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INTROOUCT ION

£ long-term decline in deer numbers has cccurred throughout
Califarnia from the mid-1380°s through 1975, prompting the
Department of Fish and Game (CDFG} te formulates a gqeneral plan o
rectore and maintain healthy deer herds zt levels compatible with
their mabitat, to increase the quantiiy and quality of deer
Fabitats , and te provide for diversified recreaticnal use of
deer. In 1377 the Legislature mandated the Deparrtment via Assembly
Bill 1520 (Perinal to develop plans for deer herd management
urits containing specific program elements, divecting that a
geographical unit of deer range will be considered distinct from
adjacent ranges and that a management plan for that unit wWwill be
designed for that herd alone. This document complies with the
Departmental policy commiiment and legislative mandate to describe
‘the status asnd trend of the Mono Lake deer herd and to formulate
& management program to 1) increase overall deer numbers, Z)
improve the condition of the range, and 3} provide Tor Fiah
quality and diversified use of Mono Lake deer,

To achieve these geals, this plan incorporates ecclogically
zound management concepts which provide the-basis for specific
program elements relating to herd size, production and survival,
research needs, habitat preservation and improvement, harvest
strateqies, and other facets of herd management. Deer herds are
continually changing, so herd plans must be dynamic. Study
results and other additional information will alicw plan revision
and updating.

The herd range is largely public land, but both public  and

grivate lands are subject to heavy demands  for multiple
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commercial, residential and recreational uses. Most of these ucses
aduersely affect the deev herd. This plan i=s intended to prowvide
guidance toe land management agencies and local governmentz When
making resource allocatisns which will dictate the future aof Mono
lLake deer. There are several majoer issues and concerns invelived
in the mangasment of Mono Lake desr, including: 1) high demand
for multiple rescurce use on the range especlally recreation,
grazing, and housing, 2) increasing demands for water for powsr
production and housing development, 3) demand for increased deer
Rarvest and hunting opportunity, 43 long  term  desr  habitat
reduction and detericration, and 3 oapportunities Tor deer
habitat preieruation and enhancement in conjunction wWwith other
resoUurce management pYograms,

These facters, in combination with approepriate  laws,
regulations and poelicies, were used in constructing goals for the
Monge Lake herd. Since the attainment of these gqoals iz = long-
term process, this plan is intended te be effective for a period af

180 years with & target date for goals described as 13594,

DESCRIPTION OF THE HERD AND MANAGEMENT UNIT
Herd Definition and History
This herd is =2 population of Rocky Mountazin Mule Deer which
winter in Mineral and Lyon counties, MNevsda, and summer in
western Monce and eastern Tuolumne counties in California. The
herd occupies an arsa of aspproximately 330 =square miles, about
100 square miles of which are winter range, about &0 square miles
are symmer range, and the remaining 120 square miles ars

intermediate ranges.
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Before =ettlement by European man, deer were scarce in the
unit area, but increased slowly betwsen 1310 and 1330 (=2 range
history for details)., Deesr 1398 were Firet issued by the
California Department of Fish and Game in 1327; only 236 desr were
reparted taken in Mono County in  that vear. Herds increased
during the 1340‘s and S50’s, stimulating high hunter success
(Britton, 1971). By the late 13507z deer had increased toc the
extent they clearly exceeded the carrying capacity of the winter
range.

The first antlerless hunts werse held in 1335 to  reduce
excessive deer numbers. Tag quotas were set using the three-year
average buck kill., It was felt that too few deer were taken to
relieve winter rvange sbuse. In the mid-1%80°c, the number of
sntlierless tage was increased; the higher harvest rate and the
severs 1359 winter combined to raduce pressure on the range. In
recognition of these population veductions, no antlerless permits
have hbeen authorized since 1367 to allow numbers to  increase,
increases have been slow and the most recent data suggests 3
ztatic population of about 3,000 animals at this time.

Segsanal Ranges and Migratian

Winter range, summer range, and geneval migration corridors
used by the herd are shown in Figure 1. Much informaticon on  the
ranges and movemsnt patterns of the herd are presently unhknown.

Harwveset History

Marvest data is available from 1557 to present. Tetal kill
averaged 330 during the late 13S0°s and rose to an average of 448

during the 132&07

(1Y}
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The harvest average fell to 16% during the 12707z due to 3
lack of doe harvest. Bugk harvest has fluctuated widely over the
years. Buck huntina seasons were set garlier and shorter during
recent years, affecting the cverall harvest (table 1).

In 1981, & storm ococurred during the lenahtened irmonth=longl
hunting sessen. This resulted in a high buck harvest Decause

essentizilv sll bucks became available to hunters. 5y

w3
th
i(]
£

usntly,
buck rvatios were seversly reduced and the 15382 harvest was
recduced to 3 level consistent with the long-term average.

The 1982, 1983, and 1984 springs brought late inclement
weather which delaved migratiocn and provided sbundant forage
preduction. Many bucks, migrating late, remained at lower,

accessible ranges where feed conditions were excellent. These

31}

bucks wers more aveilable to hunters than ususal., Due to superior
feed conditions 3 high percentsge of yearling bucks grew faoried
antlers. These young, inexperienced legal bucks wers relatively
=zsy targete and made up & high groportien of rthe harvests. [af

the Bucks =ged throughout the seasons about 58% were yearling
forksil. These factors oreated a situation favoering ﬁigh buck
harvests in smite of low buck vatios.

Herd Compocsition Records

Mono Lake hevd composition counts have been conducted since
1977 when the Mevads Department of Wildlife began helicopter
zyurveys of the insccessible winter range. This data iz presented
in Table 1. Sample sizes have varied, but were ample in  ail

years. Low fawn production and surwival is indicated by fall

i
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counts. This factor was oelited in  the 1384 U.S.F.3. Habitar
Management Plan for the herd’ s summer range. {(Schneegas, 13e4.)

Winter losses have been relatively light. Buck ratics have
been severely depressed by the high 15981 harvest and continusd
high level of hunting pressure.

Mortality Factors

Predation. Moumtain lions and coyotes are the COMMon
predatoers inhabiting the deer range.lLians are "deer specialists’
and ne doubt take deer from this herd. In addition, it seems
likely that lion numbers have increased under rvecent no-take
requlations. MNo reliable sstimates of lion numbers en the range
are available. The overall effect on total deer numbers in  the
herd is unknown.

Covetes are numerous on much of the range, and are probably
the major souvce of predation mortality on Monmo Lake deer simply
kecsuse of the far greater number of coyoetes compared to  other
predators. Howsver, the overall effect on total deer numbers is
Wk NGy,

Uncontrolled doge accompanying backpasckers can harrase deer
grn the summer range, stressing pregnant or nursing deoes. Dogs
associated with livestock operations probably disturb deer also,
but ta a lesser extent.

although bears, =agles, and bobcats also ocoupy the herd’s
range, rthetr =ffect on the population is believed to be minor
since they =zren’t abundant and do not prey specifically on deer.

Winter Kill, & mentioned previously, available datz

indicate that winter kill during recent years has been relsastively

light.
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Summer  fToen  loss., This factor appears o exsrt a8 mEior

influence on the herd. @an average of 45 fawns per 100 doss  has
reached the winter vange in each of the last five years.
Fotential mule deer productivity is usually estimated st 130
fawns per 100 does. If this estimate is applicable to the Monc
Lazke hnard, owver 100 fawns per 100 does is being lost befare the
herd reaches the winter range, Reasons for the losses are
unknown, but it iz obviosus that a high percentage of fawns are
being lost either prenatally, at birth, or during the first
manths of life.

Flutrition, Mo specific information iz available relating

to forage producticn or quality on the herd’s vrange. Deer
cbserved appear to ke generally in good woendgition  and  buchks

harvested are ysually  in exoellant copdition, Howaver,

"
D
i

nutriticonal facters may be itnvolved in early fawn los

Road Hili. & large percentage of the herd orass=s  Highwav

395 twice annually during migration. Thus, many are killed by
veMicles., The extent of this loss and its effect on the herd is
not known.

Illegal Kill, The relatively sparse human population and

limited road access into much of the range suggest 2 low level of
poaching actiwity., Reporte from the public and knowledge of
various enforcement agencies tend to substantiate & relatively
lew dillegal kill. It is generally believed that much of the
illegal kill is occurring during the regular hunting season  when
some reparts  are received of spike and doe carcasses in  the

field.
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Human  sncroachment and disturbance, Howsing and

recreational encrcachment arve significant factors affecting  the
herd. Urban and suburban development continues avound the June
Lake Loop area, usurping dgood deer hablitat areas. Housing
subdivision is being rconsidered near Wilson Creek north-west of
Mono Lake, within a major deer migration carrvidor.

Moet of the herd’s range is public land heawily uzed by
recreationiste: disturbspece of deer iz fhost severe oh summer
fauning habitats., Especially in the backecountry, reecreational use
iz high and demand is increasing. Many trails receive heavy and
almest continuous traffic. Backpackers often camp in prime meadow
and riparian habitats.

