[bookmark: _GoBack]SGCN Updates – Mollusks
To update basic information for Indiana’s SGCN, the Purdue Team is gathering data to update Table 1 and Appendix J of the 2005 SWAP. Table 1 lists range, relative abundance, and status of all Indiana’s SGCN. Appendix J expands on Table 1 to also list seasonal occurrence and associated habitats and sub-habitat types. Data collection procedures are described below along with any questions about the data.
Identification/Taxonomy
Scientific and common names were taken from Indiana’s current list of SGCN (http://www.in.gov/dnr/fishwild/files/fw-Endangered_Species_List.pdf).
a. Please note if there have been any recent changes to scientific or common names (I could not find any).  All the names look correct.
Conservation Status
To update conservation status, I used the current list of Indiana SGCN. I highlighted any species where status changes occurred.   (Round hickorynut should be highlighted as well) I also included the NatureServe state-level rank for reference (http://explorer.natureserve.org/nsranks.htm). The state-level rank is the conservation status of a species from the subnational jurisdiction perspective, characterizing the relative rarity or imperilment of the species. The basic subnational conservation ranks are: SX - Presumed Extirpated, SH - Possibly Extirpated (Historical), S1 – Critically Imperiled, S2 – Imperiled, S3 – Vulnerable, S4 - Apparently Secure, S5 – Secure, SNR – Rank not yet assessed, SU – Unrankable, SHB – State Hybrid, SNA – State Not Applicable.
b. There are some species listed as FE on the FWS web page (http://ecos.fws.gov/tess_public/pub/stateListingAndOccurrenceIndividual.jsp?state=IN&s8fid=112761032792&s8fid=112762573902) that are not on Indiana’s current list: winged mapleleaf, scaleshell, cracking pearlymussel, purple catspaw, ring pink, spectaclecase. (we consider these all extirpated in Indiana – they have been considered extirpated for a long time and were never on our endangered list) They are all under “species listed in this state that do not occur in this state”, but so are tubercled blossom, pink mucket, orangefoot pimpleback, and white wartyback, which are on our list. Is there a reason why they are on the IN list, but these others are not?  Yes, we have been slow to change are current list of endangered mussel species – these are actually in administrative rule and take some effort to get changed.  We have also been slow in making changes to this list (taking some extirpated species off the endangered list) because of the slim hope that we might still find an unknown population out there.  At this point, it is very evident that some of our endangered species are in fact extirpated.  So, even though some are still on our endangered list, I think for this document we should list them as Extirpated or at least Presumed Extirpated.  I have designated these species as ‘SX’ on the table – they are white catspaw, tubercled blossom, longsolid, pink mucket, white wartyback, orangefoot pimpleback, and pyramid pigtoe. 
Relative Abundance
Mollusks are not featured in the appendices in Whitaker/Amlaner, so I am not sure if there has been any changes to relative abundance information. Relative abundance is broken roughly into these categories: C – common, O – occasional, R – rare, EX – extirpated.
c. Please note whether there have been any changes to abundance information from 2005 for river mussels.  See the updated table for my changes to this column – changed the previous list of presumed extirpated species from ‘R’ to ‘EX’.  Only made one other change – wavyrayed lampmussel from ‘C’ to ‘O’.
d. According to NatureServe, it looks like several of the mussel species on the SGCN list are presumed extirpated – in fact the tubercled blossom was already assumed extirpated in 2005. Should any other mussels now be listed as presumed extirpated instead of rare?  See answer to last couple of questions.
e. Is relative abundance for the two snails (pointed campeloma and swamp lymnaea) still unknown? Yes.
