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Appendix A:  Alternative 1 and 3 Maps 

(Note: Alternative 2 is not shown. The entire KNF would be “Prohibited”) 
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Appendix B:  Biological Evaluations 

 
Deer-Hunting with Dogs on Kisatchie National Forest 

A Biological Assessment For The 
Kisatchie National Forest (KNF) 

 
1.  Introduction 
 
Purpose and need: 
 
Based upon public concerns regarding the use of dogs to hunt deer on the Kisatchie National 
Forest, the KNF has determined a need to evaluate whether changes should be made to this 
activity on the Forest or if it should be prohibited entirely on the KNF.  The Forest has received 
many complaints from landowners, including a petition sent to local Congressional 
representative‟s office asking that something be done to address the unacceptable activities 
associated with dog-deer hunting on the KNF.  The associated impacts to landowners and other 
forest users have been documented through increased violations and complaints to the legal 
authorities during the dog-deer hunting seasons. This proposal addresses the need to reduce 
ongoing conflicts. 
 
Legal direction references:  
 
36 CFR 241.2:  The Chief of the Forest Service, through the Regional Foresters and Forest 
Supervisors, shall determine the extent to which national forests or portions thereof may be 
devoted to wildlife protection in combination with other uses and services of the national forests, 
and, in cooperation with the Fish & Game Department or other constituted authority of the State 
concerned, he will formulate plans for securing & maintaining desirable populations of wildlife 
species, and he may enter into such general or specific cooperative agreements with appropriate 
State officials as are necessary & desirable for such purposes.  Officials of the Forest Service will 
cooperate with State game officials in the planned and orderly removal in accordance with the 
requirements of State laws of the crop of game, fish, fur-bearers, & other wildlife on national 
forest lands.  
 
36 CFR 261.1.a.3:  The prohibitions in this part apply, except as otherwise provided, when: an act 
or omission affects, threatens, or endangers a person using, or engaged in the protection, 
improvement or administration of the National Forest System or a National Forest System road or 
trail. 
 
Objectives of this Biological Assessment: 
 
The objectives of this Biological Assessment are:  1) to ensure Forest Service actions do not 
contribute to the Federal listing of any animal species; 2) to comply with requirements of the 
Endangered Species Act that actions of Federal agencies not jeopardize the continued existence 
of listed species or adversely modify their designated critical habitat; and 3) to provide a process 
and standard to ensure endangered, threatened, and proposed species receive full consideration 
in the decision-making process. 
 
Area description, general location and management context of the project area:  
 
The 3 alternatives of this proposed project directly or indirectly affect the entire Kisatchie National 
Forest which is in central and northern Louisiana:  Caney Ranger District (in Claiborne and 
Webster Parishes, LA; 32,354 acres), Catahoula Ranger District (in Grant, Rapides, and Winn 
Parishes, LA; 121,633 acres), Calcasieu Ranger District (in Rapides and Vernon Parishes, LA; 
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183,035 acres), Kisatchie Ranger District (in Natchitoches Parish, LA; 102,625 acres), and Winn 
Ranger District (in Grant, Natchitoches, and Winn Parishes, LA; 164,614 acres).   

 
 
 
 
 
2.  Consultation History 
 
Consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service occurred in February 2010.  Extensive 
informal consultation occurred with the Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries; a history 
of these consultations is as follows:   
 
         Type of 
Forest Service officials   LDWF officials   Interaction Date 
  
Lisa Lewis (Acting Forest Supervisor) &   Louisiana Wildlife & Fisheries   Office Visit June 25, 
2009 
Mike Balboni (Forest Supervisor)       Commissioners, 
     Robert Barham, Secretary, & 
     Kenny Ribbeck, Wildlife Chief    
 _______________                                
Jim Caldwell (Public Affairs Officer)  Robert Barham, Secretary,  Office Visit Sept 28-
29, 2009 
Mike Balboni (Forest Supervisor)  Jimmy Anthony, Assistant Secretary & 
     Col Winton Vidrine, Law Enf Chief   ____
 _______ 
Jim Caldwell (Public Affairs Officer)  Ann Taylor, LW&F Commissioner Office Visit Sept 28-
29, 2009 
Mike Balboni (Forest Supervisor)  Stephen Oats, LW&F Commissioner  
 _______________ 
Jim Caldwell (Public Affairs Officer)  Jimmy Anthony, Assistant Secretary Office Visit Sept 28-
29, 2009 
Mike Balboni (Forest Supervisor)   __________    
 _______ 
 

 
3.  Proposed Management Actions 
 
Alternative 1 (not proposed):  Would not amend the Revised Land and Resource Management 
Plan, Kisatchie National Forest (1999). The use of dogs to hunt deer on the Forest would be 
determined each year through consultations with the LDWF. The existing Forest Plan guideline 
(FW-707) would remain in effect:  “The Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries will 
regulate fishing, trapping, hunting season, and bag limits.”  Deer hunting with dogs currently is 
allowed on 368,684 ac of the 604,278 ac Forest (Catahoula Ranger District (78,737 ac of 121,633 
ac), Evangeline Unit (84,688 ac of 97,547 ac), Kisatchie Ranger District (60,944 ac of 102,625 
ac), Winn Ranger District (144,355 ac of 164,614 ac), Vernon Unit (0 ac of 85,487 ac), and Caney 
Ranger District (0 ac of 32,354 ac)). 
 
Alternative 2 (preferred alternative):  Would amend the Revised Land and Resource Management 
Plan, Kisatchie National Forest (1999) by adding a new standard to prohibit the use of dogs to 
hunt deer on the entire Kisatchie National Forest (KNF). The proposed standard would state the 
following:  “Prohibit use of dogs to hunt deer on the Forest. Other kinds of hunting with dogs are 
allowed throughout the Forest (in accordance with state hunting regulations) unless site-specific 
management direction prohibits the use (such as on administrative sites and the National Wildlife 
Preserves).”  The proposal would not apply to still-hunting for deer, or other kinds of hunting with 
dogs, such as for squirrel, rabbit, raccoon, or game birds. 
 
Alternative 3:  Would amend the Revised Land and Resource Management Plan, Kisatchie 
National Forest (1999) by adding a new standard to prohibit the use of dogs to hunt deer on the 
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Kisatchie National Forest (KNF) EXCEPT where designated. The season length would be limited 
to a maximum of 9 consecutive days each year, similar to its current length. The proposed 
standard would state the following:  “Prohibit use of dogs to hunt deer on the Forest except in 
areas specifically designated open to dog-deer hunting. Areas open to dog-deer hunting are 
shown in the map attachments to Amendment 8 of the Forest Plan. A maximum of 9 consecutive 
days that contain 2 weekends would be allowed each year. Other kinds of hunting with dogs are 
allowed throughout the Forest (in accordance with state hunting regulations) unless site-specific 
management direction prohibits the use (such as on administrative sites and the National Wildlife 
Preserves).”  This proposal would not apply to still-hunting for deer, or other kinds of hunting with 
dogs, such as for squirrel, rabbit, raccoon, or game birds.  Deer hunting with dogs would be 
allowed on 109,688 ac of the 604,278 ac Forest (Catahoula Ranger District (40,238 ac of 121,633 
ac), Evangeline Unit (29,096 ac of 97,547 ac), Kisatchie Ranger District (10,825 ac of 102,625 
ac), Winn Ranger District (29,529 ac of 164,614 ac), Vernon Unit (0 ac of 85,487 ac), and Caney 
Ranger District (0 ac of 32,354 ac)). 
 
------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
4.  Species Considered & Species Evaluated for Alternative 2 
 
Species Considered: 
 
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Lafayette Ecological Services office, James F. Boggs – 
Supervisor, in a letter to Kisatchie National Forest, dated September 24, 2009, identified the 
following as USFWS-listed species on Kisatchie National Forest: 
 
Endangered species:   
Red-Cockaded Woodpecker (Picoides borealis); USFWS listed as Endangered in 1970 (35 
Federal  
Register 16047); currently found on Catahoula District, Evangeline Unit, Vernon Unit,  
Kisatchie District, and Winn District. 
 
Threatened species:   
Louisiana Pearlshell Mussel (Margaritifera hembeli); listed by USFWS as Threatened on  
September 24, 1993 (58 Federal Register 49935-49937); currently found on Catahoula District 
and Evangeline Unit. 
Earth Fruit (Geocarpon minimum); listed by USFWS as Threatened on June 16, 1987; currently  
found on Winn District.   
[Although not listed in the USFWS letter, the Louisiana Black Bear (Ursus americanus luteolus)  
(listed by USFWS as Threatened in 1992), is included.] 
 
Proposed species:  None. 
 