There has been interest in hydroelectric and geocthermal
developments within the herd range. Such sncroachments have 3
high potential to dearade deer habitatz through disturbance and

impacts te riparian vegetation.

Herd Range Description And History

Topography,seils, climate,

The herd’s range extends through elevaticns from about 3,000

feet on the Excelsior Range (Nevada) winter habitat to well over
the 10,000 foot slevation on the Sierra crest. it i= belisved
that some Mono Lake deer summer on the Sierva west slope. AT eas

and elevations used there are unknown.

The range includes gently sloping brushlands at the low and
intermediate elevations, sheer aranite ssoarpments, and
moderately sloping woedlands on the west slope of the Sierras.

Muck of the summer range topographye is wery steep and rocky

14



making it of low value as deer habitat.
The seils aof the summer range are described as being shallow

to modearately deep (10-40 inches) and generally having & sandy

loam texture. Rock content varies from $-35%, with the zteeper
slopes being more rocky. Water retention capability tends tc be
law and in inwerse proportion to vack conient. Much of the

Sierra escarpment is a massive granite harriev,

Soiles on the winter range are highly erodable decompoesed
granites with an inter-mixing of sandy loam, genersally shalliow
and rachy,

The climate of the unit is characterized by heavy snowfall
and low temperaures during the December-aApril periad. Aver age
snnual precipitaticn i3 approximately &0 inches st 10,000 feet
gnd about 10 inches at 5,000 feet, Most of the precipitation ig
in the farm of snow, but summer rains are common 3t higher

alevations.

Rasnge HMistorw

Farly vreports by explorers Walker in 1834, Fremont in 1544
and Vom  Schmidt in 1858 indicated sparse game poapulations
(primarily bighotrn =and antelope) in the generzal regioen. The

mining industry stimulzted development in Mone Country and during

i

the 1&8&60"'s &5 grszing =sconomy was =stablished. Large bands  of

£

domestic sheep were grazed beginning in the 1370°s and by the
turn of  the century, many thousands of sheep were grazing the
range, &t about the samne time, hesvy hunting pressure  combined
with excessive grazing of the bunch grass to virtualily 2liminate

the antelcocpe and bighorn. Bunch grass ranges were conuvertsd to

[
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myowss, mainly bittevbrush and sagebrush. This enhanced deer fead
and prompted & gradual increaze in deer numbers until the 13307s.
Grazing restrictions on Mational Ferest lands and the

age of the Tavleor Grazing Act in 13234, which regulated

1]

pas
grazing wuse of public demain lands, reduced gQrazing pressurs
significantly. EBrowse speclies continued to flourish and desr

numbers increased dramatically during the 134075 and 307=.

Current Grazing Llse

45 an most public lands grazing use here iz high. Table 2

presents current BLM rvange allotment data.

Table 2
“llatment Mame Head Datec Al 5 Deer ALUM'S
Bramlette 101 2728 a8 iz
Fdobe Lake 5/1 ~L0.735 77 g
Symons /1 -10-31 33 a
Granite Mountain FAL -10-15 34635 52
Adobe Yalley G-15-11-153 1636 2
Evans Umspecitied 342 0
Squal Creehk 10/15-2/31 178 a
Harfield Flat 10-15~2713 4241 a

2/L6-4.15

_|...a
a1



Table 2 presents curvrent USFS rvange zllotment data.

Table 3
FEllotment Namne Hesd Dates &l g
Adobs Mills 19 {cattle) 1271-53/31 P
Higer Lake 1008 (sheep) F-1-3715 1500k
Alpers Canvon 10 (cattled as1-10/30
Black Canyon 214 {(Cattle) 7AS18-10-10 7o
Bloody Canvon 1000 [(sheep) B/l6-9-13 00 0%K%k
Clark Canvon on 42 {cattle) P Rt = Ve ¥ | 217
Hoff 385 (0 3 " " 300
Dexter Creek 1200 (sheep) UL =831 240U
180 (wattle) 7ALE-3/13 ZEOdk
Horse Meadow an 2259 {sheep) 8.5 —9-°30 AR TAhA
kaff 7% (%) . " g1 Sk
Jurne Lake 1800 {sheep) FOL 830 SE00H%
1g00 ¢ 0* G 77l -BASEG IZH0HK
Lee Uining aon 333 {(sheep) 7AL ~308 211 3%%
*off S85 ( " 1 " " 1280 %%
Long Valley 600 {(cattlel 516719 500
200 ¢ 0" ] 7ALE-9/15 400
Mano Mills 37908 (sheep) FLL -3.°30 11, 500%%
Reversed Creaek 20 {horse) 751 -92-30 B0
Turner 325 (cattle) as5 -85 B30
Deadman 1300 {she=sp) FSL =920 FPS0Hk
1500 (sheep) 771 871 30004*

 "aff" denotes adiacent private land lease adminlistered by UIFS
*4% Sheep Moniths

B evidenced by the dates and AWM figures in tabies 2 and 2,

situations exist for potential competition Detween livestoack and



deer, especially on  SUMMEeY 7anges durimg fawning and on  key

Wwinter ranges.

Land Ownersnip

Mpproximately 20-3%% of the herd’s range is public land
administered by the U.5. Forest Service, The Bureau of Land
Management, and the City of Los Angeles. {(Figure 2} The s=small
privately owned fraction of the herd range is not primary  deer
mabitat, gxcept near the June Lake Loop.

Recent fire history

Locations and approximate sizes of firvres recorded 1in USFS
records are shown on Figure 3, Little is known of the effects af
these Tires on deer or other wildlife.

Seascrnal Ranges and Yegetation

Wimter Range

The herd uses about 100 sguare miles in various asvr=sas of the
iWassuk and Excelsior ranges (Mineral County, HNevada) and the
Montgomery FPass  ares in California at yariosus times during the
winter, depending on weather severity. Malor use aresas are shown
in Figure 4. It is believed that much of thie winter range s
shared with deer of the adjoining East Walker herd (Ganz, K.R.
1368)., Some intermixing with the Casa Diable herd to the south
probably cccurs on the Truman Meadow winter range.

The animals concentrate on the lowsr slopes where the plant

community is composed of Pinyen (Pinus monophvllss, Juntper

(Juniperus occidentalisy, Bitterbrush (Purshis sp.), sagqebrush

{Aariemesia  Spe), and rabbitbrusk (Chrveothamnus sp.0. Marious
grazses and forbs, including filaree, {S5tips sp.! snd P Fos sp.y

| e
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provide deer feed when suitable weather conditions ooouy.
The majority of the wintesr range is public land administered
by the WUSFS and BLM.

Semmer snd Intermsdiate Range

focording te the “Habitat Management FPlan for the Mono Lahke
Deer Herd Summer Range" {(Schneegas, 1364) the herd summers onf
about 350 sguare miles in the wupper elevations of ‘Yosemite
Mational Park, on the Moneo Lake District of the Inyoe NMNational
Farest, and to & lesser axtent, on the Bridgeport District of the
Toiyabe National Forest. (for discussion of deer summey rvange on
tthe Teiyvabe M.F. see the East Walkevy Herd Plan) The herd summers
on both sides of the Sierra Nevada crest in Meone and
Tuolumne Countiee according to the 1364 Plan. The sastside summer
range includes the following major drainages: Virginis Creek (the
novth boundary of the herd’s range), Mill Creek (Lundy Canvon),
Lee Vining Creek, Bohler Canvon, Bloody Canyon, Farker Creek,
Rush Creek, Glass Creek, and Deadman Creek {(the south boundary of
the herd’s summer Yangel.
Flant communities (Munz and Keck, 1263) en the summer ranges
inglude the following:
1. Alpine Fell-fields: Mastly above 10,300 feet, little deer use.

Hulses ailgida, Ivesias shocklewi, Carex spp
{sedges), Ericgonum gvalifolium

2. Suhbalpine Forest: 3,300-10,000 feet, upper deer range

Pinys murravans, Sslix petrophilia, Ribes cersum

%, Lodgepole Forest: 8,300-3%,3500 feet; light deer use in pure
stands; littls plant diversity there.

Pinus murravans, Aartemisis rothrockii in apenings
H -

20



4, Red Fir Forests: 7,000-9,000 feet; heavily used deer habiltat

Bpises magqnifics, FPeopulus tremuyloeides
Castanopesis sempervivens, Leancthus govdulatus
Furehig tridentats

S, Yellow Pine Fareste: §,300-7,000 feet: heavy use by deer
-4 ¥ &

Pinus jeffrevi, Cercocarpus ledifolius, Purshias
tridentats, &rctostaphylos patula, Artemecsis
tridentata

6. Sagebrush scrub  3,000-7,300 fs2et; {Mono Herd intermediate
ranges); Heavily used desr hakitat

Ariemecis rridentata, Purshis tridentsta,

Chrvsothamnoss spp

In addition to those major commdnities recognized in the
literasture, the following wegetation types are impoartant to this
herd on its summer range:

Meountain chaparrval, indicated by:

Greenleaf manzanita (Gyrgrtostapheias patula)
Bitter cherrvy {(Prunus emarginztal

Buckbrush (Ceanothus cordulatus:

Deerbrush (Leanothus welutinus)

Current (Ribes cersum)

Meadows, indicated by:

LWarious grasses and forbsi clovers (Trifelium <sppis {(Poa
sppi, lupines (Lupinvs sppl, and sedges (Cavrex sppl, Rushes
{Juncus sppi, Cinguefoll (Fotentialls sppl.

