pleasurable, and informative travel experience along Minnesota
highways by providing areas and facilities at reasonable intervals
for information, emergencies, or the rest and comfort of travelers.

Commissioner of Natural
Resources

Commissioner of Natural
Resources

Commissioners of Trans-
portation and Natural
Resources

Commissioner of Natural

Resources

Commissioner of Natural

Resources

Commissioner of Natural

Resources

Commissioner of Natural

Resources

Commissioner of Natural

Resources

Commissioner of Natural

Resources

Commissioner of Natural
Resources, Minnesota
Historical Society, Board of
Regents of the University of
Minnesota, Governmental
subdivisions of the State
and County Historical
Societies.

Commissioner of Trans-
portation
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Appendix B. Common and scientific names of plants mentioned in the text.

Family Common Name Scientific Name
Aceraceae Boxelder Acer Negundo

Red Maple Acer rubrum

Mountain maple Acer spicatum
Alismataceae Water-plantain Alisma Plantago-aquatica

Arrow-head Sagittaria sp.
Anacardiaceae Poison ivy Rhus radicans
Apocynaceae Dogbane Apocynum androsaemifolium
Aralaceae Sarsaparilla Aralia nudicaulis
Asclepiadeceae Swamp milkweed Asclepias incarnata
Betulaceae Alder Alnus sp.

Paper birch Betula papyrifera

Bog birch Betula pumila

American hazel Corylus americana

Beaked hazel Corylus cornuta

Caprifoliaceae
Ceratophyllaceae
Characeae
Compositae

Convolvulaceae
Cornaceae

Cucurbitaceae
Cupressaceae
Cyperaceae

Ericaceae

Fabaceae

Fagaceae

Gramineae

Haloragaceae
Iridaceae
Labiatae
Lentibulariaceae
Linaceae
Loranthaceae
Najadaceae
Oleaceae

Pinaceae

Arrow-wood
Coontail

Musk grass
Ragweed

Common sunflower
Goldenrod

Dodder

Round-leafed dogwood

Red-osier dogwood
Wild cucumber
White cedar
Sedge
Hardstem bulrush
Softstem bulruch
Bog-rosemary
Leather-leaf
Bog-laurel
Labrador tea
Cranberry
Blueberry
Hog-peanut
Alfalfa

Sweet clover
White oak

Bur oak

Black oak

Quack grass

Big bluestem
Little biuestem
Oats

Brome grass
Bluejoint
Japanese millet
Barley

Red carnary grass
Timothy
Common reed
Indian grass
Wheat

Corn )
Water milfoil
Blue flag
Water-horehound
Bladderwort
Common flax
Dwarf mistletoe
Pondweed
Green ash

Black ash
Balsam fir
Tamarack

Viburnum sp.
Ceratophyllum demersum
Chara sp.

Ambrosia sp.

Helianthus annus
Solidago sp.

Cuscata Gronovii
Cornus rugosa

Cornus stolonifera
Echinocystis lobata
Thuja occidentalis

Carex sp.

Scirpus acutus

Scirpus validus
Andromeda glaucophylla
Chamaedaphne calyculata
Kalmia polifolia

Ledum groenlandicum
Vaccinium Oxycoccus
Vaccinium sp.
Amphicarpa bracteata
Medicago sativa
Melilotus sp.

Quercus alba

Quercus macrocarpa
Quercus velutina
Agropyron repens
Andropogon Gerardi
Andropogon scoparius
Avena sativa

Bromus sp.
Calamagrostis canadensis
Echinochloa crusgalli var. frumentacea
Elymus sp.

Phalaris arundinacea
Phleum pratense
Phragmites communis
Sorghastrum nutans
Triticum aestivum

Zea mays

Myriophyllum exalbescens
Iris virginica

Lycopus sp.

Utricularia vulgaris
Linum usitatissimum
Arceuthobium pusillum
Potamogeton sp.
Fraxinus pennsylvanica
Fraxinus nigra

Abies balsamea

Larix laricina




Appendix B (continued)

Family

Common Name

Scientific Name

Polypodiaceae
Ranunculaceae

Rosaceae

Salicaceae

Spagnaceae
Tiliaceae
Typhaceae
Ulmaceae
Umbelliferae
Urticaceae

White spruce
Black spruce
Red pine
White pine

Bracken

White baneberry

fern

Red baneberry

Meadow

rue

Chokecherry
Red raspberry
Juneberry

Balsam poplar (Balm of Gilead)

Tembling aspen

Willow

Sphagnum moss

Basswood

Cattail

American elm
Water-hemlock

Stinging

nettle

Picea glauca

Picea mariana

Pinus resinosa
Pinus strobus
Pteridium aquilinum
Actea alba

Actea rubra
Thalictrum dioicum
Prunus virginiana
Rubus strigosus
Amelanchier sp.
Populus balsamifera
Populus tremuloides
Salix sp.

Sphagnum sp.

Tilia americana
Typha sp.

Ulmus americana
Cicuta bulbifera
Urtice dioica

Appendix C. Vegetative composition of the Thief Lake WMA, supplement, and proposed addi-
tions and deletions’.