Candidate species:   
Louisiana Pine Snake (Pituophis melanoleucus ruthveni); currently found on Vernon Unit, 
Kisatchie  
District, and Winn District; soon to be reintroduced to Catahoula District; is a candidate  
(since March 2004) for USFWS-listing as a Threatened or Endangered species. 
 
Species Eliminated from further analysis: 
 
Alternative 2 will have no effects on vegetation; therefore, Earth Fruit will not be further analyzed.   
 
Louisiana pine snakes are not active (especially above ground) during winter; therefore, there will 
be no effect to the species and it will not be further considered. 
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Alternative 2 will not impact streams, ponds, and lakes on Kisatchie National Forest.  
Consequently, rare aquatic species on Kisatchie National Forest will not be considered; these 
species include:  Louisiana Pearlshell Mussel and American Alligator (Alligator mississippiensis - 
Threatened due to Similarity of Appearance, June 4, 1987; 52 Federal Register, pages 21059 – 
21064).  
 
Species Evaluated: 
 
Endangered Species:  Red-cockaded Woodpecker. 
Threatened Species:  Louisiana Black Bear. 
Candidate Species:  None. 
 
5.  Evaluated Species Survey Information for Alternative 2 
 
Documented Or Previous Survey Data: 
 
RCW:  The last annual population surveys were conducted by Kisatchie National Forest wildlife 
personnel in Summer 2009; results of the surveys are as follows:  Winn Ranger District – 37 
active RCW clusters (USFWS recovery goal: 263 active clusters), Kisatchie Ranger District – 49 
active RCW clusters (USFWS recovery goal: 292 active clusters), Catahoula Ranger District – 74 
active RCW clusters (USFWS recovery goal: 317 active clusters), Evangeline Unit of Calcasieu 
Ranger District – 117 active RCW clusters (USFWS recovery goal: 231 active clusters), and 
Vernon / Ft Polk  – 213 active RCW clusters (USFWS recovery goal: 481 active clusters).  These 
clusters primarily are within Red-cockaded Woodpecker Habitat Management Areas which cover 
approximately 302,800 ac on the KNF (73,000 ac Catahoula District, 46,400 ac Evangeline Unit, 
60,200 ac Kisatchie District, 59,400 ac Winn District, and 63,800 ac Vernon Unit) (50%, 
cumulatively, of the entire Forest).  The overall Kisatchie National Forest RCW population has 
increased 45% since 2004.  Much work (including prescribed burns, timber thinning, and mid-
story removal) remains in future decades to achieve USFWS recovery status. 
 
Louisiana Black Bear: The only current reliable estimates of bear numbers in Louisiana are for 
the Tensas River Basin population, which has been intensively studied for several years by the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the University of Tennessee.  By February 2005, 150 different 
bears had been captured and identified in the Tensas Basin.  In addition to the Tensas 
population, Louisiana black bears occur in the Atchafalaya basin, Tunica Hills, and Pearl River 
Basin.  The Black Bear Conservation Coalition and other agencies have been translocating bears 
to close the gap between the Tensas and Atchafalaya basin bear populations.  Wildlife personnel 
have moved adult females and their cubs from their winter dens in the Tensas Basin to artificial 
dens at Lake Ophelia NWR (approximately 25 miles from the Catahoula District and 32 miles 
from the Evangeline Unit) and the Red River and Three Rivers Wildlife Management Areas in 
east-central Louisiana. Between March 2001 and 2006, 30 adult females and 69 cubs had been 
moved, and most of these bears remained in and around the target area (Black Bear 
Conserv.Coalition 2009

1
).  No bears are known to reside currently on KNF.  Transient bears 

occur occasionally on the Forest. 
 
New Surveys Or Inventories That Were Conducted For This Assessment:  None. 
 
6.  Environmental Baseline for the Species Evaluated for Alternative 2 
 
RCW: 
 
Existing environment, amount and type of habitat, and characteristics of the area to be affected 
by the proposed action for species evaluated:  RCWs require open, mature, and old-growth pine 
forests.  In Kisatchie National Forest‟s Revised Land and Resource Management Plan (1999), 
Red-Cockaded Woodpecker Habitat Management Areas were established on Catahoula (73,000 
pine and pine-hardwood acres), Calcasieu (Evangeline Unit (46,400 pine and pine-hardwood 
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acres) and Vernon Unit (63,800 pine and pine-hardwood acres)), Kisatchie (60,200 pine and 
pine-hardwood acres), and Winn (59,400 pine and pine-hardwood acres) Ranger Districts.  
RCWs in these areas would be affected directly by Alternative 2. 
 
Current status and associated ecological units or habitat associations that occur (1) within the 
action area and (2) in the nearby vicinity (habitat that could be indirectly affected by Alternative 2) 
and used by the species:  RCWs have an increasing population on Kisatchie National Forest.  
Since 2004, the number of active RCW clusters has increased by 45%.  The habitat associated 
with RCW occurring within the proposed action area and in the nearby vicinity will not be affected 
indirectly by Alternative 2. 
 
Potential habitat for each species in or adjacent to the action area compared to total habitat 
distribution:  Potential habitat on Kisatchie National Forest for this species exists in the following 
areas: 
 
        Approximate 
Land Type Association  Dominant Vegetation    Acreage 
#1 – High Terrace Rolling Uplands Longleaf Pine (Catahoula, Winn, Kisatchie, Vernon, Evangeline) 264,000 
#2 – Kisatchie Sandstone Hills Longleaf Pine (Kisatchie, Evangeline)   86,000 
#3 – Undulating Clayey Uplands Shortleaf/Hardwoods (Catahoula, Winn, Kisatchie, Vernon) 76,000 
#5 – Winn Rolling Uplands  Longleaf Pine (Winn)    61,000 
#6 – Ft Polk Rolling Uplands Longleaf Pine (Vernon)    28,000 
#8 - Caney Lakes Loamy Uplands Shortleaf/Hardwoods (Caney)   3,200 
#9 – North Louisiana Clayey Hills Shortleaf/Hardwoods (Caney)   29,000 
TOTAL        547,200 

 
These Land Type Associations cover most of the Forest‟s 604,000 acres.  Potential habitat for 
this species off the Forest is limited. 
 
Threats/limiting factors that affect these species & factors in the action that may be detrimental to 
their habitat:  This species is adversely susceptible to a host of factors such as habitat 
degradation, predation, disease, and human disturbance.  Alternative 2 presents no threats or 
limiting factors to this species. 
 
Incomplete or unavailable information; how a lack of data may influence analysis:  Sufficient data 
for this species on Kisatchie National Forest exist for a proper assessment. 
 
Louisiana Black Bear: 
 
Existing environment, amount and type of habitat, and characteristics of the area to be affected 
by the proposed action for species evaluated:  Louisiana Black Bears are habitat generalists and 
omnivores; they prefer large contiguous areas of bottomland hardwood forests.  No sufficiently 
large contiguous areas of bottomland hardwood with low densities of road networks exist on 
Kisatchie National Forest; therefore, no Kisatchie National Forest District provides optimum black 
bear habitat.  The best available habitat areas for bear on the Forest are the Kisatchie Hills 
Wilderness (8,679 acres, located on Kisatchie Ranger District), Saline Bayou National Scenic 
River corridor (5,150 acres, located on Winn Ranger District), and Cunningham Brake (1,646 
acres, located on Kisatchie Ranger District).  Nevertheless, compared to off-Forest lands, 
Kisatchie National Forest provides relatively suitable potential habitat.  The entire Forest would be 
affected directly by this proposed action. 
 
Current status and associated ecological units or habitat associations that occur (1) within the 
action area and (2) in the nearby vicinity (habitat that could be affected indirectly by the proposal) 
and used by the species:  Louisiana Black Bears have a slightly increasing population in 
Louisiana (implied by Black Bear Conserv.Coalition 2009

2
).  The habitat associated with the 

Louisiana Black Bear occurring within the proposed action area and in the nearby vicinity will not 
be affected indirectly by Alternative 2. 
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Potential habitat for each species in or adjacent to the action area compared to total habitat 
distribution:  The entire Kisatchie National Forest can be considered potential habitat for this 
species.  Potential habitat for this species off the Forest is generally limited. 
 
Threats/limiting factors that affect these species & factors in the action that may be detrimental to 
their habitat: This species is adversely susceptible to a host of factors such as habitat 
degradation, disease, and human disturbance.  Alternative 2 presents no threats or limiting 
factors to this species. 
 
Incomplete or unavailable information; how a lack of data may influence analysis:  Sufficient data 
for this species on Kisatchie National Forest exist for a proper assessment. 

 
7.  Effects of Alternative 2 on Each Species Evaluated 
 
RCW: 
 
Direct Effects and Their Significance:  Alternative 2 will reduce human and canine disturbances 
which can affect this species.  No adverse direct effects will occur. 
 