Basins with =2 mixture of forest, browse, and riparian
Rabitats provide favored deer use areas and are also heavily used
by recrestionists.

Data compiled from the Invo Mational Forest wegetation data
base follows, showing habitat composition by acres and percent an

the Inyo MNational Forest. (Tabrle 4

Mo
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Vegetation tupe HOT &S Fercent of herd range
Jeffrey pine 57,221 =1
Finyon—juniper 33,826 14
Lodgepole ping 37,3540 14
Barren a& ., 209 13
Big sagebrus=sh 30,331 il
Bifterbrush 26,6562 19
Alpine vegetation 7,430 3
Mountain mahogany 8,866 3
Hentane shrub 4,584 2
Subalpine forest &,638 2
Mixed conii=y 4,420 =
Quaking aspsen 4,200 2
Red fir 4,973 2
Perennial grass .&,0863 1
Wet meadow and riparian 590 G.2
Low sagebrush 2,088 3.8
Mater Z.197 i
273,638 132.0

)
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Majer Factoers Regulating The Population

Factors whiech rvegqulate a2 desr pepulation are complex  and
interrelated, and the additive effects of seversal can combine to
produce 3 markedly favorable or unfavorzble set of circumstances
for deer surwvival and production. Howewer, these complex factors
can be claseified into two genersl categories, human influences
and environmental influsnces. Undoubtedly, the most protound
influences fall into the first category.

Human influences

This =section will discuss separstely the various human influsnces
affecting the herd. However, it must be emphasized that the
cumulative impacts of several buman activities can create very
harmful additive =ffects. Each individual grojiect may have only
limited impact, but the comirined effects of several projects may
be highly detrimental. For example, 3 ski arez zlone wWwill creste
8 certain level of impact te deer habitat, a2 level which may be
possible to mitigate. In the same ares, the sccompanving
residential development, rosds, warming huts, lodges, parking
areas, coffee shops, etc. will severely impact the habitat and

the herd, resulting in severe reducton orv &limination of deer

tand other wildlife) there. When deq harrassment, grazing
disturbance, geasthermal plants and pipelines, huydropower
developments, campgreounds and trailer parks, and other factors

are added the prospescts for the future of wildlife becomses bleak.

Livestock. A% previcusly discussed, with the exception of
Mational Park lands virtually all suitable ranges used by the

herd are grazed by domestic livestock. According te recent



vesezarch on the Martr Kings deer herd in Fresnc Lounty, deey show
litrle tolerance of livestock and are forvced out  of favorsble
habitats by the move aggressive domestic snimales (Ashoraft,
1978%. This resesrch found desr use to be inversely propartional
to  cattle use, and that pregaznt and lactating does are

particularly arffected. When forced to use more marginal habitats,
does and fawns are subjected to nutritional stress and oresumably
to increased predation., Fawning success iz reduced accordingly .
Distribution patterns and timing of arrival of livestock are
af primary concern  in maintaining deer populations and
perpetuating the long-term health of the ecocsystem. Even when

tatal livestock quotss are within the carrvying capscity of  &n

sllotment, cattle concentrate on favored areas including meadows,

1t

stream banks, and aspen groves while adiacent aress  are only

lightly used. Similarly, sheep are hevded to the =zame best foraqs

types and scmetimes remain until forage snd cover ie seriously

k=

depleted. Soil damage snd ercsion can follow., When livestock
arrive on fawning grounds before July 30, disturbance associated
with livestock, men, and dogs can impact fawn producticon.

The Lliterature provides many examples of the negative
effects on deer due to imprepey grazing programs. McocKean and
Bar tman (1971 found mule deer mortality to be two to thres times
greater in controlled study pastures heavily stochked Wit
livestock than in pastures grazed at light or moderate vates.
Krncwles (1378) sugagested depressed fawn production and zurvival

in heavwily grazed pastures. On the ungrazed Threes Bar MWildlife

EYy
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s inm Arizona, rmule deer density was much higher than on all



adjacent grazed arvess Galliziclli (1377)., Mcotahan (1363 and
Mcotahan snd Ramsey (1965) repovted satisfactory deer vreproduction
and survival only in aress with little or no livestock
compatition. In their study ares, no fawns ever sSurvived in
psstures heavily grazed by liwvestook.

Eliminstion of livestock grazing from public landes is not
feasible, nor 1is it the aim of this discussion, Ewaluation of
qrazing practices can and should be undertzken, however, with the
welfare of other resources such asz deer in mind. Genevally
speaking if range managers and users place emphasis oy
malintaining the long—term productivity and heslth of the
ecosystems, sustained wield of 21l resources can be realized.
Certzin key deer hsabitats, when iderntified, could and should be
manasged, wWiith or without grazing, to maximize values for deer and
other wildlife. The Parkesr Bench ares as  an example, is
potentially excellesnt fawning habitat, heavy sheep impact at the
upper elevations is sericusly reducing the production of fawns,
Mowewer .

Hunting. HMunting of bucks is presently the major consumpiive
utilization of Mono Lake deer and is = major factor i1nfluencing
buck numbers, ratic, and age structure in the populartion. Annual
buck seasons have varied Iin the past from three to six  weeks,
Three-week seasons ending before any stormy weather have tended
to reduce harvest somewhat., The 1381 sesson of four wesks had an
garly storm, causing an early migratien and a dramatic increass
in hunter take.

Buck ratioes were severely reduced and have remained very low

since due ta  continued heavy hunting pressurs and law

[
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reeruitment. This trend has continued throughout 138, 1983 and
1984, Faversble climatic and fesd conditions have contributed to
high harvest in spite of low buck ratigs. During those yvears,

late spring storms delayesd migratisn, yet provided excellent feed

]

at lower elevstions. Many bucks remained on these aceessible
ranges and were readily available to hunters. Many vyearling buchks
gT St forked antlers due 1o good feed conditions., These
inexperienced bucks were =asily taken and mads up the majority of
the bag in some areas.

Sgntlerlesse hunts were canducted during the years 1335
through 1367, Antlerless seasong varied from three davs to s1ix
weeks, The harvest of doss was concentrated in the area esast of
Highway 393 and south of Highway 120. Deer numbers are low

in that a#rea at present. rRemoval of & high number of does From

i

t%aditional fawning habitat, and subsequent failure of does
to recolonize those fawning habitatse may depress  future
popuiaticons in those areas.

Cripplimg loss of legal bucks must be considered, since
various researchers estimate this loss at bewween 26% and 72% of
the recorded legal take, representing another factor influsncing

the sex ratio of the herd,

Encroschment on Habitat

Residential Developement. Unfortunately, the Meno County

planning process dogs not give adequarts recognition te the walues
of key deer habitats when project proposals are reviewad. In some
cases findinges of ne significant impacts have been reached without

prier consultatisn with rescurce managers regarding wildlife

H
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values. Projects have been agpproved in this manner and

irreversible inroade intg key desr habitats are  the result.
Residential develapment of such hablitats is sepecially
ingppropriste  in an area such as Mono Jounty where recvestion is
aof maior econemic value. Recent analvsis has shown that developed
residential property can produce morve costs than revenue and that

undeveloped land pays more in revenues than the corrvesponding

15

costs to service that land (Geldman =t al, 1379

Continuing expansion of housing and othey urban development
is affecting historic deer habitast, especially arcund Jupe Lake.
Future incorporation of the June Lake community could stimulate
gtowth through broader services. Increassing impacts to deer could
result, Free—-roaming dogs associated with housing harzss deer,
zeveraly stresesing and killing animals outriaht in some
instances. Fortunately, there is little actual or threastensed

impact from residential development on mest of this herd’'s range.

Pecreational Development, The exigsting <ki development on

June Mpuntain is within the summer range of the herd. Howaver,
little is known of the impacts on the deer rescurce there, Thers
is a potential site for ski development on San Joagquin Ridge. This
sres is believed to D@ an important summering area, wWith major
migratien reoutes., The fate of a significant perticon of the herd
may depend upon whether this area is developed. If developsad,
methods of construction and operation will be aspects wvital to
the herd’s welfare,

Some of the existing campgrounds withing the herd’'s vangs
have encroached on  important deer habitats., Campgrounds  in

meadows and =lomng stream courses are favored sites.

Pa
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Hudroelactric and Seothermal Proiects There are currently

sevar sl applications an file for construction af mall

1

hydroelectric projects within the range of the Mono Lake herd.
Geathermal energy development is alse poessible. Fotential
impactse to the herd vary from nearly negligible to very ssvere
depending on  type, zize, and location of the project.