Present WMA Boundary Supplement Proposed Deletion Proposed Addition

Type Acres Percent Acres Percent Acres Percent Acres Percent
Deciduous Forest

Aspen 5,261 15.8 8,483 33.7 261 17.6 38 11.8

Oak 18 T? 665 2.6 0 0 0 (]

Upland brush 8 T 716 2.8 0 0 0 0
Bottomiand

hardwoods 66 0.2 0 0 0 0 0 0
Dozed 159 0.5 12 T 0 0 0 0
Mixed Deciduous-
Coniferous 429 1.3 32 0.1 0 0 0 0
Pine Plantation 4 T 82 0.3 0 0 0 0
Old Field 825 2.5 536 2.1 13 0.9 88 27.4
Agricultural Field 1,876 5.6 2,917 11.6 1,127 76.1 76 23.7
Lowland Brush 7,867 23.6 8,937 35.5 80 5.4 102 31.8
Lowland Conifer

Black spruce 1,763 5.3 220 0.8 0 0 0 0

Tamarack 1,357 4.1 81 0.3 0 0 ) 0

White cedar , 36 0.1 0 0 0 0 0 0

Black spruce-balsam

fir 79 0.2 0 0 0 0 0 0

Wetlands

Type ll 4,286 12.9 1,679 6.7 0 0 17 5.3

Type Ili 828 2.5 441 1.8 0 0 ] 0

Type IV 78 0.2 0 0 0 0 0 0

Type XIii 1,166 3.5 326 1.3 0 0 0 0
Gravel Pit 7 T 64 0.2 0 0 ) 0
Thief Lake 7,142 21.5 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 33,255 99.8 25,191 99.8 1,481 100.0 321 100.0

! Areas calculated from Figure 3 with a Hewlett-Packard Dligitizer.

2 T = trace.
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Appendix D. Thief Lake WMA public use survey; methods, analysis, and results.

A public use survey was conducted to supply additional information on the types
and amounts of recreational use occurring on the area. Information on the attitudes
and demographic characteristics of area users was also obtained.

SURVEY PERIOD

The survey, conducted in 1978, was divided into two subperiods, June 15 - Sep-
tember 15 (summer) and September 16 — December 31 (fall/winter), because of
differences In the intensity and types of use on the area. The summer period is a
time of warm weather activities such as fishing, camping, and boating, while hunting
predominates during the fall/winter period. Public use of the area from January
through May is extremely low according to the resident manager. Since time and
funding was not adequate to survey the entire year, this period was not sampled.

SAMPLING TECHNIQUES

Questionnaires were distributed to parked vehicles encountered along a
predetermined route which included the major access points, parking lots, and
roads of the management area (Figure 1). For each vehicle encountered, the vehicle
type, license plate number, time of day, and approximate location were recorded on
a tally sheet. A closed, road-blocking technique was not feasible because of the dis-
persed points of access along the roads bordering and bisecting the WMA.

Each subperiod was stratified by weekday units (Monday - Friday) and weekend
units (Saturday - Sunday). One sampie day was drawn from every other weekday
unit and one from every other weekend unit, with a random start for selecting the
first unit sampled. Within each unit selected, one sampling day was drawn at ran-

dom. The survey ro:ite was reversed from one sample unit day to the next.

Additional public use surveys were conducted on three other WMA's in
northwastern Minnesota concd?rsnt with the Thief Lake WMA survey. Because of
time and personnel constraints, only one area could be surveyed per day. When
conflicts in surveys occurred on the same day between the four WMA's, the extra
route(s) were reassigned to the nearest day within the sampling unit.

Only vehicles parked along the portions of the route paralleling or entirely within
the WMA boundary were tallied and given a questionnaire.

Starting times for each route during the June 15 — September 15 period alter-
nated between 10 a.m. and 3 p.m. to better cover expected evening use of the area.
For the September 16 — December 31 period, each route alternated between 8
a.m. and 1 p.m. to better comply with hunting hours. The enumerator recorded the
starting and ending times of each survey route.

QUESTIONNAIRE

A questionnaire (Figure 2) and stamped business reply envelope were clipped on
the windshield of each vehicle encountered along the survey route (Figure 1). The
questionnaire consisted of 14 questions which could all be answered by a simple
check or short answer. The questionnaire was designed to be completed on a
visitor-party basis. A map of the WMA divided into three compartments was at-
tached to each questionnaire. An individual identification number was stamped on
the upper right hand corner of each questionnaire to facilitate tabulating and check-
ing questionnaire returns.

THIEF LAKE WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT AREA
PUBLIC USE SURVEY ROUTE

LEGEND

W.M.A. BOUNDARY

WILDLIFE SANCTUARY NO TRESPASSING
SURVEY ROUTE

HEADQUARTERS

STATE HIGHWAY

COUMNTY STATE AID HIGHWAY

COUNTY ROAD

TOWNSHIP ROAD

W.M.A. ROAD

Figure 1
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Dear Visitor:

The Department of Natural Resources is preparing a long range
management plan for the Thief Lake Wildlife Management Area and we
would like your help. After your visit today, please complete the
following questionnaire, put it in the attached envelope, and drop
it in a mail box. No postage is required. Tt is important that you
complete this even if you have £illed one out on a previous day.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

CDCM-Q{QE\ @xﬂé/

David B. Vesall, Director
Division of Fish and Wildlife
Department of Natural Resources

THE QUESTIONS START ON THE BACK OF THIS PAGE

1. Did you, or any member of your party use the Thief Lake Wildlife
Management Area today? (Please refer to the attached map if you are
unsure of the area’s exact boundaries).

Yes - (go to question 2).

No - (thank you, do not answer any more questions, just mail the
questionnaire to us in the envelope provided).