Indirect Effects and Their Significance:  None. 
 
Cumulative Effects and Their Significance:  Alternative 2 will reduce human and canine 
disturbances thereby enhancing ecosystem quality which will benefit this species.  No adverse 
cumulative effects will occur. 
 
Possible conflicts between Alternative 2 & the objectives of federal, regional, state & local land 
use plans, policies & controls in place for the project or action area:  No conflicts will occur 
between Alternative 2 and the objectives of federal, regional, state, or local land-use plans, 
policies and controls in place for the project or action area.  No incidental take of this species will 
occur. 
 
 
Louisiana Black Bear: 
 
Direct Effects and Their Significance:  Alternative 2 will reduce potential human and canine 
disturbances which can affect transient members, if any, of this species on the Forest.  No 
adverse direct effects will occur. 
 
Indirect Effects and Their Significance:  None. 
 
Cumulative Effects and Their Significance:  Alternative 2 will reduce potential human and canine 
disturbances which can affect transient members, if any, of this species on the Forest thereby 
enhancing ecosystem quality which will benefit this species.  No adverse cumulative effects will 
occur. 
 
Possible conflicts between Alternative 2 & the objectives of federal, regional, state & local land 
use plans, policies & controls in place for the project or action area:  No conflicts will occur 
between Alternative 2 and the objectives of federal, regional, state, or local land-use plans, 
policies and controls in place for the project or action area.  No incidental take of this species will 
occur. 

 
8.  Determination of Effect for Alternative 2 
 
RCW:  Alternative 2 is not likely to adversely affect the Red-cockaded Woodpecker. 
Louisiana Black Bear:  Alternative 2 is not likely to adversely affect the Louisiana Black Bear. 
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------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 
9.  Species Considered & Species Evaluated for Alternative 3 
 
Species Considered: 
 
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Lafayette Ecological Services office, James F. Boggs – 
Supervisor, in a letter to Kisatchie National Forest, dated September 24, 2009, identified the 
following as USFWS-listed species on Kisatchie National Forest: 
 
Endangered species:   
Red-Cockaded Woodpecker; USFWS listed as Endangered in 1970 (35 Federal Register 16047); 
currently found on Catahoula District, Evangeline Unit, Vernon Unit, Kisatchie District, and Winn 
District. 
 
Threatened species:   
Louisiana Pearlshell Mussel; listed by USFWS as Threatened on September 24, 1993 (58 
Federal Register 49935-49937); currently found on Catahoula District and Evangeline Unit. 
Earth Fruit; listed by USFWS as Threatened on June 16, 1987; currently found on Winn District.   
[Although not listed in the USFWS letter, the Louisiana Black Bear listed by USFWS as 
Threatened in 1992), is included.] 
 
Proposed species:  None. 
 
Candidate species:   
Louisiana Pine Snake; currently found on Vernon Unit, Kisatchie District, and Winn District; soon 
to be reintroduced to Catahoula District; is a candidate (since March 2004) for USFWS-listing as 
a Threatened or Endangered species. 
 
Species Eliminated from further analysis: 
 
Alternative 3 will have no effects on vegetation; therefore, Earth Fruit will not be further analyzed.   
 
Louisiana pine snakes are not active (especially above ground) during winter; therefore, there will 
be no effects to the species and it will not be further considered. 
 
Alternative 3 will not impact streams, ponds, and lakes on Kisatchie National Forest.  
Consequently, rare aquatic species on Kisatchie National Forest will not be considered; these 
species include:  Louisiana Pearlshell Mussel and American Alligator (Threatened due to 
Similarity of Appearance, June 4, 1987; 52 Federal Register, pages 21059 – 21064).  
 
Species Evaluated: 
 
Endangered Species:  Red-cockaded Woodpecker. 
Threatened Species:  Louisiana Black Bear. 
Candidate Species:  None. 
 
10.  Evaluated Species Survey Information for Alternative 3 
 
Documented Or Previous Survey Data: 
 
RCW:  The last annual population surveys were conducted by Kisatchie National Forest wildlife 
personnel in Summer 2009; results of the surveys are as follows:  Winn Ranger District – 37 
active RCW clusters on the District (USFWS recovery goal: 263 active clusters) [approximately 
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13 active clusters are in the area to be open for deer hunting with dogs], Kisatchie Ranger District 
– 49 active RCW clusters (USFWS recovery goal: 292 active clusters) [approximately 17 active 
clusters are in the area to be open for deer hunting with dogs], Catahoula Ranger District – 74 
active RCW clusters (USFWS recovery goal: 317 active clusters) [approximately 33 active 
clusters are in the area to be open for deer hunting with dogs], Evangeline Unit of Calcasieu 
Ranger District – 117 active RCW clusters (USFWS recovery goal: 231 active clusters) 
[approximately 58 active clusters are in the area to be open for deer hunting with dogs], and 
Vernon / Ft Polk  – 213 active RCW clusters (USFWS recovery goal: 481 active clusters).  These 
clusters primarily are within Red-cockaded Woodpecker Habitat Management Areas which cover 
approximately 302,800 ac on the Kisatchie National Forest (73,000 ac Catahoula District [40,238 
ac to be open for deer hunting with dogs], 46,400 ac Evangeline Unit [29,096 ac to be open for 
deer hunting with dogs], 60,200 ac Kisatchie District [10,825 ac to be open for deer hunting with 
dogs], 59,400 ac Winn District [29,529 ac to be open for deer hunting with dogs], and 63,800 ac 
Vernon Unit [0 ac to be open for deer hunting with dogs]) .  The overall Kisatchie National Forest 
RCW population has increased 45% since 2004.  Much work (including prescribed burns, timber 
thinning, and mid-story removal) remains in future decades to achieve USFWS recovery status. 
 
Louisiana Black Bear: The only current reliable estimates of bear numbers in Louisiana are for 
the Tensas River Basin population, which has been intensively studied for several years by the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the University of Tennessee.  By February 2005, 150 different 
bears had been captured and identified in the Tensas Basin.  In addition to the Tensas 
population, Louisiana Black Bears occur in the Atchafalaya basin, Tunica Hills, and Pearl River 
Basin.  The Black Bear Conservation Coalition and other agencies have been translocating bears 
to close the gap between the Tensas and Atchafalaya basin bear populations.  Wildlife personnel 
have moved adult females and their cubs from their winter dens in the Tensas Basin to artificial 
dens at Lake Ophelia NWR (approximately 25 miles from the Catahoula District and 32 miles 
from the Evangeline Unit) and the Red River and Three Rivers Wildlife Management Areas in 
east-central Louisiana. Between March 2001 and 2006, 30 adult females and 69 cubs had been 
moved, and most of these bears remained in and around the target area (Black Bear 
Conserv.Coalition 2009

1
).  No bears are known to reside currently on KNF.  Transient bears 

occur occasionally on the Forest. 
 
New Surveys Or Inventories That Were Conducted For This Assessment:  None. 
 
 
 
 
11.  Environmental Baseline for the Species Evaluated for Alternative 3 
 
RCW: 
 
Existing environment, amount and type of habitat, and characteristics of the area to be affected 
by the proposed action for species evaluated:  RCWs require open, mature, and old-growth pine 
forests.  In Kisatchie National Forest‟s Revised Land and Resource Management Plan (1999), 
Red-Cockaded Woodpecker Habitat Management Areas were established on Catahoula (73,000 
pine and pine-hardwood acres) [of which 40,238 ac would be open for deer hunting with dogs], 
Calcasieu (Evangeline Unit (46,400 pine and pine-hardwood acres) [of which 29,096 ac would be 
open for deer hunting with dogs] and Vernon Unit (63,800 pine and pine-hardwood acres) [of 
which 0 ac would be open for deer hunting with dogs]), Kisatchie (60,200 pine and pine-hardwood 
acres) [of which 10,825 ac would be open for deer hunting with dogs], and Winn (59,400 pine and 
pine-hardwood acres) [of which 29,529 ac would be open for deer hunting with dogs] Ranger 
Districts.  RCWs in the areas open for deer hunting with dogs (a cumulative total of 109,688 ac) 
would be affected directly by Alternative 3. 
 
Current status and associated ecological units or habitat associations that occur (1) within the 
action area and (2) in the nearby vicinity (habitat that could be indirectly affected by Alternative 3) 
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and used by the species:  RCWs have an increasing population on Kisatchie National Forest.  
The habitat associated with RCW occurring within the proposed action area and in the nearby 
vicinity will not be affected indirectly by Alternative 3. 
 
