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Recovery Plans delineate reasonabl e actions which are believed to be required to
recover and/or protect listed species. Plans are published by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
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agencies, and others. Objectives will be attained and any necessary funds made available
subject to budgetary and other constraints affecting the parties involved, as well asthe
need to address other priorities. Recovery Plans do not necessarily represent the views
nor the official positions or approval of any individuals or agenciesinvolved in the plan
formulation, other than the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service. They represent the official
position of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service only after they have been signed by the
Regional Director as approved. Approved Recovery Plans are subject to modification as
dictated by new findings, changes in species status, and the completion of recovery tasks.

Literaturecitation:

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 2002. Pitcher’s Thistle (Cirsium pitcheri) Recovery
Plan. Fort Snelling, Minnesota. vii + 92 pp.

Additional copies may be purchased from:

Fish and Wildlife Reference Service

5430 Grosvenor Lane, Suite 110

Bethesda, Maryland 20814-2158
800-582-3421 or 301-492-6403

Fax: 301-564-4059

Email: fw9 _fa reference_service@fws.gov
http://fa.r9.fws.gov/rofwrs/

TTY users may contact the Fish and Wildlife Reference Service through the Federa

Relay Service at (800) 877-8339
The fee varies according to the number of pages of the plan.



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

The recovery team thanks the following individuals for their contributions to this
plan. Candice Stewart, Department of Botany, University of Wisconsin, prepared the
cover art and figures 1, 2, and 3. Mary Regan, Michigan Natural Features Inventory,
provided consultation for figure design and drafts. Phyllis Higman, Michigan Natural
Features Inventory, provided updated Michigan occurrence information. Current
Wisconsin data was provided by Darcy Kind, Landowner Contact Specialist, Wisconsin
Department of Natural Resources. Information and data regarding the flowerhead weevil
was provided by Dr. Svata Louda, University of Nebraska-Lincoln. Jeannette Bowles,
U. S. Fish & Wildlife Service, East Lansing, Michigan, assisted with word processing.
Final editing and word processing were completed by Mike DeCapita and Kate Lederle.



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Current Status. Pitcher’ sthistleislisted as threatened by State and Federal governments. There are 173
known occurrences found in Michigan (90%), Indiana (5%) and Wisconsin (5%). Pitcher’sthistle needs
open Great Lakes sand dune habitat subject to natural disturbance processes. Its survival is threatened by
shoreline devel opment, dune stabilization, recreation, and invasive non-native plants and insects.

Habitat Requirements: Pitcher’ s thistle is endemic to the unforested dune systems of the western Great
Lakes and requires active sand dune processes to maintain its early successional habitat. The highest
ranked occurrences are on large, intact, active dunes. Pitcher’sthistleis vulnerable to habitat 10ss by
human devel opment, construction, recreation, and by erosion when lake levels are high.

Recovery Objective: Delisting.

Recovery Strategy: Protect and manage occurrences and habitat.

Recovery Criteriac Delisting can occur when: 1) the essential habitat associated with atotal of 115 priority
occurrences representing each biogeographic region and dune type is protected and managed under a
management plan for each management unit; 2) regular field surveysto verify occurrences and record new
occurrences have been established; 3) landowner contacts have been initiated and protection has been
investigated for the remaining (rank<BC) public and private occurrences; 4) monitoring of known sites
shows a stable or increasing trend toward recovery, and that protective plans are being implemented; 5)
restoration of two occurrences from among historical sites where sufficient habitat remainsin Illinois,
Indiana, Wisconsin, and southern Lower Michigan has been completed, and 6) research necessary to
protect, manage and restore Pitcher’ s thistle has been conducted.

Actions Needed:

1 Protect and manage known occurrences and essential habitat.

1 Establish and conduct regular field surveys to verify known and record new occurrences.

3. Inform the public, recreationists, public land managers and private landowners.

4, Monitor occurrences for stable or increasing trends and implementation of protective plans.

5. Restore Pitcher’ s thistle populations on two appropriate sites within its historical range.

6. Conduct research necessary for protection, management and restoration.

Estimated Cost of Recovery ($ 000's)
Year Task 1 Task2 | Task3 | Task4 | Task5 | Task 6 Total
2003 113 26 26 78 92 164 499
2004 132 26 26 78 99 196 557
2005 132 26 26 78 99 189 550
2006 108 26 26 78 92 189 519
2007 108 26 26 78 92 189 519
2008 108 26 26 78 20 65 323
2009 108 26 26 78 20 65 323
2010 108 26 26 78 0 0 238
2011 108 26 26 78 0 0 238
2012 108 26 26 78 0 0 238
2013 108 26 26 78 0 0 238
2014 108 26 26 78 0 0 238
Total 1,349 312 312 936 514 1,057 4,480

Date of Recovery: Delisting should be initiated in 2014 if recovery criteria are met.
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|. Introduction

The Pitcher’ s thistle (Cirsium pitcheri (Eaton) Torrey & Gray, Asteraceae) isone
of many rare or declining species inhabiting dunes of the Great Lakes region. Other
species include dwarf lake iris (Irislacustris Nutt.), Houghton' s goldenrod (Solidago
houghtonii A. Gray), piping plover (Charadrius melodus Ord.), and the Lake Huron
locust (Trimerotropis huroniana). The number of dune species across different trophic
levels exhibiting similar downward trends is asignal that the dune ecosystem is being
affected by our management or lack of it. Knowledge of the larger dune ecosystem which
influences the species’ habitat and survival must be incorporated in recovery planning and
implementation for the Pitcher’ sthistle.