2. Please indicate the age, circle the sex, and write the hometown of each
person in your vehicle that used the area today. Don't forget yourself,

Age Sex Hometown
1. Male/Female
2. Male/Female
3. Male/Female
4. Male/Female
S Male/Female
6. Male/Female

3. Approximately how many times has each party member visited the Thief Lake
wildlife Management Area in the last 12 months?

Party Member Number Number of Visits
(from question 2.) last 12 monthsg

4, Following is a list of activities. Find the activities your party
participated in on the area today. In the space provided, write in the
number of hours your party spent on each activity.

duck hunting sharptailed grouse (Chickens)
B hunting
goose hunting
deer hunting
controlled goose hunt -
trapping
ruffed grouse (partridge)
hunting

The list is continued on the next page.

@

3
4. Continued -
fishing firewood gathering
snowshoe hare hunting bird watching
Hungarian partridge hunting cbserving nature
camping photography
snowshoeing drawing/painting
skiing berry picking
boating picnicking
canceing gathering wild food other
than berries
hiking
other, describe
snowmobiling
5. If any party members hunted or fished, please list the species you were
after, the number your party took, and any hunting cripples that were
lost.
Species Take Cripples Lost
(Example) : Ruffed Grouse 0 1
1.
2.
3.
4,
5.
6.
6. Did you hunt with a dog?
Yes No
7. What time did you arrive at the area? /
Hour AM. P Date
(month/day/year)
8. What time did you leave?
“Hour~ TA.M. P.W. Date
(month/day/year)

Continued on the back of this page.

9. On the next page is a map of the Thief Lake Wildlife Management Area.
The unit is divided into numbered zones. Please check those zones your
party used today. You may keep the map if you like.

Zones

1 2 3

10, How would you describe the quality of your visit to the area?
Very good

Good

Fair

Poor

Very poor

11, what do you like about the area? N

12, How could the area be improved?

13. What amount of money did your party spend on this trip for such things as
lodging, transportation, beverages, tobacco, ammunition, etc., in:

A. Marshall County (Dollars)
B. Other counties (Dollars)

14, 1If your party hunted geese, would you be willing to pay a fee to defray
the expense of operating the controlled goose hunt?
A, $3-5 dollars per party? Yes No

B. $5-10 dollars per party? Yes No

Figure 2
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Figure 2

Visitors were requested to complete and return a questionnaire even if they had
done so on a previous day. No attempt was made to contact nonrespondents.

RESULTS AND ANALYSIS

Between June 15 and December 31, 1978, 33 survey routes were completed. Fif-
teen of these 33 routes were run during the summer period (June 15 — September
15) and 18 during the fall/winter period (September 16 — December 31). Routes
were approximately equally divided between weekends and weekdays with 16 and
17, respectively. The average driving time per route was 4 hours and 30 minutes.

A total of 446 questionnaires was distributed to area users, 162, 36 percent, were
returned. Visitors were encountered more frequently during the fall/winter period
and on weekends than weekdays (Table 1).

Data was expanded ‘assuming that use levels for similar sampled and non-
sampled days during a sample period (summer and fall/winter) would not differ
significantly. The visitors length of stay and the amount of immigration and emigra-
tion by visitors during the driving time required to complete one survey route,
however, will affect use estimates. If visitors stay less than the average driving time
to complete one survey route, they may not be counted. To compensate for this, a
correction factor was used when the data were expanded.
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SCALE IN MILES

The correction factor was based on the distribution of the length of stay of parties
responding to the questionnaire. For each sample period, the sample day was
divided into two to three subperiods based on the average driving time (A.D.T.) for
the survey route (see below). Depending on their iength of stay, respondents \;vera
placed in one of these categories. The percentage of respondents in each category
was calculated. Each category was assigned a multiplication correction factor
{M.C.F.) based on its proportion of the total sampie day. For example, the “less than
A.D.T.” category was assigned a M.C.F. of three because it represented about one-
third of the sample day. In this manner, it was possible to expand use estimates and
compensate for parties which may not have been sampled because their length of
stay was short. An exémple of this distribution method follows:

Number
Subperlod Partles Percentage M.C.F.
Less than A.D.T. x x/n = X4 3=My
A.D.T.-2xA.D.T. y yn =Xy 2=My
Greater than2x A.D.T. z z/n = Xg 1=M3
TOTAL n
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Table 1. Average number of questionnaires distributed per route by perlod and type of day.

Type of Day
Period Weekend Weekday
Summer (June 15 — Sept. 15) 0.3 0
Fall/Winter (Sept. 16 — Dec. 31) 40.8 8.8
Total (June 15— Dec. 31) 22.9 4.8

Estimates of party use were flrst calculated separately by sample unit
(weekend/weekday), then combined to obtain estimates of total use for that sam -
pling period. The units of public use are reported as party visitor-days, visitor-days,
and use-days. A visitor-day Is defined as one individual using the area on one day,
regardless of the length of stay. A party visitor-day |s one party or group of visitors
using the area on one day, regardless of their length of stay or party size. A use-day
Is one person using the area for one activity, such as hunting or fishing, on one day.
One person may account for as many use-days as activities participated in on one
day, but he only accounts for one visitor-day.