Potential habitat for each species in or adjacent to the action area compared to total habitat 
distribution:  Potential habitat on Kisatchie National Forest for this species exists in the following 
areas: 
 
       Acres 
     Total  To Be Open To 
     Approximate   Deer Hunting 
Land Type Association  Dominant Vegetation Acreage  With Dogs________________________ 
#1 – High Terrace Rolling Uplands Longleaf Pine 264,000  Catahoula (40,238), Evangeline (29,096) 
#2 – Kisatchie Sandstone Hills Longleaf Pine 86,000  Kisatchie District (10,825) 
#3 – Undulating Clayey Uplands Shortleaf/Hardwoods 76,000  0 
#5 – Winn Rolling Uplands  Longleaf Pine 61,000  Winn (29,529) 
#6 – Ft Polk Rolling Uplands Longleaf Pine 28,000  0 
#8 - Caney Lakes Loamy Uplands Shortleaf/Hardwoods 3,200  0 
#9 – North Louisiana Clayey Hills Shortleaf/Hardwoods 29,000  0_______________________________ 
TOTAL     547,200  109,688 

 
Potential habitat for this species off the Forest is limited. 
 
Threats/limiting factors that affect these species & factors in the action that may be detrimental to 
their habitat:  This species is adversely susceptible to a host of factors such as habitat 
degradation, predation, disease, and human disturbance.  Alternative 3 presents insignificant 
threats or limiting factors to this species. 
 
Incomplete or unavailable information; how a lack of data may influence analysis:  Sufficient data 
for this species on Kisatchie National Forest exist for a proper assessment. 
 
Louisiana Black Bear: 
 
Existing environment, amount and type of habitat, and characteristics of the area to be affected 
by the proposed action for species evaluated:  Louisiana Black Bears are habitat generalists and 
omnivores; they prefer large contiguous areas of bottomland hardwood forests.  No sufficiently 
large contiguous areas of bottomland hardwood with low densities of road networks exist on 
Kisatchie National Forest; therefore, no Kisatchie National Forest District provides optimum black 
bear habitat.  The best available habitat areas for bear on the Forest are the Kisatchie Hills 
Wilderness (8,679 acres, located on Kisatchie Ranger District), Saline Bayou National Scenic 
River corridor (5,150 acres, located on Winn Ranger District), and Cunningham Brake (1,646 
acres, located on Kisatchie Ranger District).  Nevertheless, compared to off-Forest lands, 
Kisatchie National Forest provides relatively suitable potential habitat.  The 109,688 ac that would 
be open for deer hunting with dogs in Alternative 3 can be considered suitable potential habitat 
[the entire KNF can be considered suitable potential habitat]. 
 
Current status and associated ecological units or habitat associations that occur (1) within the 
action area and (2) in the nearby vicinity (habitat that could be affected indirectly by the proposal) 
and used by the species:  Louisiana Black Bears have a slightly increasing population in 
Louisiana (implied by Black Bear Conserv.Coalition 2009

2
).  The habitat associated with the 

Louisiana Black Bear that occurs within the proposed action area and in the nearby vicinity will 
not be affected indirectly by Alternative 3. 
 
Potential habitat for each species in or adjacent to the action area compared to total habitat 
distribution:  The entire Kisatchie National Forest can be considered potential habitat for this 
species.  Potential habitat for this species off the Forest (on private lands) is generally limited. 
 
Threats/limiting factors that affect these species & factors in the action that may be detrimental to 
their habitat: This species is adversely susceptible to a host of factors such as habitat 
degradation, disease, and human disturbance.  Whereas no bears currently reside on the Forest, 
Alternative 3 presents negligible threats or limiting factors to this species. 
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Incomplete or unavailable information; how a lack of data may influence analysis:  Sufficient data 
for this species on Kisatchie National Forest exist for a proper assessment. 

 
12.  Effects of Alternative 3 on Each Species Evaluated 
 
RCW: 
 
Direct Effects and Their Significance:  Human and canine disturbances which can affect this 
species are likely to be insignificant.   
 
Indirect Effects and Their Significance:  None. 
 
Cumulative Effects and Their Significance:  Alternative 3 probably will produce negligible human 
and canine disturbances thereby enhancing ecosystem quality which will benefit this species.  No 
adverse cumulative effects are likely to occur. 
 
Possible conflicts between Alternative 3 & the objectives of federal, regional, state & local land 
use plans, policies & controls in place for the project or action area:  No conflicts will occur 
between Alternative 3 and the current objectives of federal, regional, state, or local land-use 
plans, policies and controls in place for the project or action area.  No incidental take of this 
species will likely occur. 
 
Louisiana Black Bear: 
 
Direct Effects and Their Significance:  Alternative 3 will reduce potential human and canine 
disturbances which can affect transient members, if any, of this species on the Forest.  No 
adverse direct effects will likely occur. 
 
Indirect Effects and Their Significance:  None. 
 
Cumulative Effects and Their Significance:  Alternative 3 will reduce potential human and canine 
disturbances for transient members of this species, if any, thereby enhancing ecosystem quality 
which will benefit this species.  No adverse cumulative effects will likely occur. 
 
Possible conflicts between Alternative 3 & the objectives of federal, regional, state & local land 
use plans, policies & controls in place for the project or action area:  No conflicts will occur 
between Alternative 3 and the current objectives of federal, regional, state, or local land-use 
plans, policies and controls in place for the project or action area.  No incidental take of this 
species will likely occur. 

 
 
13.  Determination of Effect for Alternative 3 
 
RCW:  Alternative 3 is not likely to adversely affect the Red-cockaded Woodpecker. 
Louisiana Black Bear:  Alternative 3 is not likely to adversely affect the Louisiana Black Bear. 

 
 
 
 
 
___________________________     _________________________ 
Ken Dancak, PhD      Date 
Kisatchie National Forest Wildlife Biologist 
USDA Forest Service 
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The Wildlife Society-Certified Wildlife Biologist 
 

 
 
References 
 
Black Bear Conservation Coalition.  2009

1
.  website:  About bears -- ecology.   

 
Black Bear Conservation Coalition.  2009

2
.  website:  About bears – ecology – distribution & 

status – Louisiana.   
 
Revised Land and Resource Management Plan of Kisatchie National Forest.  August 1999. 
USDA Forest Service, Southern Region, Pineville, LA.  229pp. 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 



15 
 

 

Appendix C:  Rare Species on KNF 

Type Class / Family Common Name Scientific Name 

USESA 
Ranking 
(Sept 
2009)

1 

Global 
Rank

2 
State 
Rank

3 

R8 RF 
Ranking 
(Apr 
2008)

4 

Animal Bird Red-cockaded Woodpecker Picoides borealis E G3 S2 n/a 

Animal Mammal Louisiana Black Bear Ursus americanus 
luteolus 

T G5T2 S2 n/a 

Animal Mollusk Louisiana Pearlshell Mussel Margaritifera hembeli T G1 S1 n/a 

Plant Caryophyllaceae Earth Fruit Geocarpon minimum T G2 S1 n/a 

Animal Reptile American Alligator Alligator mississippiensis TSA   n/a 

Animal Reptile Louisiana pine snake Pituophis melanoleucus 
ruthveni 

Candidate G3Q S2S3 n/a 

Animal Bird Bachman's sparrow Aimophila aestivalis n/a G3 S3 Sensitive 

Animal Mammal Rafinesque's big-eared bat Corynorhinus rafinesquii n/a G3G4  Sensitive 

Animal Mammal Southeastern myotis Myotis austroriparius n/a G3G4  Sensitive 

Animal Amphibian Louisiana slimy salamander Plethodon kisatchie n/a G3G4Q S1S2 Sensitive 

Animal Bird Bald eagle Haliaeetus 
leucocephalus 

n/a G5 S2N,S3B Sensitive 

Plant Orchidaceae Giant Orchid Pteroglossaspis 
ecristata (=Eulophia 
ecristata) 

n/a G2G3 S2 Sensitive 

Plant Rosaceae Incised agrimony Agrimonia incisa n/a G3  Sensitive 

Plant Apocynaceae Louisiana bluestar Amsonia ludoviciana n/a G3 S3 Sensitive 

Plant Cyperaceae Cypress-knee sedge Carex decomposita n/a G3 S3 Sensitive 

Plant Cyperaceae Mohlenbrock's Umbrella-
sedge 

Cyperus grayioides n/a G3 S1 Sensitive 

Plant Orchidaceae Southern Lady's slipper Cypripedium 
kentuckiense 

n/a G3 S1 Sensitive 

Plant Eriocaulaceae Pineland bogbutton Lachnocaulon digynum n/a G3 S3 Sensitive 

Plant Asteraceae Slender gay feather Liatris tenuis n/a G3 S1 Sensitive 

Plant Asteraceae Broadleaf Barbara's buttons Marshallia trinervia n/a G3 S1 Sensitive 
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Type Class / Family Common Name Scientific Name 