Pitcher’ s thistle was proposed for listing as threatened under the Endangered
Species Act of 1973 (ESA), asamended (16 U.S.C. 1531-1544), in July 1987 (USFWS
1987) and listed as threatened in July 1988 (USFWS 1988). The Pitcher’ sthistle has
been assigned a recovery priority of 8C indicating a moderate threat, a high recovery
potential, and conflict with construction or other forms of economic activity. The species
isclassified as threatened in Canada (Keddy 1988). At the State level, itislisted as
threatened in Indiana, Michigan, Wisconsin and Illinois. The speciesis extirpated in
llinois.

A. Description

This distinctive dune plant (Figure 1), often referred to as the dune thistle, was
first noted by Dr. Zina Pitcher about 1827 at the Grand Sable Dunes of the Upper
Peninsula of Michigan. The species was first described by Eaton (1829) as Cnicus
pitcheri from the type specimen which was apparently collected in 1827 on or near
Mackinac Island by Dr. Edwin James (Voss 1996). Pitcher’ sthistle isamonocarpic
(flowers and sets seed only once), perennial, herbaceous plant, generally flowering after a
5-8 year juvenile stage (Loveless 1984). The stems and |leaves of juveniles and adults are
woolly-white, and the leaves are deeply pinnatifid with the lobes less than 1 centimeter
(cm) wide and up to 4 cm long. Minute spines are concentrated along the edge of the |eaf
at its base, with afew spines between the lobes of the distal leaf margins. The flowering
stems are up to 1 meter (m) tall and have several to a dozen widely scattered leaves.
Individual s typically have a single branching flowering stem with terminal and axillary
flowering heads of acream or pinkish color. Juveniles and adults have a taproot that may
reach 2 min length (McEachern and Pavlovic pers. obs.).

B. Taxonomy and Genetics

Several hypotheses have been proposed for the origin of Cirsium pitcheri. Moore
and Frankton (1963) suggested that C. pitcheri, C. canescens Nutt. (Platte thistle of
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Figurel. Cirsium pitcheri (Eaton) Torrey & Gray, A - seedling, B - juvenile, C - adult



Nebraska, Wyoming, Colorado, and South Dakota), and C. canovirons (Rydb.) Petrak (a
more western species) originated from a common ancestor. They proposed that C.
pitcheri originated in the Great Plains and dispersed to its present range through sandy
habitats created by Wisconsin glacial meltwaters. Pitcher’ s thistle could have originated
as asmall population or from a single seed of C. canescens during the late Pleistocene (>
10,000 years ago) or Holocene (< 10,000 years ago)(Johnson and 1ltis 1963). The closely
related C. canescens and C. pitcheri have similar morphological, chromosomal, and
ecological characters. Both species are members of the section Onotrophe, subsection
Acanthopyta, and series Undulata of the Cirsium genus, and have the same primitive
chromosome base number (n=17) (Moore and Frankton 1963, Ownbey and Hsi 1963).
The two species grow on sandy soils, have white or cream-colored flowers, have white-
tomentose leaves, and are monocarpic perennials (Johnson and Iltis 1963, Ownbey and
Hsi 1963).

Genetic evidence suggests C. pitcheri originated directly from C. canescens
(Loveless and Hamrick 1988). Starch gel electrophoresis was run on samples collected
from 21 C. pitcheri and 16 C. canescens populations throughout their ranges. Cirsium
pitcheri was found to be a genetically depauperate relative of C. canescens based on
proportion of polymorphic loci, mean proportion of polymorphic loci per population,
mean number of alleles per polymorphic locus, observed heterozygosity, and expected
heterozygosity. The low values of these statistics demonstrate alow genetic diversity for
Pitcher’sthistle. All alelesin C. pitcheri were a subset of those of C. canescens and both
species showed the same banding patternsfor all loci. Only 4 out of 14 loci were
polymorphic in C. pitcheri compared to 9 out of 10 for C. canescens. The observed
differences in heterozygosity between the two species was statistically significant.