In addition, the fall/winter period was divided into two subperiods to better es-
timate variations in hunting pressure. Use estimates were calculated separately for
each subperiod and then totaled. The subperlods and corresponding hunting types
are as follows:

September 16 — September 30 and
November 1 — December 31
October 1 — October 31

Grouse, firearms-deer, and
snowshoe hare hunting
Waterfowl hunting

An expanded average party visitor-days/route figure was calculated by summing
the average number of parties/route times the percentage of parties in each A.D.T.
subperlod times the appropriate M.C.F. The formula and its notations follows:

— 3
X = T PO)M

i=1

where x = expanded average party visitor-days/route
P = average number of parties/route
X, = percentage of parties In the ith AD.F. subperiod

M; = M.C.F. for the it A.D.F. subperiod

Total party visitor-days for each sampling perlod (summer and fall/winter) were
calculated by multiplying the expanded average party visitor days/route by the
number of weekdays or weekend days In the sample period. An estimated seven
and 2,690 party visltor-days occurred during the summer and fali/winter periods,
respectively. Total visitor-days were estimated by multiplying party visitor-days by
average party size; 19 and 7,291 visitor-days occurred during the summer and
fall/winter periods, respectively.

Table 2. Spatial distribution of activities by percentage on the Thief Lake WMA reported by 158 parties June —

December, 1978.

Compartment

Activity 1 2 3
Hunting

Waterfowl 928/45b 718 1/4

Upland small game® 78/8 15/8 77

Deer 34/5 34/26 32/44
Campling 81/16 13/14 6/11
Observing nature 76/7 20/10 4/4
Bird watching 76/5 18/6 6/4
Boating/canoeing 69/3 23/6 8/4
Photography 85/4 ) 15/4 0/0
Hiking 67/2 11/2 227
Firewood gathering 86/2 0/0 14/4
Picnicking 63/2 25/4 12/4
Berry picking 33/<1 0/0 67/7
Trapping 50/<1 50/2 0/0
Percent by compartment 78 14 8

8 Percent accross the row = relative amount of a single activity in each of three compartments.
b percent down the column = reliative amount of each activity within each compartment.

¢ Includes ruffed grouse, sharp-talled grouse, gray partridge, and snowshoe hare hunting.
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Estimates of use days by recreational activity for each sample period were
calculated by multiplying the total estimated number of visitor-days in that period
by the percentage of parties participating In each specific activity. For example, 80
percent of the parties responding were waterfow! hunting. A total of 7,310 visitor-
days were estimated; therefore, 0.80 x 7,310 = 5,811 estimated waterfowl hunter
use-days. All members of a party were assumed to participate in all recreational ac-
tivities checked on the questionnalire. Use-day estimates by recreational activity
total more than the estimate of total visitor-days, as respondents may participate in
more than one activity per day. Hunting, camping, and nature observation
generated the most use-days (Table 20, page 33.)

No attempt was made to correct for nonresponse blas. It was assumed that user
characterlistics for respondents and nonrespondents would not differ significantly.

Additional survey results concerning the distribution and percentage contribu-
tion of visltor use by season and type of day and the percent of respondents par-
ticipating in various recreational activities are described In the Public Use section
(pages 32-37).

Spatial Distribution. Visitor distribution by actlvity was examined by requesting
users to Indicate which portions of the WMA they used during thelr visit. A map of
the management area, divided Into three compartments (Figure 8, page 34), was at-
tached to each questionnaire. Visitor use by activity and compartment was tallied
and percentages were calculated for the amount of each activity by compartment
and the contribution of each activity to the total use in each compartment (Table 2).
For example, 92 percent of the waterfowl hunters responding hunted in Compart-
ment 1, and waterfowl hunting accounted for 45 percent of the total use calculated

for this compartment (indicated as 92/45 on Table 2).

Among the 158 parties re§pondlng to the guestionnaire, 78 percent of all ac-
tivities occurred In Compartrﬁ\ént 1, which Included Thief Lake and the controlled
goose hunting zone. Compartment 3, the eastern third of the WMA, was the least
used area.

Visitor Characteristics. Attitudes and characteristics of area users were
described in the Public Use section (pages 32-37). Demographic characteristics
described include age, sex, and current place of residence. Attributes describing
the respondent’s visit include party size, length of visit, distance traveled, number of
previous vislts, expenditures, and opinlons on the quality of their visit and the
management area.

The responses of users to questions asking what they liked about the WMA and
how the WMA could be Improved are summarized in Tables 3 and 4. Charac-
teristics of the unit which were most important were its wild and scenic qualities, its
abundance of game, especially waterfowl, and the general quality of the hunting ex-
perience. Seven percent of the respondents felt that no improvements were
needed. The most frequently cited needed Improvements involved camping areas
and water access sites. Several respondents felt that changes in the controlled
goose hunt were needed.

Vehicles were encountered by the enumerator in the following proportions: stan-
dard pickup truck, 39 percent; passenger cars, 29 percent; four-wheel drive vehi-
cles, 19 percent; vans, 8 percent; motor homes, 5 percent. Most pickups had bed
covers or campers attached. In addition to the motor homes and vans two camper-
trallers and one bus were encountered.

Table 3. Most important characteristics of the Thief Lake WMA as reported by 148 respondents

surveyed, June — December, 1978.

Characteristic Number of Responses Percent’
Area appearance (wlldness, scenery, solltude) 33 223
Huntlng quality 28 18.9
Parking, camping areas, and access 25 16.9
Waterfowl hunting 18 12.2
Abundance and variety of wildlife 17 11.5
Large area open to public hunting 13 8.8
Uncrowded conditions 1 7.4
Controlled goose hunt 9 6.1
Waterfowl hunting 9 6.1
WMA personnel 8 5.4
Management and/or development 8 5.4
Close to home 7 4.7
Thief Lake and wetland habitat 3 2.0
Everything 3 2.0
Miscellaneous 3 2.0
Forest habitat 2 1.4
Nothing 2 1.4
Friendly people 1 0.7
Opportunity for diverse activities 1 0.7

t The summation of percentages exceeds 100 because respondents could report more than one characteristic.
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Table 4. Improvements needed on the Thief Lake WMA as reported by 137 respondents sur-

veyed, June — December, 1978.