USESA 
Ranking 
(Sept 
2009)

1 

Global 
Rank

2 
State 
Rank

3 

R8 RF 
Ranking 
(Apr 
2008)

4 

Plant Asteraceae Barbed rattlesnakeroot Prenanthes barbata n/a G3 S2 Sensitive 

Plant Cyperaceae Large beakrush Rhynchospora macra n/a G3 S3 Sensitive 

Plant Asteraceae Sabine coneflower Rudbeckia scabrifolia n/a G3 S3 Sensitive 

Plant Liliaceae Texas sunnybell Schoenolirion wrightii n/a G3 S2 Sensitive 

Plant Schisandraceae Bay starvine Schisandra glabra n/a G3 S3 Sensitive 

Plant Poaceae Carolina fluffgrass Tridens carolinianus n/a G3 S2 Sensitive 

Plant Xyridaceae Drummond's yelloweyed 
grass 

Xyris drummondii n/a G3 S3 Sensitive 

Plant Xyridaceae Harper's yellow-eyed grass Xyris scabrifolia n/a G3 S2 Sensitive 

Plant Orchidaceae Yellow fringeless orchid Platanthera integra n/a G3G4 S3 Sensitive 

Animal Mollusk Louisiana pigtoe Pleurobema riddellii n/a G1G2 S1S2 Sensitive 

Animal Mollusk Texas heelsplitter Potamilus 
amphichaenus 

n/a G1G2 SH Sensitive 

Animal Crustacean Ouachita fencing crayfish Faxonella creaseri n/a G2 S2  Sensitive 

Animal Crustacean Calcasieu painted crayfish Orconectes blacki n/a G2 S2 Sensitive 

Animal Crustacean Kisatchie painted crayfish Orconectes maletae n/a G2 S2 Sensitive 

Animal Mollusk Texas pigtoe Fusconaia askewi n/a G2  Sensitive 

Animal Insect Schoolhouse Springs 
leuctran stonefly 

Leuctra szczytkoi n/a G2 S2 Sensitive 

Animal Mollusk Sandbank pocketbook Lampsilis satura n/a G2 S2 Sensitive 

Animal Mollusk Southern hickorynut Obovaria jacksoniana n/a G2 S1S2 Sensitive 

Animal Crustacean Teche painted crayfish Orconectes hathawayi n/a G3 S3 Sensitive 

Animal Mollusk Louisiana fatmucket Lampsilis hydiana n/a G3  Sensitive 

Animal Crustacean Free State Crayfish Procambarus kensleyi n/a G3  Sensitive 

Animal Fish Western sand darter Ammocrypta clara n/a G3 S2 Sensitive 

Animal Fish Bluehead shiner Notropis hubbsi n/a G3 S2 Sensitive 

Animal Mollusk Southern creekmussel Strophitus subvexus n/a G3 S1  Sensitive 

Animal Fish Blue sucker Cycleptus elongatus n/a G3G4 S2S3 Sensitive 

Animal Fish Sabine shiner Notropis sabinae n/a G4 S2S3 Sensitive 



17 
 

Type Class / Family Common Name Scientific Name 

USESA 
Ranking 
(Sept 
2009)

1 

Global 
Rank

2 
State 
Rank

3 

R8 RF 
Ranking 
(Apr 
2008)

4 

Animal Crustacean Sabine fencing crayfish Faxonella beyeri n/a G4  S1S2 Sensitive 

 
1
US Endangered Species Act ranking:  based on USFWS letter from Lafayette Field Office, Louisiana; dated September 24, 2009. 

2
Global Rank explanations: 

G1 = critically imperiled globally because of extreme rarity (5 or fewer known extant populations) or because of some factor(s) 
making it especially vulnerable to extinction 
G2 = imperiled globally because of rarity (6 to 20 known extant populations) or because of some factor(s) making it very 
vulnerable to extinction throughout its range 
G3 = either very rare and local throughout its range or found locally (even abundantly at some of its locations) in a restricted range 
(e.g., a single physiographic region) or because of other factors making it vulnerable to extinction throughout its range (21 to 100 
known extant populations) 
G4 = apparently secure globally, though it may be quite rare in parts of its range, especially at the periphery (100 to 1000 known 
extant populations) 
G5 = demonstrably secure globally, although it may be quite rare in parts of its range, especially at the periphery (1000+ known 
extant populations) 
GH = of historical occurrence throughout its range; i.e., formerly part of the established biota, with the possibility that it may be 
rediscovered (e.g., Bachman‟s Warbler) 
GU = possibly in peril range-wide, but status uncertain; need more information 
G? = rank uncertain. Or a range (e.g., G3G5) delineates the limits of uncertainty 
GQ = uncertain taxonomic status 
GX = believed to be extinct throughout its range (e.g., Passenger Pigeon) with virtually no likelihood that it will be rediscovered 

3
State Rank explanations: 

S1 = critically imperiled in Louisiana because of extreme rarity (5 or fewer known extant populations) or because of some factor(s) 
making it especially vulnerable to extirpation 
S2 = imperiled in Louisiana because of rarity (6 to 20 known extant populations) or because of some factor(s) making it very 
vulnerable to extirpation 
S3 = rare and local throughout the state or found locally (even abundantly at some of its locations) in a restricted region of the 
state, or because of other factors making it vulnerable to extirpation (21 to 100 known extant populations) 
S4 = apparently secure in Louisiana with many occurrences (100 to 1000 known extant populations) 
S5 = demonstrably secure in Louisiana (1000+ known extant populations) 
(B or N may be used as qualifier of numeric ranks and indicating whether the occurrence is breeding or nonbreeding) 
SA = accidental in Louisiana, including species (usually birds or butterflies) recorded once or twice or only at great intervals 
hundreds or even thousands of miles outside their usual range 
SH = of historical occurrence in Louisiana, but no recent records verified within the last 20 years; formerly part of the established 
biota, possibly still persisting 
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SR = reported from Louisiana, but without conclusive evidence to accept or reject the report 
SU = possibly in peril in Louisiana, but status uncertain; need more information 
SX = believed to be extirpated from Louisiana 
SZ = transient species in which no specific consistent area of occurrence is identifiable 

4
USDA Forest Service Region 8 Regional Forester's "Sensitive" Species List - last revised in April 2008. 

5
Not Considered in this EA because: 

A = aquatic species largely will be unaffected by activities in this proposal. 
B = plant species largely will be unaffected by activities in this proposal. 
C = this species is mostly inactive during winter. 
D = individuals of this species will benefit by the elimination of disturbances caused by deer hunting with dogs  
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Appendix D:  Response to Public Comments 

2009 Environmental Assessment 

The KNF‟s proposal to prohibit dog-deer hunting was listed in the Schedule of 
Proposed Actions on the Forest‟s website beginning August 2009. The scoping 
proposal letter was mailed to approximately 100 public contacts and the notice 
was placed in five newspapers of record in August 2009. News releases followed 
requesting comments on the Forest‟s proposal. Another scoping letter, notice, 
and news release, with additional information about respondents‟ privacy rights 
under the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA), were sent out in September 2009. 
Both scoping requests asked for comment responses by October 1, 2009. The 
public could respond to the proposal by letter, telephone, or email. 

The KNF interdisciplinary team (IDT) used a process called content summary 
analysis to gather and summarize comments. The first step taken was to read 
and number each email, individual/form letter, or petition. Each number was then 
entered into a spreadsheet, along with a summary or quotation characterizing 
comment(s) or overall content. The numbered list of responses served as an 
index linking the individual/form letters, emails, and petitions to a list of content 
summary groups. As new letters and emails came in, new responses were 
compared to the ongoing list of content groups and either assigned to one or 
more of these groups or added as a new group.  

From September through October 2009 the KNF IDT, along with its Regional 
Office in Atlanta, worked to identify concerns, clarify issues, and explore the need 
for alternatives.  

By October of 2009, the Forest had received 1,237 responses. Of these, 320 
indicated some degree of support for the proposal while 917 indicated little or no 
support. 162 of the supportive responses were from 4 different form letters. 834 
of the opposing ones were from 3 different form letters. 

Comments spanned the spectrum from not wanting any form of hunting with 
dogs to increasing the number of days for dog-deer hunting. Responses that 
agreed with the need for the proposal said that this method of hunting was 
disruptive to both their own enjoyment of the Forest and to the habitat conditions 
for deer. Many stated personal experiences where hunter‟s dogs were either lost 
or left behind and became nuisances to adjacent landowners, other hunters 
(including other dog-deer hunters), and other wildlife. Opposing comments 
expressed the desire to continue the practice because it is a traditional form of 
hunting and new limitations on public hunting of public lands are unnecessary 
and undesirable. 