Pitcher’ s thistle popul ations were divided into five geographic groups and
compared using Nei’ s genetic identity statistic. The groups were southern Lower
Michigan, northern Lower Michigan, Straits of Mackinac, Upper Michigan, and
Wisconsin (Loveless and Hamrick 1988). The northern populations were more similar to
the southern populations than to the Straits of Mackinac populations. This differentiation
was found to be due to variation in the EST locus and is consistent with the purported
geographical isolation of the Straits populations from the mainland during the Lake
Chippewal/Nipissing stages (respectively 10,000 years and 5-4,000 years before present
(Hansel et al. 1985)). Considering al populations, the greater their geographic
separation, the less similar they are genetically. These slight genetic differences suggest
that recovery should include the preservation of occurrences by region and especially
those in the Straits of Mackinac region.

A study of random amplified polymorphic DNA (RAPD) of Pitcher’ sthistlein the
southern Lake Michigan Basin noted greater variation than revealed by the Loveless and
Hamrick data (Kayri Havens, Chicago Botanical Garden, pers. comm.). She found that
al sites sampled were significantly different in genetic variation except for two sites at



Warren Dunes Michigan. Samples within states (M1, IN and WI) were more similar than
among states. Interestingly, variation in herbarium specimens collected in Illinois prior to
extirpation in that state was more similar to Wisconsin plants. Despite this, Wisconsin
plants a an Illinois Beach State Park restoration site had reduced vigor and survivorship
of (Bowlesand Bell 1998). These new data strengthen the importance of genetic criteria
when conducting Pitcher’ s thistle restoration and reintroduction.

C. Distribution

Pitcher’ s thistle (Cirsium pitcheri) is endemic to the beaches and grassland dunes
of Lakes Michigan, Superior, and Huron (Guire and Voss 1963). The majority of known
sites of Cirsium pitcheri occur along the shores of Lake Michigan (Figure 2). The species
ranges from the north shore of Lake Superior south to Indiana, and formerly occurred in
northern lllinois, where it is has been experimentally reintroduced (Bowles et al. 1993;
Bowles and McBride 1993, 1994; Bowles and Bell 1998). Distribution of the species
extends along the Lake Michigan shorelinein Wisconsin. In the east it ranges through
northern Lake Huron to the Manitoulin I1sland archipelago and southern Georgian Bay in
Ontario. Pitcher’sthistle extends as far south as Lambton County, Ontario, Canada on
Lake Huron, asindicated by pre-1964 collections for two localities (White et al. 1983).

Pitcher’ s thistle occurrences are distributed along the Great Lakes dunes.
However, individual Pitcher’ s thistle populations have not been delineated because
available inventory information is insufficient to identify boundaries of separate
populations. For instance, while progressing along a dune one may encounter a group, or
patch, of Pitcher’ sthistle plants, followed by an unoccupied gap, followed by additional
groups of plants, then gaps, and so on. Some groups of plants may contain hundreds of
individuals, while others contain less than adozen. In this context, element occurrences
are recorded by State natural heritage programs. The data are specific locations
(township, range, section and quarter section) where Pitcher’s thistles were found. Maps
of occurrences neither imply a completed survey for al Pitcher’s thistle populations and
plants, nor circumscribe the total potential habitat adjacent to the mapped popul ation(s)
on that dune system. Because mapped occurrences do not imply the identification of
biological populations, we will use the term occurrence in this plan to identify the basic
locations where Pitcher’ s thistle occurs. For the purposes of this recovery plan, an
occurrence of Pitcher’sthistleis defined as all Pitcher’ sthistle in an areawithin
approximately one mile of each other, and at |east one mile from the nearest Pitcher’s
thistle which would be part of another occurrence. Within one occurrence, two individual
plants may be greater than one mile apart, but would have other Pitcher’ s thistle between
them making the nearest neighbor distance less than one mile.

Occurrence data are not equally complete or current for all the states. Indiana data
are from 1990-1991 (McEachern 1992; Cloyce Hedge, Division of Nature Preserves



Figure 2. Distribution of Cirsium pitcheri in the United States. X marks known
extirpated populations.



Indiana Department of Natural Resources, pers. comm.), Wisconsin data are from 1987
and 2001 (Dobberpuhl and Gibson 1987; Darcy Kind, Wisconsin Department of Natural
Resources, pers. comm. 2001) and Canada data are from 1988 (Keddy 1988). Since
Pitcher’ sthistle is extirpated from Illinois, occurrences are based on herbarium
collectionsonly. Most recent Michigan data are from 2001. Some Michigan sites have
not been surveyed since the late 1800’ s and 1911, but the mgjority (142 out of 156 sites)
have been observed since 1980. Occurrences were organized into six biogeographical
regions (see Albert et al. (1986) for Michigan boundary definitions): 1) southern Lower
Michigan, 2) northern Lower Michigan, 3) eastern Upper Michigan, 4) Indiana, 5)
[llinois, and 6) Wisconsin.