Characteristic Number of Responses Percent’
Trash cans 40 29.2
Controlled goose hunt (blinds, regulations,

enforcement) 19 13.9
Camping areas/parking/water access 15 10.9
Miscellaneous 14 10.2
Better posting of refuge and controlied

hunting zone 12 8.8
No improvements needed 10 7.3
Habitat Improvements 10 7.3
Remove steel shot regulation 9 6.6
Tollet facilitles 7 5.1
Road maintenance 6 4.4
Uncertain 6 4.4
Water wells 5 3.6
Changes In refuge boundary and regulations 5 3.8
Expand the area ) 2.9
Fewer hunters 4 2.9
Enforcement of regulations 3 2.2
More information available to the public 2 1.5
Water level management 2 1.5
Increase game populations 2 1.5
Winter feeding of deer 2 1.5
Stop feeding waterfowl! 1 0.7
DNR personnel attltudes 1 0.7
Expand headquarters 1 0.7
Remove 4 p.m. closure 1 0.7

1 The summation of percentages exceeds 100 because respondents could report more than one characteristic.

Appendix E. Wildlife/Forestry Coordination Policy.

PREAMBLE

As state administered lands are to be managed for compatible multiple use
benefits, unless otherwise dedicated by law, both the Divisions of Forestry and Fish
and Wildiife are Jointly charged with the responsibility of achleving the goal of in-
tegrating forest and wlidlife management recognizing other multiple use purposes.
The following policles and procedures are meant to ensure that integration takes
place.

QENERAL POLICY

1. All State Administered Lands (unless otherwise
dedicated by laws)
The Department shall strive to Implement the practices delineated In the
Forestry Wildlife Guidelines To Habitat Management on all state administered
lands. Such Implementation is Important since manipulation of forest vegeta-
tion is the key to managing for wildlife as well as timber products. Successfui
management for these two purposes depends upon achleving the desired
combination and distribution of age classes by forest types in conjunction with
stated muitiple-use policies and overall sustained forest and wildilfe goals.
Theretore both disciplines will follow these guidellnes when planning and im-
plementing forestry and wildiife management practices recognizing that
whenever possible wildlife management oblectives should be met through
torest management practices. These guldelines wlll be expanded and updated
as new techniques are developed.

A. Forestry Administered Lands Outside of State

Forests in Wildlife Management Areas.

1. Tothe extent possible on lands determined to have significant wildiife
and significant forestry values, wildiife management oblectives should
be met through forestry management practices. However, where long
term forest management objectives are in conflict with long term
wilidiite objectives on specitic tracts of land transfer of custodial con-
trol, lease or acqulsition shall be consldered. However, this should be
considered only where critical habitat conditions cannot be met
through cooperative planning.

2. Lands determined to have primary value for wildiife with relatively low
values for forestry should be acquired or custodial control transferred
to the Divislon of Fish and Wiidlife.

B. Wildiife Management Area Lands Within State
Forests
Where overlap of unit boundaries occurs, i.e., state forest and state wildlife
management areas, cooperative agreements relative to administration
shall be established. These agreements shall become part of the forest
management and wildlife management area plan. However, where long
term forest management objectives are In conflict with long term wildlife
objectives on specific tracts of 1and, transfer of custodial control, lease or
acquisition shall be considered.
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2. Other Non-DNR Lands
Wildiife and forestry personnel should seek to establish cooperative agree-
ments with other public land management agencies, or private or industrial
landowners for the pu?pose of mesting wiidlife and forest management objec-
tives. Private Forest Management assistance should consider the Forestry
Wildlife Guidelines To Habitat Management.

SPECIFIC POLICY

1. Forestry/Wildlife Guidelines to Habitat Management
Forestry/Wildlife Quidelines To Habitat Management should be deveioped by
the Division of Fish and Wildlife six months after this policy has been approved.
Upon development these guidelines shall be reviewed by the Forestry/Wildlife
Task Force. Upon agreement of the Task Force, the guldelines shall be submit-
ted to the Division Directors ot Forestry and Fish and Wildlife for joint approval.
Subsequent changes or additions shall be brought to the attention of the divi-
slon level of Forestry and Fish and Wildlite. Upon joint agreement at the divi-
sion level, the gulidelines or changes will be forwarded to the field for im-
plementation. Until these guidelines are completed, it shali be the responsibility
of the area wildlife manager to inform the area and districts of desired prac-
tices. In the interim the 1972 Forest Wildlife Habitat Management Plan
Procedure shall be used as a guideline with special emphasis placed on the
site disturbance map.

A. The following points need to be covered In the
Forestry/Wildlife Guidelines To Habltat Management
to be developed by the Sectlon of Wildiife with input
from the Division of Forestry.

1. Habltat composition goals. Hablitat composition goals need to be
developed so that any district in the state has something to work with.
It should be recognized that these goals provide a general framework
within which the area manager has leeway to develop more specific
objectives.

2. Compartment analysis. The guidelines should define a procedure for
getting a specific compartment analysis to the districts.

3. Forestry practices: The specific types of modifications (size, design,
etc.,) to forestry practices, e.g. timber sales, site preparation, roads for
habltat enhancement need to be addressed.

4. Openings: The guidelines should develop a system for dealing with
wliidlife openings created from forestry practices, e.g. the Spoden
method.

