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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
1. 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. I made corrections to scientific names for the following species from what is listed in the 2005 plan or the Indiana’s current list of SGCN; let me know if any of these are incorrect:
i. Crawfish frog - Lithobates (Rana) areolatus	Comment by SKlueh: These are correct
ii. Plains leopard frog - Lithobates (Rana) blairi
iii. Northern leopard frog - Lithobates (Rana) pipiens
iv. What is the preferred common name for the mudpuppy - just ‘mudpuppy’, or ‘common mudpuppy’?	Comment by SKlueh: Our administrative rules use common mudpuppy and Northern cricket frog.  I think the SWAP documents should follow the current admin rules in regards to taxonomy/names.
v. For Acris crepitans, the common name ‘eastern cricket frog’ is given on the SSAR checklist, but ‘northern’ is pretty standard everywhere else. Is northern still correct?
b. There are a bunch of herps for which I was unsure if it was the species or the subspecies that should be listed in these tables. These species did not have state status ranks assigned in NatureServe (see below), but the subspecies that occurs in Indiana did. Please note whether these should just be left as species, or if the subspecies should be specified.	Comment by SKlueh: Our Administrative rules only use species. Copperbelly is the exception.
i. Cryptobranchus alleganiensis alleganiensis (eastern hellbender)
ii. Lithobates areolatus circulosus (northern crawfish frog)
iii. Pseudotriton ruber ruber (northern red salamander)
iv. Agkistrodon piscivorus leucostoma (western cottonmouth)
v. Cemophora coccinea copei (northern scarletsnake)
vi. Farancia abacura reinwardtii (western mudsnake) – ‘western mudsnake’ is actually the common name given in the 2005 plan.
vii. Sistrurus catenatus catenatus (eastern massasauga)
viii. Thamnophis proximus proximus (also western ribbonsnake)
ix. Kinosternon subrubrum subrubrum (also eastern mud turtle)
x. Pseudemys concinna hieroglyphica or P. c. concinna (Hieroglyphic river cooter or eastern river cooter) – ‘hieroglyphic river cooter’ is actually the common name given in the 2005 plan.	Comment by SKlueh: The current common name, River Cooter, was probably changed after the 2005 plan. 
xi. Terrapene carolina carolina (also eastern box turtle)
xii. Terrapene ornata ornata (also ornate box turtle)
c. Copper-bellied watersnake (Nerodia erythrogaster neglecta) – not sure what is going on with the taxonomy for this subspecies. SSAR no longer recognizes any subspecies of Nerodia, but are we still listing it for conservation purposes?	Comment by SKlueh: For now the USFWS is staying with Nerodia erythrogaster neglecta because that is how the snake was filed under the federal register. We will follow whatever USFWS does in this instance.
d. Is eastern spadefoot supposed to be on our list? Is it on the 2005 list and DNR website says it is special concern.	Comment by SKlueh: This species was delisted a few years ago, but it can stay on the SGCN list.
Conservation Status	Comment by Blythe, Rita M: The only box that I left with your original coloring are for the state rankings of the mudsnake. There is a little confusion as to whether this snake is special concern or endangered. I can’t find any documents showing that it was ever downlisted from endangered to special concern. On the other hand, none of our administrative rules from 2004-present have it listed as endangered. Linnea Petercheff is looking into the matter, but I don’t know when she’ll have a chance to look through everything.
To update conservation status, I used the current list of Indiana SGCN. I highlighted any species where status changes occurred. 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.
e. The copper-bellied watersnake is not recognized in the NatureServe database. 	Comment by SKlueh: I entered what we believe to be the rankings of the Northern population segment and Southern population segment using the Natureserve criteria/definitioins. I entered a ranking for each segment since the Northern is federally listed, but likely extirpated in Indiana.
f. The alligator snapping turtle does not have a rank for Indiana because it is not listed as occurring in the state in the database.	Comment by SKlueh: I will list as unknown.
Relative Abundance
I used the appendices in Whitaker/Amlaner (p. 390-441) to update relative abundance information for other taxa. However, the herp appendix did not list any new abundance information. Relative abundance is broken into these categories: C – common, O – occasional, R – rare, EX – extirpated.
g. Please note whether there have been any changes to abundance information from 2005.
h. Can you provide an estimate of relative abundance for species that were added to the list: northern cricket frog, streamside salamander, mole salamander, and eastern box turtle?
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:
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, I used distribution maps and records found in NatureServe. Please note any corrections to regional occurrence data.
Habitats and sub-habitats
Habitat data is broken down into the 8 major habitat types to be consistent with the 2005 plan. 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 (see attached page of definitions). This data was supplemented with data from Tables H-1 through H-9 of Whitaker/Amlaner (p. 406-414). 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).
Thank you!