To compare occurrences among states, the global ranking criteria developed by
The Nature Conservancy (TNC), and now administrated by NatureServe, were used for
assignment of element occurrence rank for all occurrences. The occurrence ranks were
assigned on the basis of the quality of the plant community (Appendix B). Plant
community quality was determined by the level of human disturbance and the condition
of the plant community structure and composition. The ranks assigned are A (excellent),
B (good), C (fair), and D (poor). Although the system is subjective, it is useful because it
has been applied consistently. For all states, element occurrences are synonymous with
occurrences as defined above. The Michigan Natural Features Inventory (MNFI) uses a
size class ranking system, assigning values from one to five, based on the areal extent of
the occurrence and the abundance of the species (Appendix C). Lower ranks have larger
areaand larger populations.

Public and private ownership have the following definitions. Public owner ship
island owned by the Federal, State, county and city government. Private property
includes private and corporate lands, and conservation organization owned lands.

1. Canada

Pitcher’ sthistle occurs at atotal of 12 sites (Table 1) in Ontario (Keddy 1988).
Pukaskwa National Park on the north shore of Lake Superior, in the Thunder Bay District
of Ontario, isthe northernmost population of this species. That population has been
monitored for severa years (Keddy 1988). The magjority of Canadian occurrences are
from Lake Huron, concentrated around Manitoulin Island and the Bruce Peninsula region.

2. United States

One hundred and ninety-one historic and existing occurrences are known in the
United States, but 18 have been extirpated (Table 2). Pitcher’ s thistle probably occurred
more commonly along the Great Lake shorelines prior to European settlement, but it is
unknown how many occurrences were lost due to settlement and shoreline devel opment.
Most of the known extirpated occurrences are in Illinois and Indiana.



Table 1. Thedistribution of Cirsium pitcheri in Ontario, Canada (Keddy 1988).

Site Name EO#* | Size Class® | Last Observed Owner
Providence Bay 1 3 1987 ?
Square Bay 2 3 1987 ?
Portage Bay 3 4 1987 ?
Sand Bay 4 3 1987 ?
Carroll Wood Bay 5 5 1987 ?
Pukaskwa National Park 6 4 1986 Federal
Pinery Provincial Park 7 5 1983 Province
Inverhuron Provincial Park 8 5 1981 Province
Carter Bay 9 ? 1987 Province
Manitoulin Island 10 ? 1984 ?
Great Duck Island 11 ? 1975 ?
Cockburn Island 12 ? 1974 ?

! EO# - Element occurrence number used by heritage program.
2 Size Class - Size class based on area or linear extent and gualitative or quantitative
estimates of abundance (Appendix C). Largest size is 1 and smallest is 5.

Of the 173 extant occurrences, 156 (90%) are in Michigan and the remaining 17
are divided between Indiana and Wisconsin. Seventy-eight percent of the occurrences are
in the Lake Michigan basin, with one occurrence (<1%) in the Lake Superior basin and
the remainder (21%) in the Lake Huron basin. Sixty (35%) extant populations are
entirely in public ownership, 42 occurrences (24%) cover adjoining public/private lands,
and 71 (41%) occur on private lands.

Occurrences are distributed unequally among ranks; 7% A, 6% AB, 13% B, 20%
BC, 25% C, 11% CD, 10% D, and 8% unclassified. High quality sites (A, AB) and low
quality sites (D, U) are under represented and moderate quality sites (B, BC, C) are over
represented. An examination of Table 2 reveals that high quality sites tend to bein public
ownership and are found mainly in Michigan. Lower quality sitestend to be in private
ownership. The most frequent size class scores for the occurrence ranks are: A-1, AB-3,
B-4, BC-4, C-5, CD-5, and D-5. High quality sites tend to have greater numbers of plants
covering alarger area.

A majority of the 173 extant occurrences, 60% (96), are on simple linear dunes
(dune types are defined in the Habitat and Ecosystem section); 14% (23) on complex
continuous dunes; 18% (29) on complex discontinuous dunes; and only 8% (12) on



perched dunes. Occurrences found most frequently on perched dunes were ranked BC,

ranked A on complex continuous dunes, and ranked C on complex discontinuous dunes
and simple linear dune occurrences. These data illustrate that the occurrences on larger
dune systems, i.e. perched and complex continuous, are higher quality than the
occurrences on simple linear and complex discontinuous dune types. Nevertheless, high-
guality occurrences exist for each dune type.

Table2. Summary of Cirsium pitcheri occurrencesin the United States.

State / Landowner?

Element Occurrence Rank?

3

MICHIGAN A AB B BC | C| CD D | Und Ext Total
Public 2 10 8 16 4 6 1 55
Public/Private 2 4 4 8 7 1 5 31
Private 4 7 15 (19| 12 7 6 70
SUBTOTAL 10 10 21| 31 |42 16 14 12 156
INDIANA A AB B BC | C CD D Und Ext Total
Public 1 1 1 2 1 6
Public/Private 1 1 1 3
Unknown 3 3
SUBTOTAL 1 1 1 2 3 4 12
WISCONSIN A AB B BC | C CD D Und Ext Total
Public/Private 3 1 1 1 8
Private 1 1
SUBTOTAL 1 3 1 1 1 9
ILLINOIS A AB B BC | C| CD D Und Ext Total
Unknown 14 14
SUBTOTAL 14 14
GRAND TOTAL 12 11 22| 35 |43 19 18 13 18 191

! Landowner - Public - public land ownership, Public/Private - occurrence covers public and
private lands, Private - private land ownership.