Trends in abundance
Questions about trends in abundance were included in the technical survey – how has abundance changed since 2005 and how would you predict it to change by 2025. The data here was averaged across survey respondents. Please note if there are any species with which you strongly disagree about the answers. The range of possible answers was:  I think for all of the ones we are now considering extirpated, that the abundance since 2005 and the predicted trend should both be ‘Unknown’.  All of these species were likely extirpated back in 2005 – so I guess you could technically say that the abundance since 2005 has remained constant – however this would be very misleading – it would mean that the abundance has remained constant at 0!  I am guessing that many of the other species that got the unknown tag received it because no-one filled out a survey for the species – so I went ahead and filled in my opinion – these changes are highlighted in yellow.
a. Dramatic increase (>50%)
b. Great increase (25-50%)
c. Slight increase (5-25%)
d. Remain constant
e. Slight decline (5-25%)
f. Serious decline (25-50%)
g. Dramatic decline (>50%)
h. Unknown
Distribution
Instead of using sections (north, south, central, etc.) to describe ranges of SGCN as was done in 2005, we are now using SWAP planning regions. The state has been divided into 6 regions (see attached map). To update range data to match the planning regions, I used distribution maps and records found in NatureServe.
i. Please note any corrections to regional occurrence data.  I would suggest that we include another category here, rather than just present (1) or absent (0) – I would also include an historical category (X -meaning that they use to be present in the planning region but are now considered extirpated).  I think this historical category could be very important as we look at reintroductions in the future.  If we decide to not use this additional category, then all my ‘X’’s could be changed to ‘0’’s – I am assuming that the ‘1’ means currently present and the ‘0’ means not currently present.  Any changes I made are highlighted in yellow.  
f. 
Habitats and sub-habitats
Habitat data for SGCN is broken down into the 8 major habitat types to be consistent with the 2005 plan. For mollusks, only aquatic systems (and possibly wetlands?) are applicable. However, instead of using the same sub-habitat classification scheme, we are using a more standardized system. Data for sub-habitat types was taken directly from NatureServe data, using their terrestrial/aquatic habitat values (link to glossary and see attached page of definitions). Please note any corrections to the habitat data (for example, if an association listed in the NS database might not apply to Indiana for a certain species).
g. In addition to this habitat data, I’ve attached a separate table for fish and mollusks that presents the order/watershed information in a more user-friendly way than was presented in the 2005 tables. Please check that the information in this table is accurate.  The mollusk information from 2005 included in the CWS is quite a bit different than the fish data that was from the Whitaker-Amlaner publication.  The fish data from Whitaker-Amlaner were lists of all the major drainages-habitat types and the fish species that were found in them.  You could have a single fish species in all the different habitat types if it was accurate.  For the mollusk information in the 2005 CWS, mollusks were assigned to only one habitat category – the one that best represented the species’ habitat.  So your new Order-Watershed Table is really a combination of two different thought processes.  If you are just trying to duplicate the 2005 information, then there are several mussel species that have an erroneous ‘X’ in the table.  Snuffbox, wavyrayed lampmussel, round hickorynut, sheepnose, kidneyshell, salamander mussel, purple lilliput, rayed bean, and little spectaclecase all have an ‘X’ in the ‘Headwaters’ category – these should all be deleted.  The ‘X’ for rough pigtoe under ‘Great Lakes Drainage – Wadeable/Large Rivers’ should be deleted.  You have the correct designation for ellipse (‘Great Lakes Drainage – Wadeable/Large Rivers’) even though according to the 2005 Table – it shows it being under ‘Great Lakes Drainage – Great River’, however, this was an error in the 2005 report.   The question really becomes – do we want to add in information for mussels so it is similar to the fishes (where all the drainages-habitat types where a certain species is found are designated for a species).  I went ahead and filled this in for the mussels – all the habitat types they would be found.  Another question here would be what to do with the species that are now presumed extirpated – I went ahead and listed the drainages-habitat types that they would have been found in historically.  All these changes are highlighted in yellow.  Those drainages-habitat types where the species use to be found but are now extirpated are designated as (EX) those where they are still found are designated with (X).
h. I did add Lake Michigan as a unique sub-habitat type of interest that was used in 2005 back to the list for aquatic systems: please note if any mollusks are directly associated with Lake Michigan. Please also let me know if we want to include any other specific sub-habitat types.
i. Sub-habitat types for the freshwater snails are not listed in NatureServe and I cannot find any other information about them. Do we have a good idea of what habitats are used by these species?  The Pointed Campeloma can be found in areas with decent current in rivers or lakes over sand – the Swamp Lymnaea can be found in slower moving areas/backwaters of rivers or lakes.  If there is no data in NatureServe, then I would just leave it blank, indicating that the data is not available in NatureServe.
Thank you!