Although there were many responses both for and against the proposal, only 
those that opposed the elimination of dog-deer hunting on the Forest were 
considered to be disputes (issues) with the proposal. Those responses in support 
of the proposal served to bolster the need and were not treated as issues. 
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The Forest Service separated the issues into two groups: significant and non-
significant issues. Significant issues were defined as those directly or indirectly 
caused by implementing the proposed action. Non-significant issues were 
identified as those: 1) outside the scope of the proposed action; 2) already 
decided by law, regulation, Forest Plan, or other higher level decision; 3) 
irrelevant to the decision to be made; or 4) conjectural and not supported by 
scientific or factual evidence.  

The Forest Service identified two significant issues during scoping. These issues 
included:   

 impacts on recreation and other land uses 

 social and economic impacts 

The Forest Service responded to these two issues by developing alternative 3. 
This alternative is a modification of the Forest Service‟s initial proposal. It 
responds to reducing ongoing conflicts between dog-deer hunters and other 
Forest users by reducing the amount of area prohibited to hunt deer with dogs on 
the KNF. It provides dog-deer hunters some areas that were either suggested 
during the public comment period, or were chosen by the Forest Service because 
there appeared to be fewer interfaces with private landowners, lessees, and 
specially protected areas. It provides other Forest users more area than current 
to recreate outside of dog-deer hunting areas. Alternatives 1 and 2 respond 
respectively to those who wanted deer-dog hunting to continue as in the past, or 
to those who wish to see the practice eliminated on the entire KNF. 

Related issues or concerns (or non-significant issues) were not used to generate 
alternatives, but because they generate some conflict, were used to help 
prescribe management requirements, or analyze environmental effects. These 
related concerns included:   

 the biological needs for deer 

 public safety 

 the apparent disparity with state/private land use policies 

The effects relating to each of these concerns were analyzed in detail for all three 
alternatives in Chapter 3 of the EA. 

As mentioned above, several responses to scoping suggested leaving some 
areas open to dog-deer hunting. The areas suggested were varied and chosen 
based on an individual‟s knowledge of an area, and as an attempt to ease 
ongoing conflicts among Forest users. Although it is not exactly the same as any 
of the varied arrangements suggested, Alternative 3 incorporates these 
suggestions on a Forest-wide basis. Therefore, each specific arrangement of 
alternate dog-deer hunt areas was not analyzed in detail as a separate 
alternative. 

Other responses to scoping suggested using controls on how dog-deer hunting 
was conducted in order to mitigate some of the effects that they felt were causing 
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problems. Some suggestions included using a permit system, identification 
collars for dogs, shotguns-only, antler restrictions, beagles-only, increased fines, 
restricted hours, and weekend-only hunts. All of these ideas were taken into 
consideration, however the FS felt that their overall influence on effects to 
significant issues were relatively minor or would be similar to those already 
described for the other 3 alternatives.  

Much of the disagreement with allowing or not allowing dog-deer hunting on the 
KNF was based on social values, beliefs, and attitudes (VBA). Since it is not the 
Forest Service‟s duty to presume what is “right” in terms of VBA, we did attempt 
to capture the range of VBA issues and look at how each alternative might affect 
them. This is presented in table form as a social issue matrix and social effects 
matrices (Appendix E). 

 

2011 Revision of Environmental Assessment 

In December 2010 the Regional Forester issued a decision that selected 
Alternative 2, prohibiting the use of dogs to hunt deer on the entire KNF. During 
the appeal period for this decision, which ran from the decision date through the 
end of January 2011, 729 appeals were received. In July of 2011, the appeal 
reviewing officer for the Chief issued an appeal decision reversing the Regional 
Forester‟s decision and included instructions on how to supplement or revise this 
environmental assessment if choosing to reissue a new decision.  

In September 2011, the Forest Service restated its 2009 proposal to prohibit the 
use of dogs to hunt deer within Kisatchie National Forest and asked the public to 
provide any new comments they may have about the proposal or the original 
environmental analysis. 

By the beginning of October 2011, after requesting additional comments on the 
original proposal and environmental analysis, the Forest Service received over 
1,300 more comments. Most comments were from letters (1,279); all but 19 were 
from one form letter, and all but 5 were against the proposed prohibition. All but 4 
of the letters came from Louisiana. Most letters came from cities within the KNF 
area. The remainder of the comments (106+) was from emails, of which all but 11 
were for the proposed prohibition. Most email comments did not show an 
address, but of the ones that did, most came from Louisiana, with the rest 
coming from Florida, Mississippi, South Dakota, Maryland, Indiana, California, 
Pennsylvania, New York, Missouri, Illinois, and Minnesota. 

A content analysis of comments from the second (2011) round of scoping did not 
reveal any issues that were not already recognized during the 2009 comment 
period. Nearly all of the comments expressed a „vote‟ either for or against the 
proposal, with reasons being nearly identical to the original scoping assessment. 
One new response suggested that the Forest Service address user conflicts by 
examining an alternative that allows DD hunting on the KNF while prohibiting still 
hunting during the same time period. This suggested alternative was considered 
but eliminated from detailed study. A description of this additional alternative, 
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along with the reasons for elimination from detailed study, is addressed in 
Section 2.3.3 of the EA. 
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Appendix E:  Social Issues and Effects Matrices 

The following Social Issues Matrix is based on the content analysis done on the nearly 2,000 response letters and 
emails received during public scoping for the original FS proposal. 

Social Issues Matrix 

Issue Stakeholder 
Stakeholder 
Position 

Rationale for Position Unit of Measure 
Actions to 
Address 

Prohibiting dog-deer 
(DD) hunting on the 
Forest would eliminate a 
Louisiana tradition 

DD hunters Want to see the 
tradition protected. 

Lifestyle and values 
that are important 
would be lost. Once 
gone, it will never 
return. 

Number of 
days/year open for 
DD hunting 

Keep areas for DD 
hunting 

 Non-DD hunters Don‟t see it as a 
tradition needing 
protection 

Today‟s methods are 
not the traditional 
methods; DD hunts are 
too “high-tech” (unfair 
to game) 

Description of 
today‟s DD 
hunting methods 

Make sure hunts 
provide fair chase 

Prohibiting DD hunting 
would lessen conflicts 
with other hunters and 
landowners 

DD hunters Want to keep DD 
hunting the same or 
increase the time 
allowed 

DD hunting does not 
create any more 
conflicts than other 
forms of recreation; 
conflicts occur any time 
different users interact 
and should be 
expected 

Number of 
violations written 
during DD season 

Keep or increase 
DD hunting 
opportunity 

 Other hunters Either don‟t care or 
want to see DD 
hunting curtailed 

Conflicts sometime 
occur when still hunters 
and DD hunters occupy 
the same area; still 
hunting and dog 
hunting are 
incompatible 

Number of 
day/year when DD 
hunting and still 
hunting overlap; 
acres on Forest 
where overlap 
occurs 

Reduce overlap of 
the different 
hunting methods; 
set a maximum 
number of days 
each year 

 Private 
landowners 

Want to see DD 
hunting eliminated or 
reduced 

DD hunting techniques 
create opportunities for 
trespass, vandalism, 
public safety concerns 

Number of 
confrontations & 
complaints; miles 
of landline 
exposed to DD 

Reduce interface of 
DD hunt areas with 
private lands; set a 
maximum number 
of days each year 
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hunting; miles of 
roads within DD 
hunt area 

Prohibiting DD hunting 
would be too restrictive, 
be biased toward DD 
hunting, and displace 
DD hunters to MS.  

DD hunters Want to keep DD 
hunting on the KNF; 
see prohibition as 
bias; feel it would 
displace LA hunters 
to MS 

The government is “out 
of touch” with people; 
hunters in MS don‟t 
want increase 
expected if LA hunters 
have to go to MS to DD 
hunt 

Description of 
effects on 
expectations and 
values; description 
of effects to 
displaced DD 
hunters 

Maintain 
opportunities to 
experience a wide 
variety of 
recreational uses 

 Non-DD hunters The government 
needs to set more 
controls on public 
lands; DD hunters 
can hunt on private 
lands or leases 

DD hunting encroaches 
on the rights of non-DD 
hunters; other public 
lands prohibit it; there 
are not enough DD 
hunters to warrant the 
need 

Non-KNF areas 
available to the 
public 

Supply this use 
elsewhere;set a 
maximum number 
of days each year 

 
 

The following Social Effects Matrices show the outcome expected for each alternative considered in detail. They 
represent further development of the information in the Social Impact Matrix shown above, and are used to 
describe the social effects in the EA. 