2 . ., . . .
Elemewp%%%&eé}?e Rank -Rank by habitat condition and population size and vigor

3 Und — undetermined

* Ext — extirpated




Michigan

The 156 Michigan occurrences of Pitcher’ sthistle (Table 3) are ordered
hierarchically within each county by element occurrence rank and size class assigned by
MNFI. Thelevel of occurrence protection is summarized in the Status column by codes
which are defined in Appendix D. Pitcher’ s thistle occurrences were updated from 1993,
1997 and 2001 surveys (Comer and Albert 1993; Penskar et al. 1993, 1997; Phyllis
Higman, MNFI, pers. comm. 2001).

The northern Lower Peninsula of Michigan supports 106 (68%) of the Michigan
occurrences. Seventy of these occurrences are concentrated in the following counties:
Charlevoix (23), Emmet (17), Leelanau (15), and Mackinac (15). Many occurrencesin
Charlevoix and Leelanau counties are on island archipelagos. The majority of Lake
Huron sites are concentrated in the north, with the most occurrencesin Presque Isle (11)
and Cheboygan (5) counties. Most northern Lower Peninsula occurrences are on ssmple
linear dune systems, but all other dune types are represented. All but one of the perched
dune occurrencesisin this region.

The Upper Peninsula of Michigan has 38 sites, mostly found on the north shore of
Lake Michigan on simple linear dune systems. Eleven of these are found along the Lake
Huron shoreline of Chippewa (7) and Mackinac (4) counties. The northernmost sitein
Michigan consists of the large perched Grand Sable Dunes on Lake Superior at Pictured
Rocks National Lakeshore.

The southern Lower Peninsula has 12 (8%) of the Michigan occurrences where
five sites are located on discontinuous dunes and five are located on continuous dune
complexes. The remaining two occurrences are on simple linear foredunes. None of the
occurrences have arank greater than B. Four of the 12 occurrences are on State owned
land.

Slightly less than half of the Michigan occurrences (72) are currently ranked BC
or higher, indicating good to excellent quality, and many sites support occurrences falling
within larger size classes. Additionally, many of the highest ranked occurrences are on
State and Federal lands and fall within State-regulated Critical Dune Areas (Table 3).
Critical Dune Area designation protects dunes along the shoreline through the regulation
of development and use. Many A-ranked occurrences fall within the 1-2 size class, and
most of these are within public ownership. All but three A-ranked sites occur in Critical
Dune Areas. The highest quality occurrences include the Grand Sable Dunes, Big Sable
Point, Good Harbor Bay, Platte River Point, South Manitou Island, Sleeping Bear Point,
Cathead Bay, and Hiawatha National Forest Dunes. Of the occurrences ranked BC or
higher, 46 sites are wholly or partially held in public ownership, and an additional two are
protected as private nature preserves.
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Table 3. Thedistribution of Cirsium pitcheri in Michigan.

Critical
County/ Dune EO Size Last Dune
Site Name EO# ! Region 2 Type3 Rank* |Class® | Obs. owner® [status”| Area® [Comments
Negwegon State Park 127 Alcona/NL S C 4 1988 State 6/? N Occasional; needs detailed field survey
Locally common; within outstanding natural feature
Grand Sable Dunes Alger/UP P A 1 1989 NPS 6 N designation
Saugatuck Dunes 4 Allegan/SL C C 3/4 1992 State/City 9/6 Y Portion within dedicated Natural Area boundary
Six plants noted in study plot in blowout area; needs
Gilligan Lake Dunes 112 Allegan/SL D Cc? 5 1981 Private 6 Y further survey
Noted as occasional; 23 adults and 72 juveniles in
North Point 95 Alpena/NL S BC 3/4 1996 Corp N 1996; needs field survey
Huron Bay 12 Alpena/NL S CD 5 1989 Private N About 50 plants observed on beach
Noted as common on low foredunes; needs field
Torch Lake 65 Antrim/NL S BC? 3/4 1981 Private 0 N survey
Population increasing following inundation from high
lake levels; northern colony needs protection from
Palmer-Wilcox-Gates 10 Antrim/NL S Cc 3/4 1989 TNC N trampling
Banks Township Park 82 Antrim/NL S C 5 1996 | Multi. Private N 24 adults and 59 juveniles; recreation pressure
Elk Rapids South 145 Antrim/NL S C 5 1997 Private N Construction of revetment will likely harm
Noted as very common along lakeshore; needs field
survey; housing development imminent; 116 plants in
South Charity Island 107 Arenac/NLI S C 1991 Private 0 N 1991
Point Lookout 88 Arenac/NL S D 1951 Private U N Noted as scarce in 1951; needs field survey
Common on open dunes; possible National Natural
Platte River Point 5 Benzie/NL C A 1 1985 NPS 6 Y Landmark candidate
Observed as frequent; possible National Natural
Platte Bay 7 Benzie/NL C A 1985 NPS 6 Y Landmark
Point Betsie 33 Benzie/NL Cc AB 3 1995 Private 8/0 Y About 4000 plants and seedlings in 1995
Herring Lake
Embayment 51 Benzie/NL AB 1996 Private Y Common to abundant; robust even in erosional areas
Grace Road Dune 126 Benzie/NL P BC 1986 Private Y Uncommon
Watervale South 131 Benzie/NL P BC 1996 | Multi. Private Y 100 to 200 robust plants on lower third of bluff
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Table 3 (cont.) Thedistribution of Cirsium pitcheri in Michigan.