Coordimation with land managing agencies and local governments is

14}

engoing in an attempt to minimize advers effects. Careful
evaluation of each site will be necessary to protect wildlife

resodrcec.,

Human Disturbance Diepersed recreational wuse of the

intermediate and summer rande is high throughowt the season.
Peaple, dogs, and packstock all contribute to disturbance of
deer, often in hkey fawning habitars where reproductiaon and

syrvival of fawns may be affected.

Timber Froductiaon Some areas of the herd’s range have
commerci al timber. Harvest and =ilvaculture merthods can
significantly influence deer habitat quality. Creation and

retenticen of new roads in harvest areas can be especially
detrimental. PFPast and current influences of timbey production on

the Maerd are little known at this time.

Envirenmental Influences

Westher It iz known that prolonged deep snow covey on the
winter range creates & stressful situation and many deer are lo=t
in such conditions. In Wyeming, crusted snow .3 meter (1.0 feet)
deep caused deer to move o agther areas with less 01O

{Strickland 1%75). Late persisting snow on  intermediate and

]
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summey rtanges can delaw spring migrations. Such a2 delay alsco

crestes &Ir

M
i

i

<2 and can reduces fawnlng or recrultment that vear.

Other effects of weather zre less dramatic and not well
ungerstoad. For example, sarly precipitation durimg the 1981 fall
prompted the gqrowth of grasses and forbs during Octeber and
November. Deer arrived sarly on the winter range becsuse of the
garly stovrm system, a3nd found good herbaceocus feed. This weather
pattern appears to have created a (short-term) favorable feed
sityation which sent the deer into winter in good condition.

The influence of weather can affect timing of migratioen and
rutting. kihile migrations are genersallv held te be habitual, they
may be accelerated or delsved by unseasonable snowfall or c¢eold
{Geist, 13981l). The effects of such a weather pattern were

ranhically illustrated during the 1381 deer hunting Season. AN

14}
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early storm, coupled with a lack of feed &t higher elevations
{which was due to low precipitation the previous vesr) praompted
deer to migrate, and essentially the entire herd became
accessible to hunters. An exceptional hunter take of mature bucks
resul ted.

Inclement weather prolonged inte late spring can  delay
migration tao summer ranges, preventing pregnant does  Trom
reaching traditional fawning grounds. It is believed that reducsed
fawn production can result, especially where gquality fawning
habizat 1&g lacking on transition ranges. Late spring storms
delayved migration and stimulated feed, buck antler growth and

harvest during 1382, 19383, and 1984,



Free water is available throughout most of the rvrange of the
Mone Lake herd but water svailability is limiting deer use an

oMMe Irgas

o

f atherwise good range. Frolonged drought can reduce
avzilability of water. Another profnounced effeet of drought
conditions is reductian of annusl browse and forb production,

Summer thunderstarms can be lecally impertant to Mone Lake
deer by providing for woung herbaceous forage through the summer
months and even into fall. Weather can affect predation. Cover
for fawns is reduced by dry years. This would increase their
velnerability.,

Fredatian The precise influence of predation on the Mono
Lzke herd is not knoewn. It i3 known that predators ®ill
substantisl numbers of deer on many ranges (Connelly, 1381). Only
careful study would define the trus sffect on this popbulation,
Converselyv, predation by coyotes oY mountain ligns has never bheen
documented s the principal cause of a mule desr decline (ibid).

Since fall fawn ratios are low, it is assumed that predation
Mas some effect on fawn recruitment. Howsver, predaticn losses can

be csused or asccentuated by poor fawning habitst, grazing

m

practices, weather, poor nutrition, etc. fnly through complate
analysis of these factors can it be determined if predsation
causes destr to be less numerous than they would be in the absence
of predation. (Connmolly 1981).

It seems likely, howewer, that current protection of
mountain licms from sport harvest is resulting in increased lion

papulations and increased take sf deer by lions.
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FOTENTIALES FOR RESTORATION &MND MAMSGEMERT UNIT G0ALD

Fotentials for Restoration

The statewide goal for Califernia deer herds is to restore
and maintain heslthy deer populations and toe providge for high
quality, diversified use of the deer resource. Howeuver, before
one can begin  to state specific objectives and oDrograms 1o
implement those obiectives, several fupdamental determinations
must be made, including: (1) possible mechanisms for restovationg
{2y the factors which inhibit or conflict with restorations (30

the overall potential levels for restoration (4} potential

LR

harvest strateqies and intensities of wtilization and (57
considering the mix of all major issues and concerns, the
praferred level of resteration and wrtilization.

The MNevada Department of Wildlife, with Czsliforniza OFG
input, arrvived at & goal of reasonable deer numbers for the herd
in their 15378 report "Wildlife Habitat Plans For the Futurej
Malker-Mina Planning Upite". Theses units epcompass the Mono Lake
herd winter range which is in Mevada. This goal was developed
using average and extreme population estimates.

The 1962-76 average pre—season populstion calcoculated by the
Mevada Department of Wildlife was 2347, The high populiation lewvel
was estimated st 5964 in 1354, A low, vreached in 1370, was
estimated at 378. The goal eof future management wWwas to schisve 3
pepulation of 33830 animals which represents a &67% increase ouer
the past average, and sbout a3 3T¥ increase aver the currvent 1385

S07.

Pl

setimated population of

This goal i

my

still reassonable today. Since most  of the
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herd“s range is publicly owned, the thr=sat of #Yiensive
urbanizatien is minimal. Further, the winter rvanges are large
aress wWith substantial management apporiunity. Some Ristorically-—-
used summer ranges are currently receiving little or no deer use.
Evaluatiaon and management of such habitat is needed.

Deer numbers have apparently increased somewhat since

Mevada’s 1979 repovrt was issued. Further increases will raquire

o

diligent Hhabitat and harvest management however, since | is
believed that the herd is near the carrvying capacity of some
seasonal ranges, especially winter ranges. Increases in  deer
numbers can only be achieved with improved habitat cenditions,
reduced competition for fovage, and imprevements in sex and age
ratios in the herd.

Public sentiment supports habitat improvement for wildlife

on public lands. Economic stability in Mone County depends to  a

i

large extznt on viable fish and wildlife resources. Improving
habitats is in the best interest of thar econcmic stability. We
cannot realistically hope for improvement of habitats throuahout
Mono County., Prieorities must be placed on maintenance and
improvement of key habitats vital to the deesr resoyrce. as such
areas are identified, information on their values, deficiesncies,

and needs are provided to the land managers on an on-going basisz.

Bttainable Levels of Restoration

13}

The current populatian, calculated wusing elleck-Hart
methodology, iz estimated at 29207 animals. Encroschments  on
habitzt are occurring on small portiene of  the summer vandge

{especially at June Lake), and recreaticn impacts llave somewhat

reduced deer habitat gquality. However, the key randes are intact

3%}
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and winter range guality is belisved to bhe stable, but less than
optimum &3 reflected by heavy use by livetock and increasing use
by wild harses.

For these reasons, and because of the high public demand for
use of Califernia deer herds, it is felt that efforts to increase
the herd are justified and reasonable. Therefore, the stated 1334
target lewvel of herd restoration through this planning effort is
4,800 deer and agrees with Nevada’s goal stated in 1373,

Jtilization Levels and Alternative Strategies

At present only forked horn or better bucks are harvested
with negligable restrictions of hunting pressure, Low post sgason
buck ratiocs duving the past Z years (about & per 100 does) reveal
that a maximum buck kill is aeccurring, BSuch intensive harvest of
bucks has certain drawbacks. The average ag9e of animals killed is
inversely velated to the size of the harvest {(Connolly 13815,
Large, alder animals are almost asbsent in the harvest, since
nearly =2ll bucks killed are less that 4 veare of =zge. In Tact,
85% of buckes aged in Mono County throughout the 1383 and 1384

hunting seasons were vearling animals, Other field studies
{Brownlee 197%) and computer modeling (Gross 1373; Anderson et
sl., 13¥4) have demonstrated this decline in older animals with
ingreasing harvest. Such an intensive rate aof buck harvest zlso
tends to depress the buck-doe ratio in the herd. Again, fisld
studies (Robinette 1356} and computery modeling (Anderson 21 &l.
1274) attest to this fact. The low buck doe ratio and resultant
low percentage of older bucks in the herd is cause for oconcern to
some professionals and the public. MNevads Department of Wildlife

biologistes share the <oncern about this preponderance of
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Key desr use areas in MNevada are well known. it is
uyncertain, however, which herds use which winter ranges. Mixing
of herds is believed to cccur, UOther sessonal habitars such  as
migraticen routes, halding areas, and fawning sites are not well
defined. Effective herd and habitat management will require more
abecific information on these hablitats.

fadic telemetry offers the latest technology available 1o
follow animal movements and to define key habitats., Deer are
readily captured on winter ranges where terrain ang cousr are
favorable and animals are concentrated.