Social Effects Matrices 
Issue Statement> Issue 1– Would prohibiting dog-deer (DD) hunting on the Forest improve public safety during the DD season? 

Stakeholders > DD Hunters Private Landowners Other hunters/recreationists 

Alt 1 - No Action:  No 

change in current 
direction. State would still 
set seasons, taking into 
account 
recommendations of KNF. 
All KNF lands available to 
hunt during the 2009-
2010 season would 
remain open to DD 
hunting. 

Safety concerns, considered minor, 
would remain the same. 

Safety concerns, considered major, 
would remain the same 

Safety concerns, considered major by 
some, would remain the same. 

Alt 2 – Proposed Action:  

No lands on the KNF 
would be available for DD 

Safety concerns, considered minor, 
would lessen. 

Safety concerns, considered major, 
would lessen. 

Safety concerns, considered major by 
some, would lessen 
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hunting 

Alt 3 – Designated Dog-
deer Hunting Areas:  

Portions of the KNF would 
remain open for DD 
hunting for a maximum of 
9 days per year 

Safety concerns, considered minor, 
would lessen. 

Safety concerns, considered major, 
would continue for landowners within 
the designated DD hunting areas, but 
lessen for others. 

Safety concerns, considered major by 
some, would continue for those who 
recreate within the designated DD 
hunting areas, but lessen for others. 

 
Issue Statement> Issue 2– Would prohibiting DD hunting lessen conflicts with other landowners, hunters, and recreationists? 

Stakeholders > DD Hunters Private Landowners Other hunters/recreationists 

Alt 1 - No Action:  No 

change in current 
direction. State would still 
set seasons, taking into 
account 
recommendations of KNF. 
All KNF lands available to 
hunt during the 2009-
2010 season would 
remain open to DD 
hunting. 

Conflicts, considered minor, would 
remain the same. 

Conflicts, considered major, would 
remain the same. 

Conflicts, considered major by some, 
would remain the same. 

Alt 2 – Proposed Action:  

No lands on the KNF 
would be available for DD 
hunting 

Conflicts, considered minor, would 
lessen. 

Conflicts, considered major, would 
lessen. 

Conflicts, considered major by some, 
would lessen 

Alt 3 – Designated Dog-
deer Hunting Areas:  

Portions of the KNF would 
remain open for DD 
hunting for a maximum of 
9 days per year 

Conflicts, considered minor, would 
lessen. 

Conflicts, considered major, would 
continue for landowners within the 
designated DD hunting areas, but 
lessen for others. 

Conflicts, considered major by some, 
would continue for those who recreate 
within the designated DD hunting 
areas, but lessen for others. 

 
Issue Statement> Issue 3a– Would prohibiting DD hunting be too restrictive, biased, and displace hunters? 

Stakeholders > DD Hunters Private Landowners Other hunters/recreationists 

Alt 1- No Action:  No 

change in current 
direction. State would still 
set seasons, taking into 
account 
recommendations of KNF. 
All KNF lands available to 
hunt during the 2009-
2010 season would 

Existing conditions would remain the 
same. Some DD hunters would 
continue to believe existing regulations 
too restrictive and biased. 

Existing conditions would remain the 
same. Most landowners would continue 
to believe existing regulations not 
restrictive enough. 

Existing conditions would remain the 
same. Some recreationists would 
continue to believe existing regulations 
not restrictive enough. 
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remain open to DD 
hunting. 

Alt 2 – Proposed Action:  

No lands on the KNF 
would be available for DD 
hunting 

Most DD hunters would believe existing 
regulations are too restrictive and 
biased. Many MS hunters would expect 
LA DD hunters to move into MS 

Most private landowners would 
consider this the best approach to 
protect their private rights. They would 
not see it as unduly restrictive or 
biased, since other public lands do not 
allow DD hunting. Displacement would 
be minor, since DD hunters do not 
represent a group large enough to 
affect hunting in MS 

Many recreationists and some still-
hunters would consider this the best 
approach to preserve a pleasant 
recreational experience. They would 
not see it as unduly restrictive or 
biased, since other public lands do not 
allow DD hunting. Displacement would 
be minor, since DD hunters do not 
represent a group large enough to 
affect hunting in MS 

Alt 3 – Designated Dog-
deer Hunting Areas:  

Portions of the KNF would 
remain open for DD 
hunting for a maximum of 
9 days per year 

Many DD hunters would still believe 
existing regulations are too restrictive 
and biased. Some MS hunters would 
still expect LA DD hunters to move into 
MS 

Some private landowners would 
consider this an adequate compromise 
to protect their private rights. They 
would not see it as unduly restrictive or 
biased. Those with lands within the 
designated DD hunting areas would 
continue to believe that government 
controls are inadequate. Displacement 
would be minor, since DD hunters do 
not represent a group large enough to 
affect hunting in MS 

Many recreationists and some still-
hunters would consider this an 
adequate compromise to maintain a 
pleasant recreational experience. They 
would not see it as unduly restrictive or 
biased. Those who recreate within the 
designated DD hunting areas would 
continue to believe that government 
controls are inadequate. Displacement 
would be minor, since DD hunters do 
not represent a group large enough to 
affect hunting in MS 

 
Issue Statement> Issue 3b– Would prohibiting dog-deer (DD) hunting on the Forest eliminate a desired Louisiana tradition? 

Stakeholders > DD Hunters Private Landowners Other hunters/recreationists 

Alt 1 - No Action:  No 

change in current 
direction. State would still 
set seasons, taking into 
account 
recommendations of KNF. 
All KNF lands available to 
hunt during the 2009-
2010 season would 
remain open to DD 
hunting. 

Tradition would continue. DD hunter 
lifestyle and values would be 
maintained. 

The importance of maintaining the DD 
tradition would be recognized over their 
reluctance for the tradition. Landowners 
who don‟t share similar lifestyle and 
values as DD hunters would continue 
to be critical of the need to maintain the 
tradition. 

The importance of maintaining the DD 
tradition would be recognized over their 
reluctance for the tradition. 
Recreationists who don‟t share similar 
lifestyle and values would continue to 
be critical of the need to maintain the 
tradition. Some still-hunters would be 
critical of the need to maintain the 
tradition. 

Alt 2 – Proposed Action:  

No lands on the KNF 
would be available for DD 
hunting 

Tradition would not continue. DD 
hunters‟ expressed need to maintain 
traditional lifestyle and values would 
not be endorsed. 

Tradition would not continue. 
Landowners who don‟t share similar 
lifestyle and values as DD hunters 
would not experience a loss of the 
tradition.  

Tradition would not continue. 
Recreationists who don‟t share similar 
lifestyle and values as DD hunters 
would be supportive. Some still-hunters 
would be satisfied by reduction in 
disturbances. 
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Alt 3 – Designated Dog-
deer Hunting Areas:  

Portions of the KNF would 
remain open for DD 
hunting for a maximum of 
9 days per year 

Tradition would continue but on less 
area than before. DD hunter lifestyle 
and values would be maintained. 

Tradition would continue but on less 
area than before. Landowners who 
don‟t share similar lifestyle and values 
as DD hunters would be supportive as 
long as DD hunt areas were not 
adjacent to their lands. 

Tradition would continue but on less 
area than before. Recreationists who 
don‟t share similar lifestyle and values 
as DD hunters would be supportive as 
long as DD hunt areas were not 
occurring on areas where they 
recreate. Some still-hunters would be 
bothered if continued endorsement of 
affected areas they hunt. 
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Appendix F: Socioeconomic Characteristics 

ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTIC 

North 
Louisiana - 
December 

2005 

State of 
Louisiana - 
December 

2005 

INCOME AND BENEFITS (IN 2005 INFLATION-ADJUSTED 
DOLLARS) 

  

     Total households 401,663 1,448,443 

Less than $10,000 14.5% 12.5% 

$10,000 to $14,999 11.8% 8.6% 

$15,000 to $24,999 13.6% 14.0% 

$25,000 to $34,999 10.9% 12.0% 

$35,000 to $49,999 15.8% 14.7% 

$50,000 to $74,999 15.7% 16.1% 

$75,000 to $99,999 8.2% 10.0% 

$100,000 to $149,999 6.5% 7.9% 

$150,000 to $199,999 1.6% 2.2% 

$200,000 or more 1.4% 1.9% 

Median household income (dollars) 34,126 37,085 

Mean household income (dollars) 46,597 51,960 

With earnings 75.6% 78.2% 

Mean earnings (dollars) 48,376 53,505 

With Social Security 29.2% 28.9% 

Mean Social Security income (dollars) 11,691 12,273 

With retirement income 18.8% 17.1% 

Mean retirement income (dollars) 14,552 16,048 

With Supplemental Security Income 7.0% 5.4% 

Mean Supplemental Security Income (dollars) 6,283 6,359 

With cash public assistance income 1.3% 2.6% 

Mean cash public assistance income (dollars) 3,319 2,346 

With Food Stamp benefits in the past 12 months 16.3% 27.1% 

     Families 269,703 993,955 

Less than $10,000 8.8% 7.3% 

$10,000 to $14,999 8.2% 5.9% 

$15,000 to $24,999 12.1% 12.5% 

$25,000 to $34,999 11.8% 12.2% 

$35,000 to $49,999 17.6% 15.3% 

$50,000 to $74,999 18.3% 18.8% 

$75,000 to $99,999 10.7% 12.5% 

$100,000 to $149,999 8.6% 10.6% 

$150,000 to $199,999 2.1% 2.6% 

$200,000 or more 1.6% 2.4% 

Median family income (dollars) 41,908 46,168 

Mean family income (dollars) 54,806 60,813 

Per capita income (dollars) 18,894 20,401 
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Nonfamily households 131,960 454,488 