5. Speclal Wildlife Considerations: Those considerations needed for
special wildlife species or wlldlife concentrations, e.g., eagles, osprey,
prairie chickens etc. need to be addressed.

6. Habitat development projects: The guidelines should develop a
method for handling and keeping tract of habitat development pro-
Jects, e.g. browse strips, Impoundments, prescribed burns.

B. The task force which developed the wildlife forestry
coordination policy shall meet In one year following
Implementation of the above policy to determine how
well the policies and procedures are working and to
recommend any changes that may be necessary.
This task force should be expanded, at that time, to
include representatives from forestry and wildlife
from the prairie transition and agricultural areas of
the state.

C. The Department will develop an In-house policy-for
reviewing all proposals for land acquisition, land ex-
change, boundary revisions, land sales and
easements.

D. To improve coordination and cooperation between
the Divislons of Ferestry and Wildilfe, wildlife and
forestry personnel, within the primary forested area
of the state shall have a common office, when the op-
portunity exists.

E. The Department should Initlate forest and wiidlife
research projects on mutually important tree specles
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such asjwhlte cedar, oak, and others to address
wildlife and forestry values.

F. Management plans for all DNR management units
will have Input from all divislons prior to public
release or public information meetings.

G. The Divisions of Fish and Wildlife and Forestry need
to develop a joint policy on the use of prescribed fire.

H. A policy statement or cooperative agreement(s)
should be developed to address problems between
fish management and forest and wildlife manage-
ment practices.

GENERAL PROCEDURAL POLICY

As a general rule, assigned Forestry and Wildlife staffs should attempt to review aif
management practices at joint meetings (see specific management practices) since
such meetings foster better working relationships, promote understanding and
favor mutual agreements. It Is hoped that these meetings will encourage more fre-
quent contact between staffs.

if upon notlification of a specific practice a discipline opts to not review a specific
practice then lack of review shall indicate there are no concerns. Any differences in
judgement in interpreting this policy or procedure or in deciding any particular
management project or program which cannot be resolved shall be immediately
referred to the next higher level of the Department organization. Under no cir-
cumstances Is one level or division to delay a declsion on a proposal of another
because of disagreement. It should be referred to the next level of supervision with
recommendations as to why It shouid not be approved.

Disagreements that cannot be resolved at the division directors’ level will be im-
medlately referred to the Planning and Environmental Review Team (PERT). PERT
will review the problem and forward its recommendations for resoliution to the Com-
missioner's office for making a decislon.

SPECIFIC PROCEDURAL POLICY

Notlification on each of the following specific management practices (1-13) shall be
by “speed letter”. A “speed letter” shall be initiated by that discipline levei propos-
Ing an actlon. The speed letter shall be forwarded to the identified staff ievel and
discipline for each activity below.

Upon receipt of notification the reviewer has two options

1. No review needed — sign pink copy and return to inltiator
2. Request revlew mesting. Following this meeting one of the following
actlons shall take place.
A. Review and approve — sign pink copy, state approvaland return to
initiator.
B. Review and disapprove — sign pink copy and list non-approved
project with an explanation and copy of memo sent to next higher
level of review.

Time schedules for review are noted under specific activities to be reviewed.
Mutually agreeable arrangements concerning waiver of review for certain
categorys of projects may be proposed by memo, at the reglonal level, for joint
approval at the dlvision director level, e.g., non-review by forestry of wetland
acquisition In the farmland area of the state when necessary to alleviate
creating a cumbersom review and approval process.

To assure that integration of management will take place Forestry and Wildilfe
staffs shall adhere to the following procedural polices:

1. Site Preparation -
Planting/Seeding -
Timber Stand Improvements-

Area wildlife and district (or area) forestry personnel wlll review draft blans,
Ideally at a Joint meeting(s), at the time such plans (down to the site) are
proposed. Such review should take place within two weeks of notification
unless some other time Iinterval Is arranged. Review shall include approval,
modification or suggestlons of alternative projects. Any changes in the planned
projects shall be reviewed within five working days of notification of change.
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2. Vegetative Management;
Timber Sales and Non-Commercial
Stand Regeneration

Area wildlife and district forestry personnel shall review the “planned annual
cut” and non-commercial stand regeneration proposals at a joint meeting at
the time such management activities are planned. Such review should take
place within two weeks of notification from Forestry or Wildlife unless some
other time interval is arranged. Review shall include approval, modification, or
suggestions of alternative projects. Any changes in the planned annual cuts or
non-commercial stand regeneration proposals shall be reviewed within five
working days of notification of change. Any work outside of the planned area is
considered a change.

3. Roads and Trails -

Area wildlife and district forestry personnel will review all new road and trail
project proposals, ideally at a joint meeting(s), as such roads and trails are
planned. Such review should take place within two weeks of notification, unless
some other time interval is arranged. Review shall include approval, modifica-
tion, or suggestions of alternative projects. Any changes in planned projects
shall be reviewed within five working days of notification of change.

4. Agricultural Leases -

Area wildlife and district and area forestry personnel wili review all agricuitural
leases as they are proposed. Such review should take place within two weeks
of notification unless some other time interval is arranged. Review shall include
approval, modification, or suggestions of alternative projects.

5. Forest Inventory -

Area wildlife, district and area forestry personnel, and the inventory project
leader will review the inventory project before field work starts. Such review
should take place within one month of notification unless some other time inter-
val is arranged. Review shall include approval, modification, or suggestions on
the type of field information needing emphasis within the individual area.