With the use of traps, tvranquilizing squipment, or et nets
and helicopters, animals from different areas of a winter range
are captured, examined, and fitted with telemetry collars. By
marking animals at various locations, researchers obtain a broad
ranae of datz on the herd and habitats. Habitat guality is ety
determined by on—-the—-ground surveys,

Syrmmer Fawn  Losses Ouver the years, data has indicated a

significant loss of fawns before fall compasition counts (13 year
average fall fawn ratic: 53 fawns per 100 dees). Intensive
research is needed to identify specific causes of this early fawn
mortality,
Mutritiocn There are indications (sighiings, carcaz¢es)

of nurtritienally =stressed deer on Mono Lake winter ranges.
Callectien and necropsy of depilitated animals is needed. Food
fzbits  (stomach analysis) werk and range gquality assessments  In
nroblem areas are needed. ldentifying deficiencies and causes of

the problems would lead te measures to relieve stresses  and

40
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henefit herd vigor and recrulitment. DUiaminophosphoric dcid (DP&)

analvsis of fecal pellets offers an experimental method. of

ssessing digeetible protein in the diet. Determination of levsls

1]

of selenpium and other trace elemente throush blood =analvses 1is
racommended whenever blood samples can be obtained,

Public Attitudes It should be noted that concern by the

hunting and local publics for the welfare of deer reinforoces the
need for research on this vwslued resource.

Inventory and Inuestigative Proagrams

Objective: Gather and evaluate herd life history and trend
dsta, and scsess ke=y habitat locsticens and veqgetative trend
infarmation. This will allow the making of ecologically

sound, socislly acceptable managaement recommendatiocns and

Inventorices yecommended

Continued monitoring of basic herd and habitat performance
indicators is required.

Herd compositicon: Fall and spring wsing ground  and
aerial counts.

Size of hunting harvest: |

Check s=tations {apening and
closing weekends), tag tallwy,

fAge class structure of ouck kill: Teo be obtained at
apening and closing weekends checkh stations and
throughoeut the season 2t locker plants.

Spot kill mapping will continue.

“sdditional Monitoring recommendeds

Aerial and er  ground summer composition counts  And
mabitat surveye (helicopter recommended}).

Hunting pressure evaluation: @Aerial survey, and car
counts, opening weekend.

(Y]
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Routine collection =z2nd necrapsy of road killed or
debilitated animals 38 opportunity permits. Moniter
parasite, disesse, and nutrition factors,

Fecagrch Invectigations Meeded:

Taelemetry study to define key areas, migratien routes, herd
boundaries, and deer use of proposed ski development area(s)
iz needed.

Fawn survivsl and mortality study n=eded. Evaluate §awn
losses in conjunction with above telemetryy work.

Biocod sericlogy and nutrition resesrch, designed to define
levels of selenium and cther trace minerals., This should
include disease and parasite study.

Evaluate livestock impacts to deer habitat,

Investigate means of winter forage rejuvenation by planting
aof foerage, fertilizing, etc.

Evaluate public attitudes and concerns; to be zoccemplished
through public tours and seminars, Board of Supervisors
meetings, W/L Advisery Commission meetings, =tc. These steps
would explore the sccial acceptability of investigastive and
mansgement directicn.
Herd Management and Mortality Elzment

Herd management will aim for a stabilized gpopulation of
about 4000 animals (35% increase), Problems of sex ratic and buck
age class structure exist in the herd. Low buck ratics reduce
Funting success and may affect reproductive vitality of the herd,
The low percentage of older bucks in the population severely
limits the hunters chance for a larger trophyv animal, and alsa
may affect the reproductive vitality of the herd. Reduction af
hunting pressure by hunter guetas, and or adiusting the timing
and length of the season may improve buck ratie and buck age
diztribution.

Herd composition data show recruitment problems 2xist in the

herd. &t this time little is known about the underlying causes of

the low recruitment rates. Addrezsing the recruitment problem
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must beain with investigative steps o examine nutrition, fawning
habitats, predation and other aspects. Highway mortality takes an
undetermined number of Mono Lake deer sach year. Some data 1=
available regarding key deer highway crossings. More information
on major orossings i3 needed.

Herd Management andg Mortality Controel Program

Herd Size

Ohiective: Maintain an average population of 4,000 healthy
animals. This represents abeout 38% increase  and ig
considered sn =zttainable goal in wiew of the gquantity of
available habitat and the fact of public ownership of the
majority of the rangs.

tethods

Identify and enhance key fawning habitats to improve fawn
gsurvival and recruitment.

Maintain and improve wintery range size and browse produstion
[WERE

Experimental fertilization and Durning.

Encourage land exchanges and acgulsition ta reduce
encroachment on wWinter ranges.

Fawn Recyuitment Rats

Dhjective: Attain an average spring fawnidoe ratio of S0
fawns per 100 does.

Recommendations:
identification and enhancement of key habitatsz.

Jdentification of disturbance or other factors reducing
fawning SUCCEss.

Evaluation of early fawn mortality throuah t2lemetry
study, apply new information.

Improvemant of winter range habitat.



Sex ratin of the breeding population

(hjective: attain and maintain & post season buchk:idee ratio
of 20:100 over the long term.

Recommendations: Mary sesson  length and  timing or
Bunter guota levels te reduce buck harvest. Divieion af
Tone X~-9 will be required to achieve herd-by-herd
Punting pressure control.

gge Classs Structure of the Fopulation

Objective: Te attain a pre~hunt buck population containing
40% 3 wear &hd older animals; to prowvide a reasanable
spportunity for harvest of trophy class (4 point)
animals

Recommendations:

Initial reductien of buck harvest to attain doals.

Sumesequent annual adjustments in harvest to maintain
qeal level,

Fatn Recruitment Fate

Okiective: To attain an average spring fawn:des ratio of 350
fawns pey 100 dees.

Recommendations:
ldentificatian and enhancement of key habitats,

Identification of disturbance or other factors reducing
fawning success.

Fvaluaticon of esarly fawn mortality through telametry
study, apply new information.

Improvement of winter range habitat,

Mortslity Control

Ohisctive: To reduce highwsy mortality of deer,
Recommendations:

Delineate majoer deer orossings.

Improve warning measures,

Remove roadside vegetation at major crossings.

Experiment with reflector-scare devices or other sartety
MESSUY 5.



Habitat Element

Yegetastive DUCCESSloNn

The pinvaen-juniper woodland plant  community  has  spresd
extensively inte other habitat types during the last century.
Thie expansion bas been =zttributed to grazing, protection from
fire., =&nd «climatic shifts (Burkhart and Tisdale, 137&5. It
generzlly occurs at the expense of understory vegetation  of
nigher value to deer (Felliott and Clary, L3720,

The extent and effects of pinveon encroachment on the ranges
af  this herd, while belisved to be detrimental, are not
documented,. Spescific surveuvs are needed,

Advancing age of aAntelope bitterbrush on the gast slope is
recoanized as a factor reducing carrying capacities for deer.
#4asin, specific data velating to this phenomenen is lacking., For
more detailed discussion and references on  pinvon—Jjuniper and

bitrerbrush, see the DFG Weet kalker Herd Plan (Thomas, 12843,

Conflicte With Other Resource Mansgement Frogqrams

Grazing. Livestook grazing is the most significant and
sxteneive land use influencing Mono Lake deer habitat at present.
Livestock are grazed on 2ll seasonal ranges of the herd except
Mational Park lands. Timing of grazing and coencentrations of
large numbers «of domestic animals can lower forage carryving
capacity for deer and other wildlife, Disturbance by domesstic
animals has been observed to displace deer froam key habitats.

Winter, intermediate, and summey vange cenflicts between deer
and livestock may exist, Thorough data is needed. Specific

identificatiaon of hey habitats i1s the first step (see Research).
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Whern key habitats and their condition are known, specific
recommendations oty livestock managemsnt <an be developed.
Poecible modifications in grazing pragrams to benefit habitat for
deer and other wildlife include: {=) delaving arrival of
livestock on key habitats to provide far summer forage and cover
needs of fawning, (July 20 recommended), (b) discouraging ov
preventing livestock concentrations in key habitats, (o reducing
allotment gquotas. (d} impreving range condition through

yegetation management.

Timber Productiaon Zince significant acreages of the summer
g =

range are utilized for commercial logging, specific field dats is
needed to define the effects of laogging on the herd and habitat.
Howeuer , the veport "Mule Deer Survey in the Deadman FRecresation
Area, invo Nationsl Ferest" (Schneider, 13803 lists some means of
generally reducing disturbsance toe deer oy harvesting DpEerationg.,
1. Copcentrate timber operations within the smallest possible
area and the shortest possible period of time. The larger

the operation, the mere care is required te minimize
digturbance.

Pa

Maintain non-sctivity ZOnes adjacent to Zones of
concentrated activity.

4]

Confine timber operations to & single drainage at & time. Do
not log adjacent drainages simultaneocusly; disturbance seems
te bDe reduced by ridgelines. Much timber harvest here is
conducted during wintsr monthsy disturbance toe deer is
minimized sccordingly.

Foade are abundant in timber harvest areas on this ranqe and
certainly degrade deer habitat, Minimizing roads through
profibition, closure, or removal iz needed.