Median nonfamily income (dollars) 16,480 19,319 

Mean nonfamily income (dollars) 28,169 30,072 

Median earnings: 21,494 22,737 

Male full-time, year-round workers (dollars) 37,162 40,611 

Female full-time, year-round workers (dollars) 24,796 26,319 

PERCENTAGE OF FAMILIES AND PEOPLE WHOSE INCOME IN 
THE PAST 12 MONTHS IS BELOW THE POVERTY LEVEL 

  

All families 17.9 14.5 

     With related children under 18 years 26.9 22.4 

Married couple families 8.5 6.7 

Families with female householder, no husband present 40.9 35.8 

All people 22.4 18.8 

Under 18 years 30.7 26.3 

     Related children under 18 years 30.1 25.9 

18 years and over 19.4 16.2 

     18 to 64 years 20.2 16.7 

     65 years and over 15.7 14.1 

People in families 20.2 16.6 

Unrelated individuals 15 years and over 35.9 33.5 

 

EMPLOYMENT STATUS   

       Population 16 years and over 752,524 2,849,646 

In labor force 61.0% 61.3% 

     Civilian labor force 60.1% 60.8% 

          Employed 54.3% 55.1% 

          Unemployed 5.9% 5.7% 

     Armed Forces 0.9% 0.5% 

Not in labor force 39.0% 38.7% 

     Civilian labor force 452,525 1,732,535 

Unemployed (percent) 9.7 9.4 

     Females 16 years and over 409,747 1,531,379 

In labor force 56.0% 55.3% 

     Civilian labor force 55.9% 55.3% 

          Employed 50.6% 49.8% 

COMMUTING TO WORK     

     Workers 16 years and over 403,088 1,514,864 

Car, truck, or van -- drove alone 82.9% 82.0% 

Car, truck, or van -- carpooled 10.7% 11.0% 

Mean travel time to work (minutes) 21.6 25.0 

     Employed civilian population 16 years and over 408,444 1,569,885 

OCCUPATION     

Management, professional, and related occupations 28.9% 31.2% 

Service occupations 19.3% 17.6% 

Sales and office occupations 27.0% 26.0% 

Construction, extraction, maintenance, and repair occupations 9.8% 11.6% 
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Production, transportation, and material moving occupations 14.0% 12.7% 

INDUSTRY     

Construction 6.0% 8.0% 

Manufacturing 10.0% 9.9% 

Wholesale trade 2.8% 3.2% 

Retail trade 12.1% 11.5% 

Transportation and warehousing, and utilities 4.8% 4.9% 

Finance and insurance, and real estate and rental and leasing 5.6% 6.0% 

Professional, scientific, and management, and administrative and 
waste management services 6.3% 7.8% 

Educational services, and health care and social assistance 28.2% 23.4% 

Arts, entertainment, and recreation, and accommodation and food 
services 7.6% 8.2% 

Other services (except public administration) 4.5% 5.0% 

Public administration 5.6% 5.9% 

CLASS OF WORKER     

Private wage and salary workers 74.8% 76.7% 

Government workers 18.9% 17.0% 

Self-employed workers in own not incorporated business and unpaid 
family workers 6.4% 6.3% 

*Source: US Census Bureau State & County QuickFacts 

 

Detailed discussion for estimating economic impacts analyzed in Chapter 3.2.1 of 
the EA. 

The Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries (LDWF) has provided a summary of 
information obtained by requiring a permit and return of hunt information for deer 
hunting during the “with or without dogs” season on the KNF in 2010 (Rabalais, 2011). 
Of permits returned, 59.8% actually hunted. Of those, 983 hunters reported deer 
hunting 5,603 days with dogs on the KNF. An average of 5.7 days per hunter was 
hunted with dogs on the KNF. The LDWF also  published a report based on the hunter 
mail-in survey for 2009-2010, estimating 5,408,800 big and small game hunter days 
(obtained by summing LDWF Tables 1 and 2), 3,043,800 hunter days hunting deer all 
methods (56.27%), and 135,200 hunter days (4.44%) deer hunting with dogs ( (LDWF, 
2010) Table 1). 

The 2010 NVUM survey (USDA Forest Service, 2011b) estimates 445,000 (NVUM 
Table 2) annual main activity hunting visits, of which 33.8% (NVUM Table 13) or 
150,410 are hunting visits to the KNF. If 56.27% of all hunting visits to the KNF are in 
the same proportion as state-wide, then 84,643 hunter visits are estimated to occur 
annually to hunt deer on the KNF. If 4.44% of deer hunt days are with dogs, then 3,760 
hunter days with dogs is estimated. Dividing this value by Rabalais‟ 5.7 days hunting 
with dogs per hunter, yields 660 individual hunters. Since the NVUM surveys all 
hunters, not limited to licensed hunters, both youth and senior members of the party 
who may not be licensed are counted.  In summary: 
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Table 8: Estimated scenarios of dog-deer hunters and days 

Scenario Hunter days Hunters 

Rabalais (upper)  5,603 983 

NVUM (lower)  3,760 660 

The 2006 National Survey of Fishing, Hunting, and Wildlife-Associate Recreation – 
Louisiana (USFWS, 2006a) page 28 Table 18, estimated annual spending on big game 
hunting to be $286,233,000, including equipment, and Louisiana big game hunters 
hunted 4,013,000 days per year (USFWS 2006a, page 24, Table 13). This provides an 
estimate of $71.33 per big game hunter day in Louisiana, based on a sample size of 
343 sports-persons. This study also reported 5,979,000 days hunting all types of game 
and 3,508,000 days specifically hunting deer. In a 2008 report to the LDWF, Southwick 
Associates (Southwick Associates, 2008) page 32 Table C-1, estimated average daily 
expenditures by deer hunters in Louisiana to be $87.53, based on a sample size of 72 
hunters. 

For dog-deer hunting, the hunter must also maintain dogs, in addition to the hunting 
costs of still hunters. Dog-deer hunters incur dog care and feeding costs continuously, 
regardless of how many days they actually hunt with dogs because the dogs must be 
fed and cared for all year. The USFWS 2006a study above did not provide an estimate 
of this annual cost, so the national average of $709 per hunter per year big game 
hunting dogs and associated costs, (USFWS, 2006b), page 74 Table 18, is used. The 
Virginia Department of Game & Interior Fisheries compiled a technical report in 2008 
describing many facets of hunting with hounds (VDGIF, 2008). Mentioned in this study, 
based on an informal and undocumented survey not part of the technical report 
procedure, is an estimated annual investment in fox hounds to be $4,500. The 
investment included kennel equipment, boxes, boarding, and training in addition to food 
and veterinarian costs. While some KNF dog-deer hunters may spend that much per 
year on dogs, it does not seem reasonable to estimate households with incomes 
between $30,000 and $40,000 to invest $4,500/year (11- 15% of income) in dogs, in 
addition to all the other costs of hunting. Costs for such things as training and boarding 
fox hounds may not be similar to the way deer hunting hounds are kept in Louisiana. 

Grado et al (2007, Table 3) provides an estimated $2.29 per resident hunter per day for 
dogs used in deer hunting. In the following economic impact analysis, annual 
expenditures were used in lieu of per hunter per day expenditures on dogs because the 
local economic activities associated with keeping dogs are year-long. If a dog-deer 
hunter stops keeping dogs, then the loss to local businesses is annual, not just the days 
while hunting. LaHart and Lucas (1972) found that Florida dog-deer hunters averaged 
4.2 dogs per owner, 2.9 dogs per dog user, and 1.9 dogs per hunter when hunting on 
the forest. Expenditures on food and veterinarian care were not included in the study. 
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Appendix G:  USFWS Letter of Concurrence 
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Appendix H:  Victim Statements 

 

 

 



































 
 


