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Presenter
Presentation Notes
First off, here is a map showing historical locations of where RLF had once persisted. During the 1990s, frogs inhabited three general areas. However, by 2001, frogs at two sites went extinct due to vegetation encroachment and loss of surface water. Leaving unsuitable habitat for the frogs. Later in 2002, the USFWS petitioned for listing the species under the ESA, their decision while the species warranted listing it was precluded because of other species of immediate concern. Another reason for it preclusion from listing was 


Background
1 CONSERVATION AGREEMENT AND
VO I u nta ry CAS S I g n e d RANGEWIDE CONSERVATION ASSESSMENT AND
. S ; RELICTL F R.
| n 2 OO 5 TRATEGY FOR THE RELICT LEOPARD FROG (R4NA ONCA)

= Monitor populations

= Establish additional
populations in existing or
created habitat

= Enhance or create habitat

= Manage populations and
habitats to promote
sustainability

FINAL

- InveStigate SpeCieS biOIOgy Prepared by the Relict Leopard Frog Conservation Team
and apply findings to iy 2005
management
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was because of a voluntary CAS that was developing earlier on by the RLFCT. The document was finalized and signed by multiple agencies in 2005. The main objectives of the CAS is to…. 


Outline — Actions over the last year

v' Habitat management

v' Headstarting and Translocation

= Facilities and rearing
= Status of experimental sites
= Assessment on new sites

v' Monitoring efforts
= Visual Encounter Surveys
= Population estimates (Mark-Recapture)

v' Other actions
= Bd (chytrids) sampling
= Las Vegas Springs Preserve
v All data presented are provisional
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For the rest of my presentation I will be talking about our actions over the last year. I will give examples of sites where habitat management has occurred. Give you an update on our headstarting and translocation program as well as a status of our sites and potential new sites. Our monitoring efforts include VES at each site and mark-recapture efforts at several sites to assess what the counts mean during our nocturnal VES as well as getting a population estimate. And finally other actions, we continued sampling for Bd, which is a fungus pathogen, at several RLF sites and an update on the terrarium at the Las Vegas Springs Preserve


Habitat Management
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The importance of habitat management at sites is mainly to keep open important breeding pools and reduce vegetation from the stream. When we observe frogs, egg masses or tadpoles continually in an area we target those areas as potentially being favored by the frogs. At Blue Point spring, a historical site found along the Northshore road, we have targeted such areas. Here is a picture of a fish free pool that we rehabilitate every year and here is a picture of an area in the upper half of the spring where work has been done. And during VES, we have observed evidence of breeding. 


Habitat Management

Pupfish Refuge Spring
# y«

4

Ongoing project led by BOR to remove tamarisk from site
and establish native trees
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This is Pupfish Refuge, an experimental site just below the Hoover dam, and BOR for the past 4 years have been removing tamarisk at the site and adding native vegetation. While the crews work on that, there is a separate crew composed of some team members that work on removing vegetation and opening habitat in areas where breeding is known to occur. 


Habitat Management

Perkins Pond

LY AN

NDOW efforts in January 2013

= Added cottonwood logs
= Trimmed vegetation near exclusion fence
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This is another experimental site called Perkins Pond located in Moapa Valley. There is an exclusion fence surrounding the pond to keep out bullfrogs and woodhouse toads, however it has not kept the chorus frogs out. Translocations at this site began in 2010, but documentation of frogs surviving the winter months was finally confirmed this past spring and it unclear why frogs have not been able to establish at this site. Earlier in the year, NDOW added cottonwood logs to the pond to aid in cover from predators and to assist in hibernacular activities. As well as trimming vegetation near the exclusion fence. 


Habitat Management

Horse Spring
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Here at Horse Spring, located in the Gold Butte area, BLM organized a troop of Boy Scouts to help remove cattails from the system and rehabilitate water flow to an existing pool. 


Habitat Management

Minor actions at Boy
Scout Hot Spring (UNLv)

= Keeping important breeding
pools clear of vegetation
and sediments
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Boy Scout Hot Spring, is a historical site located in the Black Canyon area. Earlier this year team members from UNLV removed emergent vegetation from known breeding pools and created a few other pools during the process. So why do we keep these breeding pools open?


B
Headstarting and Translocation

Eggs collected from wild, reared to late-stage
tadpoles or small frogs, then released
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Well we need them for the headstarting and translocation program. Egg masses collected from the wild are aquired at historical sites. We raise them to large tadpoles about 60mm in length or to froglets. 