Siiwviculture methods that enhance wildlife habitat are

svailable in USFS manuals and other sources. Tree plantations now

ewist and others will be planned in the furure. aAllowances for
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desy and other wildlife should be integral in such planning.

Certain messures to enhance mule deer habitat have been
initiated in coordination with timber harvest and production  on
the Mammoth and Mono Lake Districts of the Inve National Forest,
Forest Service wildlife personnel deserve much credit for these
valuable efforts.

[

Lang Uee Conversions Since the majerity of the herd’s range

is publicly owned, the greatest threat of extensive land use
conversion 1=  csomewhat less here that en other herd ranges.
Howeuey, Some imporiant areas mav be subject to conversion. Twa
auch areas are nowW Knowrn,
Zan Joaquin Ridge is reccgnized as & prime site Tor  ski
development. It is also known to be a key deer summer habltat
{(Schneidey, 1980). Ski development has the potential to degrade
de=sr habitat there.

Conway  Ranch is proposed for housing subdivision, Deer
migrate thers and through the nearby canyons. Domestic water
supplies  and stream hydro-power poseibilities are attractive o

developersz., Degradation of & key deer migration corridor could

resuglt,
Expanding yrbanization near the June Lakes has been
discussed, Jther unforeseesn developments are likely due fo

gxnanding human uses throughout Mono County.
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Hzboitat Quzlity Recrestional wse of the herd Yange,

gspecislly the intermediate and zummsr ranges, is high and demand
iz increasing. Fishermen, backpackers, and campers use much of
the available range throughout spring, SUMMmer , and fall.
Disturbance results and habitat gquality declines.

Facilities for these users are often situated in good or
key habitats. Campgrounds in meadows and along stiveams are
preferred by people. Unfortunately deer need these areas far

reproduction and other life functions. Research has shown

.
v

Tt

campgrounds have negative impacts on  deer (Asheraft, 13 s
including direct actiwity disturbance (humans, dogs, vehicies),
forzge and cover degredation, and roads creating improved sCCess.

fs previocusly menticned, free-rocaming dogs are particularly

fiarmful by creating severe stress on desr, particularly doss and

young f awn

[§¢]

Small nydro-power projects have been proposed and plannad on
the herd’s summer range {(£.3. Lee Vining Creek, Conway Ranch;
Thesz projects have potential for severe impacts to fisheries,
wildlife, and their habitats. Geothermal projects are proposed
Within the herd’s range, as well.

Habitat Management Proqgry ame

Objective: @ttain and maintain habitat quality sufficient to
achisve the stated herd management chjiectives.

Recommendations:

Identify key seasonal habitats and any deficiencies therein,
Evaluate winter range guality regarding pinvoen—Jjuniper
encroachment =nd make recommendations for improvement.

Investigate bitterbrush quality and means of rejuvenatian.,



Influsnce planning to minimize impacts by developments,
asspecially at Jume Lake, San Joaguin Ridge, Conway Ranch.

Where habitat 1= foeund toe be degraded bLw livestack,
rehabilitate key areas {aspen groves, meadows, riparian
zones, migration corvidors) by reducing any such impacts
through changes in season of use, exclosures, herding
improvemsnis, reduction of grazing quotazs; gto.

Formulate other habitat improvement technigues, with input
from USFS, such as pinven thinning, browse planting, grazing
manipulation, tree falling, fencing, as needed on & site—by-~
site hasis.

Review =11 hydro-power and geothermal proposals, conduct
survewes, and oravide recommendatione to safeguard wildlife

YeEQUurCes.

Evzluste logoing and silwicultural procedures and praoposals.
Make recommendations to benefit wildlife habitat.

Reduce disturbancss to deer on the summer range through
public education and or requlations.

Influence campgreound planmning fo minimize impacts to
wildlife habitat.

Utilization Element

Harueset Strategies and Public &Stritudes

Currently faorked horned or bettsry bucks are harvestsd with a
rone-wide tag guota of 9,000, Since the record haruvest in 1381,
composition counts have indicated that = maximum buck take is heing
achievaed in thiz herd {(Table 1). Harvest sirategies to increase
the buck ratio and to maimntain a balance in buck =age class
distribution are 2 major aim of thig manasgement plzan. Reduction
of buck harvest is needed at present. Subsequent to attainment
of herd acals, buck harvest can be adjusted annually to maintain
stated goal levels.

It is hoped that the current three-week buck season will

zrimulate increases in the huck ratic by reducinag take. This has



ot occcurred in 1382, 1383, or 1284,

Active means of reducing the Mono Lake buwck harvest should
be intitiated in 1986 if no significant increases vesult fram the
current three—week seascn in 1383, The herd tag guots  system
provides the most positive means of reducing buck take and
rapidly imcgreasing and maintaining the buck ratio by annually
adjusting the hunting pressure in response to observed herd and
Mabyitat conditions. Contrel of bunting pressure within Zone X-3,
by herd, is mot possible without dividing the zong into smaller
segments. however,

When management praograms succeed in increasing Mono  Lake
huck raties, future tag sales can allow increasing buck take
while maintaining Realthy buck ratios,.

The public expresses 3 uariety-QF attitudes rvelative o
marvest. Gpinions range from a lack of concern to appraval of, ov
opposition to changes in stategies. However, it is obvigus that
many pecple living in the county and many pecple who hunt here
but live elsewhere are ready for a change in  deer management.
Mumbers of hunters in the field have requested buck tag guotas
and antlerless hunting, lamenting low buck ratics and the harvest
of mostly voung bucks, On the other hand some hunters, especially
local residents, oppose any chamge, supporting ths status guo.

Nopconsumptive Utilizstion

Casual viewing and photography of deev at all se&asons on all
ranges conctitutes the major nonconsumptive use of the herd. The
aoutdoor sxperience of thousands of summer visitors to Mono County
is enhanced by the oppeortunity to see deer and other wildlife in

natural habitat, Total dav-use figures or economic value of these

43



Uses are not known, but appesar to be substsntial and incressing.
#t present, no problems relating to such nonconsumptive use

are known to exist. The relatively open terrsin and highly scenic

qualities of the Mono Lake herd range provide accessibis, natural

bensefits fer causal users of the rescource,

Brilizaoation Program

Obhjectives:

Provide for maximum harvest of iMono Lake deer consistent
with sustained vield and with achievement of stated herd
goals. Maintain herd size in balance with existing habitat
conditions and to achieve improved sex and age ratics. Also
incresse and maintain larger bucks in the bag.

Continue to provide for & lewvel of non~censumptive use which
satisfies demand and to increase information to the public,

Recommendatioens

Recommend annual wvariations in buck hunting seasoen (o
respond  te  annyal wvariastions in herd performance. Usze
variations in seascon l=nath, timing, ands oy tag adotss 3s

deemed necessary.

lnerease deer available for harvest by increasing fawn
zurviwval through habitzt improvement,.

Communication OFf Information Element

Discussioh

Communication of information regarding the herd has bDeen

conducted through regional and statewids Fress raleases
describing general hunting conditions and herd trends. In
gddition, srticles in outdoor publicariens prompted public

response on herd management during 1377,



When this herd plan is finaliz

3

d, rcopiszs will g0 to  land
management agencies and key Tactions of the public. AnMnouncement

of the plan (and it'z availability) in  local newspapsrs i

i

recommended, bUpdated informaticn (i.e.; research resuylts) could
me announced as well. Other means of communicaten and soliciting
public response can be developed as needed (&.9.3 leaflet form of
summary of plan for wide—spread distributiani,

Public information and awareness reslating to the herd could
be increased through a narrative display on Highway 395 showing
deer photographs, browse plant identification and conditions,
migraticn voutes, and problems in managemsnt.

Communicarion of Information Proqgram

Omjective: Provide the public with as much information as
practical regarding the Mone Lake herd,

Recommendations:

ttilize local media andsov regional cutdoor publications o
pubklicize neWwswWworthy infermatrian.

Develop a summary of the herd plan for publication.

Attend aovernmental meetings and conduct public briefings
to conuey informatisn on the herd and plan.

Place copies of completed plan in local libraries.
Inform public of CalTIP program.

Create & narrative display at the Mono bLake scenic owerlook
{ o

"
ar ather sulitable location) on Highway 393,

a8



Review and dpdate
Objective: Annually review and update the herd plan  to
maintain 8 currvent datas base, evaluate progress, and
pricoritize future managemsnt zctions.
Recommendations:
Conduct deery manhagement  commities meetings  to discuss
progress, new information, direction (include USFE, BLM,
LabkP, Mevads DOW, Mono Countyl.
incorporate annual data in plan sppendices.
Use new information (ressarch results, herd perfaormance data,
etc.y. Update plan text as needed.
Law Enforcement Element
Enfoarcement perseonnel feel that illegal kill during hunting
zezgon 1% the major law enforcement osraeblem in this herd. Jut-of-
soason ooaching is believed to bhe relatively minoy a1 present.