Critical
County/ Dune EO Size | Last Dune

Site Name EO#'| Region? |[Type®|Rank®* |Class® | Obs. owner® [status”| Area® |[Comments

Small population vulnerable to severe trampling on

public beach; estimated 400-500 plants to south;
Frankfort Beach 34 Benzie/NL S BC 1992 City 0 Y needs field survey to determine status
Warren Dunes 16 Berrien/SL D B? 1992 State 3? Y Needs thorough field survey
High Island Dunes 108 | Charlevoix/NLI D AB 1986 | State/Private 1? Y Common throughout dunes
Bonners Landing 9 Charlevoix/NLI S B 2/3 1980 | State/Private 1? N Several hundred plants in undisturbed habitat
Fisherman'’s Island State Common, needs survey; in purchase boundary of
Park 75 Charlevoix/NL S B 1992 State N Fish Island State Park
Lookout Point 143 | Charlevoix/NLI S B 1998 Private N 100s of plants; Inform, educate owners

Noted as frequent on beach; 168 adults and 239
Norwood 93 Charlevoix/NL S BC 3/4 1996 | State/Private 0 N juveniles in 1996; needs field survey

Determine protection status; needs field survey for
Sandy Bay 57 | Charlevoix/NLI S BC 4/5 1989 | State (CMU) U N assessment of population size and extent
McFadden Point 62 | Charlevoix/NLI S BC 5 1987 | State/Private 0 N Needs field survey

1992: 87 adults and 131 juveniles; extensive dune
McSauba Park 77 Charlevoix/NL S BC 4/5 1992 | City/Private N field
Lett’s Point 142 | Charlevoix/NLI S C 5 1998 Private N Inform, educate owners
Sweat Lodge Swale 144 | Charlevoix/NLI S C 5 1998 State N Small pop.; Mackinaw State Forest
High Island Bay 68 | Charlevoix/NLI D C 3/4 1986 State 1? N About 50-100 plants observed
Hog Island 125 | Charlevoix/NLI S C 5 1986 State 1? Y Uncommon; may need field survey
French Bay 129 | Charlevoix/NLI S C 5 1989 Private 0 N Resurveyed 1999; small population
Donnegal Bay 60 | Charlevoix/NLI S C 4/5 1992 City 0 N Resurveyed 1999; fragmented habitat
Little Sand Bay 58 | Charlevoix/NLI S c? 4/5 1981 | LTC/Private 0 N Resurveyed 1999; small population, nice habitat
Horseshoe Island 99 | Charlevoix/NLI S CD? 5 1951 State 0 N Needs field survey

1991 survey found only 24 plants; 1992: 2 colonies
Charlevoix Beach 6 Charlevoix/NL C D 4/5 1992 City 0 N with 20 plants; diminished population
Jensen's Point 128 | Charlevoix/NLI S D 1983 State 0? N Only one plant observed; needs survey
Iron Ore Bay 20 | Charlevoix/NLI S D 1986 Pub. Sch. U N Status unknown; needs field survey
Beaver Island Harbor 59 | Charlevoix/NLI S D? 1981 | Private/City 0 N Needs field survey; little habitat may remain
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Table 3 (cont.) Thedistribution of Cirsium pitcheri in Michigan.

Critical
County/ Dune EO Size | Last Dune

Site Name EO#'| Region? |[Type®|Rank®* |Class® | Obs. owner® [status”| Area® |[Comments
Northcutt Bay 105 | Charlevoix/NLI S U 4/5 1983 State 0 N Resurveyed 1999; small population
Cable Bay 54 | Charlevoix/NLI U U 1981 | Private/State 0 N Needs field survey
Martin Point 56 | Charlevoix/NLI S U U 1981 Private 0 N Needs field survey
Grass Bay 24 | Cheboygan/NL S BC 3/4 1996 TNC 8 N More than 359 plants counted in 1989
Nine Mile Point 102 |[Cheboygan/NL S Cc 5 1996 | State/Private 0 N 1996: 6 adults and 9 juveniles in part
Cheboygan State Park 106 |Cheboygan/NL S Cc 5 1996 State 1 N 1996: 20 adults and 64 juveniles