B
Headstarting and Translocation

Rearing Facilities

Raceways at Lake Mead
State Fish Hatchery, 2012

.\

"

N R Raceway at Willow Beach National
NPS facility, 2011 Fish Hatchery, 2012
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We have three facilities where we raise the animals. The is the main lab located at 


Headstarting and Translocation

This year: 213 |late-stage tadpoles & 468 frogs released
to 7 experimental sites & back to Blue Point Spring
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The number of animals that is generated for that year is dependent on the number of sites that we can put them that year.


Current Status

Sites:

= ~ 6 historical

= 14 Experimental
= 11 Exp. Extant

] Jaeger & Drost 2010,
Unpublished
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We have an ~6 historical sites, on different reports you may see the number flucuate slightly and that’s due to whether or not you consider some of these sites to be separate or as one. For example blue point one may consider upper and lower to be different sites or Boy Scout and Dawns. Also you will notice this black outline area, which is the management zone for the frog. In orange is the western part of the Grand canyon, this area was considered for translocation of the RLF, however, there a population of Lowland frogs was discovered at Surprise canyon and it was recommended not to move frogs to this area. So far to date, frogs have been translocated to 14 experimental sites in which 3 of these sites have failed due to loss of surface water. 


Status of Experimental Sites

Sites of active augmentations

Site Name Rslez:ize Larva Frogs V(J;;]e’cree-r Breeding Recruiting CS:;ET
Bearpaw™ 2012-13 0) 459 Yes - - Active
Horse* 2012-13 272 63 Yes Yes - Active
Lime 2012-13 231 131 Yes - - Active
Union Pass 2011-13 480 255 Yes Yes - Active
Perkins* 2010-13 1267 377 Yes - - Active
Red Rock 2020051';0' 109 541  Yes Yes - Active
Goldstrike 2020;1-29’ 2185 88 Yes Yes Yes Active

* Animals from Blue Point, other sites received Black Canyon animals
S



Status of Experimental Sites

Augmentations complete

Site Name Rizize Larva Frogs V(\?i\::c:r Breeding Recruiting Csli;ﬁr;t
Quiail 2008-12 324 273 Yes Yes Yes Active
Tassi 2006-10 479 719 Yes Yes Yes Active
Grapevine, NV 2006-07 895 250 Yes - - Failed
Grapevine, AZ 2004-09 3820 0 Yes Yes Yes Active
Pupfish 2003-08 O 541 Yes Yes Yes Active
Sugarloaf 2002-05 0 539 Yes Yes 3 Failed
Wetland Park  2000-01 O 297 - - - Failed

Records from 2000-2004 are not clear
S



Headstarting and Translocations

Assessing potential
translocation sites:

= Chill Heel Spring, Grand
Wash area (UNLV, BLM, USFWS)

= Black Mountains, AZ (AGFD) e

Chill Heel Spring,
April 2013




Monitoring Efforts
High counts (VES) of adult & juvenile frogs
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Monitoring Efforts

Estimates from 2012 using full-likelihood, closed capture

mode] VES Number
: : 0
Site High Count Marked Estimate 95% C.I.
Upper Blue Point 26 48 57 50-86

= Mark-recapture study to
evaluate the meaning of
VES results

= UNLV & USFWS effort to
derive estimates from:

Blue Point, Grapevine .
Canyon, Red Rock, Pupflsh
Bighorn Sheep




Bd (fungus pathogen) Sampling

Initial sampling in 2008, improved protocol 2010-2013
(MSHCP and FWS funding)

= Sampled at four sites this year
= Bd detected repeatedly on Relict Leopard Frogs at one site

= Bd detected in other anurans regionally: Muddy River

= Ongoing UNLV/BLM
research into the potential
impacts of Bd infection on
Relict Leopard Frogs




Las Vegas Springs Preserve
Public Display of Relict Leopard Frogs

Frog Terrarium Photo: Rachel Vanhorn
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Captive reared metamorph
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The vast majority of funding for making this magic happen comes from MSHCP thru Lake Mead NRA, other funding comes from Usfws thru NDOW. USFWS also contributed funding for the Mark recap study. Minor funding comes from the lower colorado River thru LAME, and thanks to BLM for helping with some funding on the bd research at UNLV. By the way, Jef says that it wouldn’t hurt to acquire more funding extensive research on Bd. 
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