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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
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). 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; please let me know if any of these are incorrect:
a. Tri-colored bat - Perimyotis (Pipistrellus) subflavus 	Comment by sjohnson: we use just Perimyotis
b. Franklin’s ground squirrel - Poliocitellus (Spermophilus) franklinii	Comment by sjohnson: I’m fairly certain we’ve always used Spermophilus rather than the earlier Poliocitellus.
c. What is the preferred common name for Perimyotis subflavus: tri-colored bat or eastern pipistrelle?	Comment by sjohnson: Tri-colored bat is preferred
d. What is the preferred common name for Myotis septentrionalis: northern long-eared myotis or just northern myotis?	Comment by sjohnson: Northern long-eared myotis is preferred.
Conservation status
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. The following qualifiers are added for migratory species: B – breeding, N – non-breeding, M – migrant.	Comment by sjohnson: I might not agree with all, but I didn’t change any NatureServe ranks because that’s what’s listed and source is known.  There is a ? associated with least weasel and star-nosed mole.  Is there nothing in NatureServe or do you question what is there?  If you want to change, I’d suggest S3 for mole (wetland-dependent) and SNR for weasel.  What does “SNRN” mean for silver-haired bats?  Do you mean “SNR”?
e. The eastern small-footed myotis does not have a rank for Indiana because it is not listed as occurring in the state.	Comment by sjohnson: Three bats captured in 2009; see Gikas, N.S., J.G. Boyles, A.A. Zurcher, B.L. Walters, and J.O. Whitaker, Jr. 2009. The first records of the eastern small-footed bat (Myotis leibii) in Indiana. Proc. Ind. Acad. Sci. 118:203-204.  They were added as Special Concern in Feb. 2013.	Comment by sjohnson: Not sure what you want.  If you’re committed to NatureServe as is, then leave cell blank.  If you want to force one of their codes in, then SNR seems most appropriate for M. leibii.
f. Current federal status for northern long-eared myotis should not be “NA”; currently proposed as endangered.
Relative Abundance
To update relative abundance, I used Table M-1 in Whitaker/Amlaner (p. 435-436). Relative abundance is broken into these categories: C – common, O – occasional, R – rare, EX – extirpated.	Comment by sjohnson: Southeastern bat is presumed to be extirpated, but Mammal TAC retains it as species of special concern.  I changed Ex to R – I consider it the same as Raf bat – so few records long ago.	Comment by sjohnson: I view badgers uncommon in Indiana and changed “R” to “O” (although how occasional is defined doesn’t make sense for badgers).  They’ve expanded their distribution in state.
PPG – Pat’s 2008 work on species showed they’re not common; could be considered rare, but went with “O”.	Comment by sjohnson: Table M-1 has “M” for silver-haired bats, which I assume means “migrant”.  This is accurate for this species.  You have “O” in the table, which is fine if you’re restricted to these four categories.
g. Table M-1 lists relative abundance at year 2000 and so this does not really constitute an update to the information. Please note whether there have been any changes to relative abundance for any of these species since 2000.
h. No relative abundance is given for the eastern small-footed myotis. Can you provide an estimate?	Comment by sjohnson: Unknown – few records & they’re less than 5 years old.
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:	Comment by sjohnson: Impacts to gray bats from WNS not observed to date; changed predicted trend in abundance to “will remain constant”.
-Changed both abundance trends for small-footed bats to “unknown” because of paucity of data: three bats caught at one cave over 4-month period in 2009.
-Changed trend since 2005 for northerns to “dramatic decline”.  Very few bats but there’s been a 89% decline observed from winter counts.
-Changed future trend for both silver-hair and hoary bats due to impacts from wind energy and to be consistent with red bats.
-Changed predicted trend in abundance for Indiana bats from dramatic to serious declines by 2025; impacts to date from WNS do not appear as significant for this species in this time frame.
-There are some species (least weasel, star-nosed mole, two shrew species) for which there are little, if any, data to suggest a trend.  Left as is.  
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, 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 the NatureServe database. Please note any corrections to regional occurrence data.	Comment by sjohnson: I based any changes on distribution maps in 2nd edition of “Mammals of Indiana” published in 2009.
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 document for definitions). This data was supplemented with data from Tables M-2 through M-8 of Whitaker/Amlaner (p. 437-440). 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).	Comment by sjohnson: FGS occupy dune habitat at Whihala Beach in Whiting.

I considered roosting habitat when looking at sub-habitat classifications for bats because specific foraging needs for most species are often poorly known.  Many sub-habitats that offer little or no roosting potential (various non-forested grassland & wetland types) were checked for little browns.  Such non-woody cover types likely provide foraging opportunities, but for consistency, I changed those to “0”.  Alternatively, someone could make the valid argument that these same sub-habitats should be “1” because they could provide foraging habitats.
Thank you!
