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Introduction: management

istorical population estimates of pronghorn (Antilocapra
americana) in North America are as high as 60,000,000
(O’Connor 1939). In 2000 the population of pronghorn
was estimated at 799,200 (Yoakum 2004). Currently
there are 5 recognized subspecies of pronghorn based on
differences in color, size, and form: American pronghorn
(A. a. americana), Mexican pronghorn (A. a. mexicana),
peninsular pronghorn (A. a. peninsularis), Oregon prong-
horn (A. «. oregona), and Sonoran pronghorn (A. a.
sonoriensis). However, recent genetic analyses have not
revealed differences significant enough to retain these
subspecics designations. Some suggest that a species
decline 1s more legitimate than the 5 subspecies classified
(Malone et al. 2002, O’Gara and Janis 2004). As genetic
tools allow biologists to lcarn more about the genome of
all species. classifications will evolve. However Sonoran
pronghorn are eventually classitied subspecifically, they
will be protected under the Isolated Vertebrate Population
Policy in the Endangered Species Act (United States Fish
and Wildlife Service 1998).

Current management of Sonoran pronghorn is also
controversial (Paradiso and Nowak 1971, Cockrum 1981,
United States Fish and Wildlife Service 1998, Malone et
al. 2002, O Gara and Janis 2004). The United States
government listed Sonoran pronghorn as endangered in
1967. Since then. recovery etforts have been limited
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because much of Sonoran pronghorn habitat in the
United States is inaccessible. Sonoran pronghorn histori-
cally ranged from eastern California into southeastern
Arizona and south to Sonora, Mexico but are currently
limited to <25% of their historical habitat in Arizona and
northern Sonora, Mexico. Estimated numbers in the
United States have been low since the early 1900s, rang-
ing from approximately 100 in 1925 to <300 in 1998
(United States Fish and Wildlife Service 1998). How-
cver, during the current drought, numbers plummeted to
<30 in 2002, and the subspecies was on the verge of
extinction in the United States. The population of Sono-
ran pronghorn increased to <51 by December 2004 (J. C.
deVos, Jr., Arizona Game and Fish Department, personal
communication), but their survival is precarious and dras-
tic and untested methods arc ongoing to pull the sub-
species from the brink of extinction. Aggressive
management tactics including manipulation of forage and
water availability and captive breeding have been initi-
ated; efforts that some question.

In the past decade, dedicated and determined individu-
als from the Arizona Game and Fish Department and the
United States Fish and Wildlife Service initiated recovery
efforts that had been proposed for nearly 3 decades.
Those individuals (some of whom arc authors and coau-
thors of the following papers) generated funds, interest,
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and national and international cooperation, and had the
determination to initiate recovery eftforts.

Most of the existing information on Sonoran prong-
horn is not contained in peer-reviewed literature (28 arti-
cles including those in this special issue). Books (1=26),
theses and dissertations (n=5), conference proceedings
and symposia (1=29), technical reports (n=81), abstracts
(n=15). and popular articles (n=43) constitute the body
of literature related to Sonoran pronghorn (Krausman et
al. 20035). Because recovery efforts are critical to the

With Sonoran pronghorn numbers so low, it is criti-
cal that biologists in the United States continue to
work with biologists in Mexico to minimize effects

of bottlenecks.
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colleagues. Bleich concludes the special section with
concerns biologists face when wilderness designation and
land-use policy conflict with attempts to recover and
manage wildlife, especially when common sense is not
used.

[s this the end? Hardly. These papers bring us up to
date on some of the current research. Genetic studies are
in press elsewhere that will benefit the management of
long-term viability of this endangered species. With
Sonoran pronghorn numbers so low, it is critical that
biologists in the United States continue
to work with biologists in Mexico to
minimize effects of bottlenecks. Addi-
tionally, recommendations to enhance
habitat in the United States are
included in some papers. However,
those efforts are underway and

future of Sonoran pronghorn, biologists studying these
animals needed a forum to present and discuss results of
their work and actively plan for a viable population.

This special section resulted from a workshop held at
the University of Arizona in May 2004. The articles in
this section are a subset of workshop papers on Sonoran
pronghorn and related issues.

The special section begins with 3 papers related to
home-range and habitat use. In the first paper Hervert et
al. discuss home-range size (range=43-2,873 km?) and
describe habitats that will be important to understand as
forage resources are enhanced, water developments in-
stalled, and captive breeding begins. The second paper
examines how military activity has altered habitats.
O’Brien et al., in the third paper, identify >12,000 km? of
potential habitat for future translocation sites and present
recommendations for site-specific habitat evaluation.

The next 2 papers examine survival of Sonoran prong-
horn. DeVos and Miller examine survival (> 0.92) for
Sonoran pronghorn during 1983-1991, years with above
average rainfall. In contrast, Bright and Hervert report
adult mortality of 11-83%/year during drought years,
1995-2002.

For several decades Sonoran pronghorn were consid-
ered to be independent of freestanding water. As a result,
establishment of human-provided water sources has only
recently been implemented for Sonoran pronghorn. Mor-
gart et al. address that misconception and renewed efforts
to include water sources in habitat modifications.

The final 2 papers are a “From the Field” and an “In
My Opinion” piece. Cancino et al. discuss capturing,
hand-raising. and managing captive peninsular pronghorn
in Mexico. As we attempt recovery in the United States,
biologists will look to and seek advice from our Mexican

untested, as is the captive breeding
program. The captive breeding enclosure contains |
adult male and 2 adult females captured in Mexico in
2004 and 4 pregnant females captured in the United
States in December 2004. Captures to enhance the cap-
tive breeding population will continue. Success in these
actions will influence the recovery of the species on cur-
rent range and potentially yield animals that can be
translocated. Will forage enhancement, captive breeding,
and translocations into potential habitats be successful?
The data are being carefully monitored, and biologists
are approaching recovery in a positive manner. We can-
not unequivocally state that these efforts will be success-
ful. However, these drastic and sometimes controversial
measures may allow managers to assist the population
during harsh droughts. Without such efforts, the indige-
nous Sonoran pronghorn population in the United States
could become a memory.
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