6. Significant Wildlife Conditions -

Area wildlife and district forestry personnel will notify each other of significant
wildlife conditions, e.g. bald eagle nest sites, heron rookeries, osprey nest
sites, etc. (listed by the non-game program) and emergency situation i.e. deer
starvation etc. as soon as they become aware of such conditions on any land.
Review of forest management considerations relative to significant wildlife con-
ditions shall take place as soon as possible following notification. Wildiife
recommendations shall be given priority consideration if such conditions are
confirmed as significant or of any emergency nature.

7. Significant Forest Conditions -

Area wildlife and district forestry personnel will notify each other of significant
forest management opportunities e.g. unique soll conditions for a high value
species, when they become aware of such opportunities on any land. Review of
wildlife management considerations relative to significant forestry oppor-
tunities shall take place within one month of notification.

8. Boundary Changes, Acquisition, Land Exchanges, Land Sites, Easements,
and Leases -

Area wildlife and area forestry personnel wiil notify each other of all proposals
for boundary changes, acquisition, land exchanges, land sales and easements.

On wildlife management projects the wildlife management area land acquisi-
tion proposal (G.F. 300) shall constitute notification for all acquisition, ease-
ment, and boundary changes for that wildlife management area. These shall be
review internally with the two divisions at all levels prior to official public release
and/or submittal for legislative consideration. Following approval of the
respective directors, all levels shail be notified of the decision prior to official
public releases.

9. District or Forest Management Plan -

Development of district or forest management plans shall be the responsibility
of forestry. The wildlife management recommendations for this plan are to be
developed by wildlife personnel and will address browse management, cover
management, openings, impoundments, significant wildlife conditions, access
roads and other priorities needed during the life of the management plan.
Review, by each discipline, shall be conducted according to a jointly agreed
upon management plan schedule. Review shall include approval, modification,
or suggestions of alternatives.

10. Wildlife Management Area Plan -

Development of Wildlife Management Area plans shall be the responsibility of
wildlife. The forestry management recommendations for this plan are to be
developed by forestry personnel to cover the life of the management plan.
Review, by each discipline, shall be conducted according to a jointly agreed
upon management plan schedule. Review shall include approval, modification,
or suggestions of alternatives.

11. Wildiife Projects Initiated by Wildlife -

a. Forestry Administrated Lands: All proposed wildlife projects on forestry
administered lands will be reviewed by district, area and regional person-
nel prior to implementations. Such review will take place within 1 month of
notification from wildlife unless some other time interval is arranged.
Review shall include approval, modification, or suggestions of other
alternatives.

b. Non-DNR Forestry Administered Lands: Area wildlife personnel will inform
appropriate forestry personnel of planned and desired wildlife projects
and conditions on non-DNR forestry lands when they are proposed so as
to foster greater opportunities for cooperation and achieving optimum
forestry and wildlife benefits. Such projects and conditions include but are

" not limited to planned development and treatment of openings, browse
management, cover management, impoundments, significant wildlife con-

ditions, etc.
12. Forest Projects Initiated by Forestry -

Wildlife Administered Lands: All proposed forestry projects on wildlife ad-
ministered lands will be reviewed by area and regional personnel prior to im-
plementation. Such review will take place within 1 month of notification from
forestry unless some other time interval is arranged. Review shall include ap-
proval, modification, or suggestions of other alternatives.

13. Wildlife Projects initiated by Forestry on Forestry Administered Lands -

All proposed wildlife projects on forestry administered iands will be reviewed
by area and regional wildlife personnel prior to implementation. Such review
will take place within 1 month of notification from forestry uniess some other
time interval is arranged. Review shail include approval, modification, or

suggestions of other alternatives.
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Appendix F. Regulations relating to the public use of wildlife management areas, Commissioner’s Order No.

1961.

No use shall be made of any state-owned wildiife
management area except in accordance with the
following regulations:

Section 1. Entry and use.

(a) Those parts of wildlife management areas posted
“STATE GAME REFUGE — NO TRESPASSING” or
“WILDLIFE SANCTUARY — NO TRESPASSING” shali not
be entered except as authorized by an agent of the
Commissioner.

(b) No part of any wildlife management area may be entered
or used during the hours 10:00 P.M. to 5:00 A.M. if so
posted at the major access points.

Sec. 2. Hunting and trapping.

(a) Protected wild animais may be taken on wildlife manage-
ment areas by hunting or trapping during the established
seasons therefore in the zones in which they are located
unless the wildlife management area is specifically closed
by Commissioner’s Order. Upon request by an agent of
the Commissioner, all persons shall report animals taken
on wildlife management areas and submit them for

_inspection.

{b) Unprotected wild animals may be taken on wildlife
management areas from September 1 through the last
day in February unless the wildlife management area is
specifically closed by Commissioner’'s Order. Nuisance
animals may be controlled under permit issued by a
wildlife manager.

Sec. 3. Commercial fishing.

The taking of minnows and other live baits for commercial
purposes may be allowed only under permit from the wildlife
manager and only on wildlife management areas over 2,000
acres in size.

Sec. 4. Watercraft.
Use of motorized watercraft is permitted only on the follow-
_ing Wildlife Management Areas except where posted
otherwise by agents of the Commissioner:

(a) Inthe Gores Wildlife Management Area (Mississippi River
Pool 3, Dakota and Goodhue Counties) motorized water-
craft may be used without limitation on size.