Small population, very localized; may need further
Point Nipigon 120 |[Cheboygan/NL S CD 5 1985 Private 2 N field survey
Albany Creek Mouth 70 Chippewa/UP S BC 3 1990 | Private/MNA N MDOT owns to lakeshore; ca. 1000 plants or more
St. Vital Bay 67 Chippewa/UP S BC 3 1981 State 1? N Common to abundant
Albany Harbor Peninsula | 91 Chippewa/UP S BC 4 1995 Private U N 100+ plants
Rice Point 86 Chippewa/UP S CD 5 1993 Private N Infrequent; needs field survey
Carleton Bay 76 Chippewa/UP S CD 4/5 1981 Private N Infrequent; needs field survey

Very small local population; vulnerable to trampling by
Strawberry Island 53 Chippewa/UP S CD 5 1981 State U N campers
Point De Tour 74 Chippewa/UP S CD 5 1981 Private 0 N Small localized population; needs field survey
Fayette 18 Delta/UP S D? 5 1976 State 0? N Needs field survey to determine if extant
Big Stone Bay 15 Emmet/NL S AB 1 1991 State 6 Y Common to frequent

Common; future park plans for development could
Sturgeon Bay 47 Emmet/NL Cc AB Y 1991 State 1 Y affect this population adversely
Paige Creek 79 Emmet/NL S B 4 1991 | State/Private U N 1991: noted as abundant in Petoskey State Park

Infrequent to common; disturbed by ORV's;
Sturgeon Bay Point 22 Emmet/NL C BC 3 1991 | Twp./Private 0 Y threatened with rapid development

100's and likely 1000's; cobbly sand NE portion of
Temperance Island 138 Emmet/NLI S BC 3/4 1996 State 1 N island; need survey

Common to abundant; numerous cottages; highly
Trail's End Bay 66 Emmet/NL S BC 1991 Private Y susceptible to foot traffic
McCort Hill 50 Emmet/NL S BC 1990 | Private/City Y A few plants noted in 1990; needs better survey
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Table 3 (cont.) Thedistribution of Cirsium pitcheri in Michigan.

Critical
County/ Dune EO Size | Last Dune
Site Name EO#'| Region? |[Type®|Rank®* |Class® | Obs. owner® [status”| Area® |[Comments
Private/

Wycamp Creek Mouth 73 Emmet/NL S Cc 4/5 1989 State? 0 Y Needs field survey

Sturgeon Bay South 111 Emmet/NL C Cc 4/5 1982 | Private/Corp 0 Y \Very local; about 100 plants observed

Thorne Swift Preserve 119 Emmet/NL S C 5 1990 | LTC/Private 8 N 14 plants observed by naturalist; needs field survey

Cecil Bay 14 Emmet/NL P c? 5 1980 Private 0 N Locally common; may need field survey

Middle Village South 136 Emmet/NL S CD 5 1996 | Multi. Private 0 N One adult- others are probably on private land

M119 & Pike Road 137 Emmet/NL S CD 5 1996 | Multi. Private 0 N Two juveniles only; needs survey

Johnson Point 121 Emmet/NL S CD 5 1985 Private 2 N Uncommon; needs field survey

Sevenmile Point 132 Emmet/NL S D 4/5 1990 Private 0 N A few plants noted in 1990; needs survey

GrandTraverse/

Old Mission Light 38 NL S D? 5 1981 Twp. 0 N Not found in 1989 field survey; possibly extirpated
Small population of two adults and juveniles found on
low dunes; needs better survey; non-natives

Saginaw Bay 89 Huron/SL S CD 5 1996 State 0 N encroaching
Locally frequent; 16 adults & 13 juveniles; needs field

AuSable Point 35 losco/NL S BC 5 1996 Private 0 N survey
About 50 plants observed in 1981; none in 1996;

Oscoda North 36 losco/NL S CD 5 1996 Private 0 N needs field survey
Status unknown; needs field survey; area becoming

Oscoda South 101 losco/NL u 5 1963 Private N developed

South Manitou 17 Leelanau/NLI P A Y 1983 NPS Y Common on gravel plateau and dunes
Very common to frequent; vulnerable to pedestrian

Good Harbor Bay 29 Leelanau/NL C A % 1987 NPS 6 Y damage

Sleeping Bear Point 28 Leelanau/NL P A 1 1991 NPS 6 Y Common throughout the dunes

Cathead Bay 48 Leelanau/NL AB 2 1987 | State/Private 6/0 Y Common; needs better survey

Multi. 100's- likely 1000's; developed but foredunes largely

Glen Arbor 139 Leelanau/NL S AB 1996 | Private/City N with minimal disturbance

South Fox Island 43 Leelanau/NLI AB 1986 Private Y Common to locally abundant

North Manitou Island 44 Leelanau/NLI B 1983 NPS Y Frequent
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Table 3 (cont.) Thedistribution of Cirsium pitcheri in Michigan.