Increasin

1]

af f-road enfovrcement activity in the field during the

87}

Runting seascen 1% recommended to put the warden st the sceneg  of
eych  illegal kills., As always, increased numbers of wardens
throughout the season are desirable in such large areas of desr
Fabitat.

Enforcemant personnel encarage public sducstien to  improve
hunter ethics, a% in Hunter Safety Classes., Public meetings or
news releases could increase public awareness of problems  aof
illegal kill and gernerzl hunter ethics.

Lad Enfovcement Frogram

Obhjective: To improve the lsvel of complisnce with desr
Frunting lawss.

Recammendations:

Continue the intensive opening weskend patrol effart using
wardens fram other districts.

[¥1]
i



e

Extend the intensive patrol affort to include other periods
of peak activity like the last weekend of the season.

Educate the public concerning hunting regulations through
formal presentations and informal contacts,

Maintain and increase ss needed coordinatien with other
enforcement agencies {(county sherrif, USF3, etc.)

Expand patrol efforts to include back country areas.

aduvertise the CalTip program.

LA
g
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Mono Lake Deer Herd Plau

Annual Update ~ 1985

I. Standard routine data collection was performed during 1935 including post-
} o =} [
season and spring compesition counts, ha ga compositon,
gachersd throughout the szason.

Post-Seaso _ Post-32ascn Post-8eason Spring Spring
Year bucks:100 does fawns: 100 does Sample fawns Samnle
188485 - g _ 56 354 53 514%
1985-36 . & R 52 257 .20 272
Harvest
Year ' Buck
. . . ) [
1985 ' o ~ .. 363 .
Buck éAge Composirion
Yearling 2 years - 3 vyaears Ly vears
1985 SRS &30 €: § &4 B 12 (31%) 10 (28%) 5 (1
IL. No habitat improvement projects were undertaken in 19853; to the contrary, the
scquisition of June Mountain Ski area by the Mammoth Mo untain Ski Arez and the
. projected expansion of June Lakes carries threats For the future of Mone Lake
deer herd using that par;lon of the rgﬂge. -
1IT. No major changes ro the-glan.;-' R




./'f R
Jf ) Mono Lake Deer Havd
g%; | ‘Tabie 1
-~ 'ﬁéiiﬁéL_ ; | - Comoacition Counts 100 dd@e
T Year _Buck Doz | Bucks | | Fawns

Faill Spring

1957 243 &5 - - -
- iss58 222 i18c - - : -
1359 359 - - |
<. 1eE0 259 81 So- - -
o ) 136l . 328 - ' - . - ' -




DIGIT U1 WOINTUF IR fne xKesources Agendy

Memorandum

To ‘Wildlife Management, Region 5 Date : geptember 24, 1987
From : Department of Fish and Game

Ron Thomas
Subject :

Mono Lake Deer Herd Plan Update -~ 1986

I. Due to shortage of helicopter time and inaccessibility of the
ranges, no composition counts were conducted during 1986-87. Total
buck harvest was determined by tag returns. :

Harvest
Year Buck
1985 353
1586 300
Buck Ages
Yr 2yr 3yr 44
4(15%) 12(46%) 10(38%) 0
II. No habitat improvement projects were undertaken. Funding was
approved to begin radio-telemetry research of the herd in early

1988.
IITI. Major Plan Changes:

1t has been recommended to create a new hunting zone (X9)
encompassing the Casa Diablo and Mono Lake herd ranges to better
control hunter distribution and take, and to stimulate increases in
buck ratios.

Aﬁ;ﬁ %Qj&éﬂﬁ&u%é

Ron Thomas
Wildlife Bioclogist

RT:1p

cc: V. Bleich
J. Davis



State of California THe Resources Agency

Memorandum

To

From

Subiec? .

Wildlife Management, Region 5 Date : October 12, 1688

Department of Fish and Game ——Ron Thomas

¥ono Lake Deer Herd Plan Annual Update, 1987-88

it
—t
.

Composition Counts

Pest Season Fall Fall Spring  Spring
Year Bucks/1004dd Fawns Sample Fawns Sample
1986-87 No Sample
1987-88 17 41 317 35 285
Harvest
1986: 300 Nevada Nevada Antlerless
1987: 129 102 41 Note: Nevada harvests are

Increasing
No habitat improvement projects were undertaken.

fajor Plan Changes: A new hunting zone (X9A) was created in, 1987 to better
control hunter distribution, pressure and take, and to stimulate increases
in buck ratios. Harvest was reduced and buck ratio increasedi

The telemetry study at this herd and the adjacent East Walker Herd was
initiated in early 1988. Early results of this work provide new insight
into herd boundaries and suggest the advisability of realignment of ‘
hunt zone boundaries.

/61, gj/amm,g

Ron Thomas
Wildlife Biologist

RT:1p

ccl

J. Davis



1989 Deer Herd Management Plan Update

County: Mono
A. Description of Deer Herd Management Unit
1. Herd Condition - Fair

&. Animal Condition - In 1987 and 1988, deer were shot
and necropsied on the winter ranges and UFIs were:
1987 ~ .41, 1988 -~ .37. Body weights were: 1987 -
106 1bs, 1988 ~ 108 1lbs. While these figures
indicated good condition at that time, it is strongly
suspected that current winter condition is poor-fair
as a result of three consecutive drought years.

Reference: Collection data, field observations.

b. Herd health - Herd health is fair to poor as indicated
by recent low fawn survival and relatively old average
age of does: 1987, average age of 19 does = 3.9 yrs;
1388, average age of 20 does = 5.5 yrs.

Reference: Collection data, annual composition counts
2. Population size - No reliable estimates are available, but
it is suspected that the population has declined within
the past 3 years as a result of severe drought conditions,
especially on the winter range. -

3. Herd Statistics

Harvest Fall Spring
Year Bucks Antlerless Bucks Fawns Fawns
1585-6 141 - 15 61 21
1986-7 100 6 60 39
1987-8 140 6 36 18
1988-9 175 12 18 15

4. Deer Hunting
a. Past and current hunting strategies’ effects on:
1. Deer numbers - Considering the small percentage of

the population taken through bucks-only hunting
which is closely regulated by quota tag sales, it
is extremely unlikely that recent past and current
hunting strategies have affected overall deer
numbers in the herd.



Casa Diablo-2
Herd composition ~ Hunting strategies prior to
1986 provided little control of hunter
distribution and a large tag quota; these acts
probably contributed to low buck ratios. Current
hunting strategy employs a flexible quota tag
system based on herd performance designed to
increase buck ratios by limiting harvest. Ratio
increases have been impeded by drought, Newly
proposed relignment of hunt zone boundaries to
coincide with known herd boundaries would further
improve control of hunter distribution and take.

Herd health - Studies and collection data suggest
that buck ratios as low as 6:100 does do not have
a measurable effect on breeding or overall herd
health. No other posible effects of hunting on
herd health are known or suspected.

b. Future and proposed hunting strategies’ effects on:

1.

Deer numbers - Continued bucks-only hunting cannot
be expected to affect total deer numbers. If
desired, future doe hunting could be used to
regulate total deer numbers.

Herd composition - Proposed seasons and gquota
levels are aimed at increasing buck ratios through
carefully regulated harvest. Increased
precipitation yielding improved forage and
increased fawn survival are essential to effect
and maintain higher buck ratios, however.

Herd health - Continued bucks-only hunting or
requlated doe hunting will not affect overall herd
health. Research indicated annual precipitation
to be the major factor influencing the performance
of the adjacent Sherwin/Buttermilk Herd unit
(Kucera, 1988)+*

Illegal Harvest - No known changes in the level of illegal
. kill have occurred since the herd plan was completed.

Other - Road kill

An estimated 50 deer are killed each year by vehicles on
Highway 395. The effect on total population is unknown.
A research project and negotiations with CalTrans are
ongoing in an attempt to reduce highway kill.

*Kucera, T.E., 1988, Ecology and Population Dynamics of
Mule Deer in the eastern Sierra Nevada. Unpub. Ph.d.
Dissertation, U. Calif. Berkeley.



Casa Diablo-3

BE. Non-human Effects on Deer

1. Weather

a.

Drought - The current drought is creating a profound
impact on the herd’'s range and forage and is the
primary factor affecting fawn survival and the
suspected decline in total deer numbers. The effects
of drought are seriously amplified by the additive
effects of poor grazing practices in all seasonal
ranges used by both livestock and deer.

Early storms - Early storms in September and October
have improved fall forage and benefitted deer to a
limited degree in 1988 and 1989.

Severe winters - During the 1987-88 and 1988-89
winters, temperatures as low as ~-30°F created severe
stress conditions on winter ranges, persisting for
several weeks each year. The intense cold and the
poor forage conditions created by consecutive drought
years combined to produce conditions very unfavorable
for wintering deer. Fawn survival and the total
population suffered losses as a result.

2. Predators

3. Diseases and Parasitism - Seriology testing and necropsy
of collected animals has not revealed significant disease
or parasite entities in the herd.

C. Effects of Current Deer Hunt and Proposed Hunting Strategies

1. Effects Upon Species of Special Concern

a.