(b) In the Lac qui Parie Wildlife Management Area (Big
Stone, Chippewa, Lac qui Parle, and Swift Counties)
motorized watercraft may be used without limitation on
size. )

(c) In the Mud-Goose Wildlife Management Area (Cass
County) motorized watercraft powered by motors of 10
horsepower or less may be used except during the water-
fow! season.

(d) Inthe Orwell Wildlife Management Area (Ottertail County)
motorized watercraft powered by motors of 10
horsepower or less may be used.

(e) In the Roseau River Wildlife Management Area (Roseau
County) motorized watercraft may be used in the main
channel of the Roseau River. Motorized watercraft
powered by motors of 10 horsepower or less may be used
elsewhere on this management area during the waterfowi
season only.

(i) In the Talcot Lake Wildlife Management Area (Cot-
tonwood and Murray Counties) motorized watercraft may
be used on Talcot Lake except during the waterfowl/
season. Such watercraft are not permitted on the river
and marshes.
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(@) In the Thief Lake Wildlife Management Area (Marshall
County) motorized watercraft powered by motors of 10
horsepower or less may be used.

(h) In the Walnut Lake Wildlife Management Area (Faribault
County) motorized watercraft powered by motors of 10
horsepower or less may be used in that portion of the
area known as South Walnut Lake.

Sec. 5. Vehicles.
(a) Regulations in this Section do not pertain to Federal,
State or County highways or Township roads.

(b) No person shall operate an all-terrain vehicle, hang
glider, air boat, or hover craft in a wildlife management
area. No person shall operate a snowmobile in any
wildlife management area without the written permission
of the wildlife manager in charge thereof in that part of the
state lying south and west of a line described as follows.
U.S. Highway No. 2 from East Grand Forks easterly to
Bemidji; thence southerly along U.S. Highway No. 71 to
Wadena; thence easterly along U.S. Highway No. 10 to
Staples and U.S. Highway No. 210 to Carlton; thence east
in a straight line to the easterly boundary of the state.

(c) Motor vehicles may be operated on the following wildlife
management areas, but not in excess of 20 mph. They
may be operated only on established roads, and no vehi-
cle may be driven beyond a sign prohibiting vehicular use
or beyond any man-made vehicle barrier.

1. Carlos Avery Wildlife Management Area (Anoka and
Chisago Counties)

2. Hubbel Pond Wildlife Management Area (Becker
County)

3. Mille Lacs Wildlife Management Area (Kanabec and
Mille Lacs Counties)

4. Red Lake Wildlife Management Area (Beltrami

County)

5. Roseau River Wildlife Management Area (Roseau
County)

6. Thief Lake Wildlife Management Area (Marshall
County)

(d) Vehicles are prohibited on all other wildlife management
areas except they may be operated, not in excess of 20
mph, on those routes designated by signs as being for
travel purposes.

(e) No vehicle shall be parked where it obstructs travel.

Sec. 6. Aircraft.

Unauthorized use of aircraft below 1000 feet AGL (above
ground level) over a wildlife management area is prohibited
except in emergencies.

Sec. 7. Firearms and target shooting.
Target, trap, skeet, or promiscuous shooting is prohibited.

Sec. 8. Disorderly conduct.
Obnoxious behavior or other disorderly conduct is
prohibited.

Sec. 9. Disposal of waste and abandonment of property.

Disposal or abandonment of garbage, trash, spoil, sludge,
rocks, vehicles, or other debris or personal property on any
wildlife management area is prohibited. Boats, decoys, and
other equipment must not be left unattended overnight except
traps on those wildlife areas open to trapping.

Sec. 10. Destruction or removal of property.
Signs, posts, fences, buildings, trees, shrubs, vines, plants,
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or other property may not be destroyed or removed except
that marsh vegetation may be used to build blinds on the area,
and edible and decorative portions of plants (except wild rice)
may be picked for personal use. Wild rice may not be har-
vested unless the area is specifically opened by com-
missioner’s order.

Sec. 11. Private property or structures.

No person shall construct or maintain any building, dock,
fence, billboard, sign, or other structure on any wildlife
management area, except that ducks blinds may be erected
but shall not become private property or be used to preempt
hunting rights. It is unlawful to construct, occupy or use any
elevated scaffold or other elevated device for the purpose of
hunting, watching for or killing big game, except that portable
tree stands may be used for this purpose provided they are
removed each day at the close of hunting hours and do no per-
manent damage to trees in which they are placed.

Sec. 12. Private operations.

Soliciting business, agricultural cropping, beekeeping or
conducting other commercial enterprises on any wildlife
management area is prohibited except by lease agreement.

Sec. 13. Introduction of plants or animals.

Plant and animal life taken elsewhere shall not be released,
placed, or transplanted on any wildlife management area ex-
cept as approved by the wildlife manager.

Sec. 14. Animal trespass.

Livestock, horses, and other domestic animals, except dogs
being used for hunting purposes, shall not be permitted on
wildlife management areas except under cooperative agree-
ment or permit prepared by the wildlife manager.

Sec. 15. Camping.

No person shall camp on any wildlife management area ex-
cept by permit or in designated areas during the hunting
season.

Sec. 16. Other compatible uses.

Wildlife management areas may be used for hiking, wildlife
observation, sport fishing, and other wildlife-related uses
provide such uses are not inconsistent with sections 1 through
15 of this order.

Sec. 17. These regulations do not apply to persons engaged
in official Department of Natural Resources operations or
research projects approved by the Department of Natural
Resources.

Sec. 18. Commissioner’s Order No. 1948 is hereby super-
seded.
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