Critical
County/ Dune EO Size | Last Dune

Site Name EO#'| Region? |[Type®|Rank®* |Class® | Obs. owner® [status”| Area® |[Comments

Scattered along foredune; vulnerable to high foot
South Manitou Island 52 Leelanau/NLI S B? 2/3 1983 NPS Y traffic
Donner Point 123 Leelanau/NL P B? 3 1983 NPS Y Locally common; needs field survey
Empire Bluffs 118 Leelanau/NL P BC Y 1986 NPS Y Common
North Fox Island 42 Leelanau/NLI D BC 3 1989 Private 1? Y Common to locally abundant in blowouts

Locally common; may be subject to trampling through
Pyramid Point 45 Leelanau/NL P BC 3 1990 NPS 6 Y use of site as a hang gliding area
Gills Pier 41 Leelanau/NL S BC U 1996 Private 0 N Needs field survey
South Manitou Island 110 | Leelanau/NLI S c? 4 1982 NPS 6 N Local; needs field survey
Peterson Park North 135 Leelanau/NL S D 5 1996 Private U N 3 adults at base of sandy cobbly dune

Occasional to common; vulnerable to ORV and
Hiawatha National MDOT/ pedestrian traffic from US-2; common along US-2
Forest Dunes 90 Mackinac/UP Cc A 1 2001 USFS 2/2? Y MDOT ROW
Birch Point East West 23 Mackinac/UP S A 2 2001 | State/Private 6 N Common; proposed for dedication

Common; state portion proposed for dedication; most
Hughes Point 55 Mackinac/UP S A 3 2001 | Corp./State Yo N occurs on Private portion

USFS/ Abundant on foredune; on or near proposed Research

Point Aux Chenes 49 Mackinac/UP C AB 4/5? | 1991 Private 6/0? N Natural Area; private inholdings need to be acquired

One plant observed; 100's observed on nearby
Poupard Bay 134 | Mackinac/UP S B 3 2001 Private N property; other properties need survey
Naubinway East 3 Mackinac/UP S C 4 2001 Private N Occasional to frequent; needs field survey
Big Knob Campground 100 | Mackinac/UP S C 4 2001 State N Local; site proposed for natural area dedication
West Epoufette 133 | Mackinac/UP S C 4 2001 | State/Private | 6/1 N Several colonies on narrow foredune

Sparsely distributed in patches along several miles of
Black River Road 156 Mackinac/UP S Cc 4 2001 | State/Private 1 N shoreline

Occasional to common in sandy flats and small
Fox-Needle Point 154 | Mackinac/UP S 4 2001 State 2 N foredunes; site recently acquired by State
McNeil Creek 130 | Mackinac/UP S C 2001 | State/Private | 6/1 N Modest population along foredune
Stevenson Bay 63 Mackinac/UP S CD 5 1995 | TNC/Private 0 N Infrequent along beach; needs field survey
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Table 3 (cont.) Thedistribution of Cirsium pitcheri in Michigan.

Critical
County/ Dune EO Size | Last Dune

Site Name EO#'| Region? |[Type®|Rank®* |Class® | Obs. owner® [status”| Area® |[Comments
Point La Barbe 37 Mackinac/UP S D 5 1981 Corp. 0 N Needs field survey. No plants observed in 2001

Only one plant noted; may need field survey to
Manitou Payment 124 | Mackinac/UP S D 5 1986 Private 0 N determine if extant

Locally abundant; more than 3000 plants counted in
Tower-Troy Preserve 21 Manistee/NL C AB 3 1994 TNC 8 Y 1989; 60+ plants on dune slope in 1992

Common, 90 adults and 170 juveniles; restrict ORV
South Arcadia Beach 39 Manistee/NL P BC 2/3 1992 Corp. 0 Y use

60 adults, 126 juveniles; a portion is heavily
Magoon Creek North 114 Manistee/NL S BC 4 1996 | Cnty/Private 0 N developed

Threatened by Harbor Village Development; >200
Manistee River Mouth 13 Manistee/NL S C 4 1992 | City/Private 0 N plants across separate colonies

21 adults and 16 juveniles, estimates 50-100;
Portage Point Dune 104 Manistee/NL D C 5 1992 | Multi. Private 0 N minimize recreation

Common to abundant; area may be proposed for
Big Sable Point 32 Mason/NL C A 1 1985 | State/lUSFS 6/6 Y natural area dedication

Occasional; site heavily disturbed by ORV's; needs
Cooper Creek Dunes 122 Mason/NL S CD 4 1985 USFS U Y field survey to determine population status

One plant observed in 1981; needs field survey to
Bass Lake Dunes 31 Mason/NL D D 5 1981 Private 0 Y determine status

Muskegon/ About 400 plants counted in 1982; dedicated Natural

Hoffmaster Natural Area | 25 Ottawa/SL D B 3 1983 State 9 Y Area; monitor pedestrian tra