Changes in local populations - Due to the lack of
intensive disturbance, lack of habitat disruption or
degradation, and the short duration of the hunting
season, it is not reasonable to expect any significant
effects to any species of special concern.

Changes in regional and statewide populations -~ same
as above.

2. Effects on Other Wildlife Species

a .

Changes in local populations — Due to the lack of
intensive disturbance, lack of habitat disruption or
degradation and the short duration of the hunting
season, it is not reasonable to expect any significant
effects to other wildlife species.

Changes in regional and statewide populations - same
as above.



Casa Diablo-4
¢. Changes in health, condition and age class structure
of populations - same as above.

d. Changes in mortality factors - same as above
3. Changes in Public Use/Recreation

a. Hunting - The curvent and proposed hunting strategy
provides substantial public recreational opportunity
to hundreds of hunters each year. Loss of this
opportunity would constitute a significant negative
impact to public recreation in California.

b. Nonconsumptive - Ample opportunities exist for non-
consumptive use of Casa Diablo deer (i.e. viewing,
photography, study). Minor and insignificant effects
to this use may be caused during the hunting season,
especially for those persons who are offended by
hunting activity. No significant effects to
nonconsumptive use are known or anticipated.
Conversely, to the extent that hunting-funded deer
management and habitat programs are effective, deer
populations benefit for all users.

c. Nonhunting - same as above.
4. Effects Upon Human Populations

a. Housing - No effects are known or anticipated.

b. Transportation - No effects are known or anticipated.

c. Public Services - No effects are known or anticipated.

d. Energy - No effects are known or anticipated.

e. Human health - No effects are known or anticipated.

f. Aesthetics - To the extent that nonhunting or anti-
hunting people may be offended by the concept and
activity of hunting, and if those persons are in deer
country during the three-week hunting season, their
aesthetic sense may be attended to some unknown
degree. Even the presence of hunters in the field
could create an impact to aesthetics as perceived by

some people who don’t hunt.

g. Cultural resources - No effects are known or
anticipated.

D. Range Landownership - Land ownership of this herd’s range is
unchanged since completion cof the herd plan.



E.

Casa Diablo-5

Range Vegetation

1.

Fire - In 1985, the Owens fire burned about 1,200 acres on
the intermediate range of the Casa Diablo herd. This burn
is now heavily weed and provides substantial benefit for
spring and fall migrating deer.

Grazing - The effects of continued poor grazing practices,
coupled with serious drought impacts, continue to degrade
vegetation and soils on all seasonal deer habitats. The
DFG appeal of the Inyo Forest Plan is hoped to be resolved
in favor of the deer resource. New BLM planning direction
may provide long-term benefits, as well.



MONO LAKE DEER HERD MANAGEMENT PLAN 1990 UPDATE

I. Update of biclogical dats

A, Compozition Counts

e = = Sy S, = = i
Pozb-season Post season Spring Fall Eoring
Yagr hucks /1000 Tawns/ifigad fawns sample sgmpls
ot & ST 0 £E7 27z

BE-87 no garple obbained
138781 17 4i 25 317
1a £ 22 a1 -— A -
le 21 1a ZE 16 355 354

E. Busk M ll

Yesr 1885 1958 1937 L96E 1952
i a3G0 i35 g7 % 107

11 furmdsd telemetry study of this herd was inifl
=ls e their Nevada vinber ranges fo
animals were captured and esarbaggsd; 0 were

i)

a £ 71 -

B ; mitter colliare, The fourth interim report of study
results was compleated and cletrlbuted in February, 1980, providing much nsw
informabion on majcr migrebleon corridors, winter and SUBDer ranges, timing of

v 3 i Autrition, hunber kills, road kills, and other facets of

0. Collection and necropsy

During 1990, collection sampling and necropsy of Mono Lake herd doss was
conducted on the winter range as part of the ongoing research. Bamples have not
yvet been analysed nor has data been coupilled. Results of this work will be

reported by the Hill Bill contract biologisi in the near future and reports will

be circulated.

II. Update of habitat improvement pro ojects for 19856 and 1389

No habitat projects have been undertaken during the report pericd.
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Brate of California ' The Hescuross Agency
MEMORANDUM

Ta @ Mono Unit File
Date : May 27, 1851

From : Department of Fish and Game, Ron Themas, Biologist

Subject 1 1990 Deer Age Data

The following data is the result of sectioned buck teeth collected from animals
taken during the 1990 hunt season in Mono Counuy:

Zone X-12
Sample: 73
Yearling 2 yr, D vr. 4t _vres.
3 43 20 4
(L1%) ' {(S7%) - (27%) (5%}

Sample: 47

Yearlin . 2 yr. 3 _yr., Lt yra, Qﬁpé}/
13 26 5 &4 )

{28%) {D5%) {(11%) {2%)

All Mono County Herds

Sample: 122

Yearlin o 2 _yr. 3.yr. 4+ yr,
21 69 25 5

{17%) {S7%) {20%) (6%



The preponderance of young animals in the bay reveals.a relatively high rate of
harvest of bucks in the herd; this evidence is supported by herd composiblon
data which indicates a Momo County average buck ratio of 12:100 does. The low
percentages of older age class animals in the bag is consistent s~with the
relatively high harvest rates occurring; a relatively low percentage of bucks
are surviving past three years of age.

Recent necropsy data indicates that all does are being bred while veary low fall
and spring fawn ratios in recent years reveal a high loss of fetuses and young
fawns: relatively few nev animals are being recruited into the populations.
This fach is due to the sffects of the drought on winter range forage, coupled
with other factors including high predation rates (indicated by losses of
telegetered animals and other field observations}, known high losses to highway
kills, competition vith demsstic livestock on key habitats, and continuing
losses of critical habitats to other land uses. s

Although hunter buck kill has been rslatively constant, the effects of the ahove
factors combine to create a prediction of a static or downward trend in herd
gopulations and hunter harvests in futurs years. Although the return of wether
years could help to stimulate limited herd increases through increased vinter
range forage, the long term and cumulative impacts of the other factors may be
uravoidable. ‘ ‘



Composition Counts: Hunt Zone Totals

Zone X-1o*
. Post Season Post-season Spring Fall Spring

Year bucks/100d44d fawns/100d4d fawns sample sample
1989-30 16 20 15 1225 1859
1994~91 - 13 28 _ 25 1023 1563
19%1-92 22 38 . 25 1069 2131
1992-93 12 a6 323

Zone X-9A**
198%-90 12 22 20 1479 1711
1990-91 10 26 13 622 727
1991-92 15 24 24 309 1248

1952-93 14 42 974

* Includes VWest Walker, East Walker, and Mono Lake Herds,

*% Includes Casa Diablo, Sherwin Grade, and Buttermilk herds,



State of California The Resources Agency

MEMORANDUM
To File .
Date @ January 25, 1993
From : Department. of Fish and Came, Mono Wildlife Unit
Subject : Deer herd Composition Data
Sherwin Grade Herd Composition

Post-season Post-season Spring Fall Spring
year bucks/100dd fawns/10044d fauns sample sample
1985-86 7 a5 19 691 794
1986-87 7 28 15 706 400
1987-88 10 _ 34 12 718 347
1988-89 11 22 15 936 294
1989-90 12 i 18 572 522
1930-91 12 27 13 468 343
13%1-92 12 22 22 289 - 378

Round Valley Herd Composition
(Reginning in 1993, herd composition data of the Shervwin and Buttermilk herds
will be combined and reported as the Round Valley herd, based on current
knowledge of herd parameters.)

1992-93 13 36 462

Casa Diable Herd Composition

1585-86 15 61 21 444 153
1986-87 6 690 : 33 293 602
1987-88 & 36 18 9490 406
1968-89 12 18 15 159 3493
1989-390 9 22 26 172 628
1990-91 5 22 13 154 279
1591-92 17 38 29 208 507
19%2-93 13 49 512



Mono Lake Herd Composition

1985-86 -6 52 20 257 272

1986-87 no sample obtained _

1987-88 17 41 35 317 285
1388-83 22 31 - 250 -
1989-90 12 26 16 388 350
1920-91 14 29 34% 238 239
1991-92 18 38 24 175 472
1932-93 no sample obtained

East Walker Herd Composition

1985-86 15 44 28 456 469
1986~87 11 48 35 170 573
1987-88 22 - 37 21 239 234
13883-89 9 20 17 227 333
1989-30 19 19 15 231 3490
1990-91 19 30 ' 25 263 265
1991-92 36 39 24 251 536
1992-93 18 46 266
Wes;3Walker Herd Composition -

1985-86 16 51 32 732 2173
1986-87 14 54 31 207 999
1987-88 18 40 2t 457 1421
1388-89 4 23 17 715 1042
1989~90 13 21 17 6506 1169
1996-91 10 26 22% 522 520
1991-92 18 37 25.5 643 122%
1992-93 10 a3 657

*  These spring fawn ratios are believed to be wunrealistically inflated since
the "spring” counts were cconducted on February 28, before the only severe storms
of the "90-91 winter which occourred in March and persisted for about three
weeks,





