Project ID:
27023

Title:
Precious Lands Wildlife Habitat Expansion

Section 9 of 10. Project description

a. Abstract 
This project is designed to manage low elevation habitats within the Grande Ronde, Asotin, Imnaha, and Snake Hell’s Canyon subbasins for the benefit of target wildlife species.  It serves as partial mitigation for the wildlife losses amended into the NPPC’s Fish and Wildlife Program.  Overall project goals include the protection, restoration and management of 16,500 acres of canyon grasslands and associated riparian, wetland, and forested habitats.  Project lands will be acquired through fee purchase from willing sellers, and be managed in perpetuity for wildlife and watershed benefits.  All project lands will lie within the lower Grande Ronde, Asotin Creek, Snake Hell’s Canyon, or Imnaha watersheds as depicted in Figure 1.  Native plant communities will be restored through a combination of passive and active restoration techniques including removal of domestic livestock, noxious weed control, and re-establishment of native species on disturbed sites.  Habitat improvement projects will utilize a holistic, natural approach to best meet the needs of local wildlife while keeping ongoing O&M costs at a minimum.

This project is designed to benefit target wildlife species (mule deer, chukar, California quail, yellow warbler, song sparrow, beaver, black-capped chickadee, downy woodpecker, blue grouse, and western meadowlark) as well as listed salmonids.  Habitat Evaluation Procedures (HEP) will be used to assess baseline conditions and evaluate the effectiveness of habitat improvement projects.  Specific techniques will also be developed to monitor native plant communities, land bird populations, amphibians, and water quality.

b. Technical and/or scientific background
In 1980, the Northwest Electric Power Planning and Conservation Act (P.L. 96-501) was passed to provide for protection, mitigation, and enhancement of fish and wildlife populations impacted by hydropower development within the Columbia River Basin.  The Northwest Power Planning Council (NPPC) has been charged with implementing the power act, and has developed a comprehensive program designed to mitigate for fish and wildlife losses (NPPC, 2000).  Part of that strategy includes restoring and protecting ecosystems using native species (NPPC, 2000;27).  

Because of the significant loss of mainstem habitat and habitat function associated with the Federal Columbia River Power System, tributary habitat has become more critical to the survival and recovery of federally listed species throughout the Columbia Basin.  Such off-site mitigation can benefit both fish and wildlife species as part of the NPPC’s revised Program, which emphasizes an ecosystem approach to recovery efforts (NPPC, 2000).  The revised Program also recommends that to implement this new ecosystem 

Figure 1.  Geographic area of Precious Lands Wildlife Habitat Expansion project implementation.  Land acquisition (16,500 acres) would occur entirely within this area. No Federal or State lands would be included in the project. 
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approach “…managers should complete mitigation agreements for the remaining habitat units,” and that “These agreements should equal 200 percent of the habitat units (2:1 ratio) identified as unannualized losses of wildlife habitat from construction and inundation of the federal hydropower system…” (NPPC, 2000;40).  This, in effect doubles the wildlife losses for the Columbia Basin and emphasizes the need for additional habitat improvement work. 

The Grande Ronde Subbasin Summary (Nowak, 2001) outlines several limiting factors affecting fish and wildlife populations within the subbasin.  In general, the loss of habitat quality and connectedness are the primary limiting factors to fish and wildlife populations.  The quality of aquatic habitats in particular has been significantly impacted by current and past land use practices that have reduced stream shading, altered hydrologic regimes, increased sediment production, and limited recruitment of large woody debris.  Many of the streams within the Grande Ronde subbasin are listed as temperature limited on the 303(d) list (Nowak, 2001;73).  Often this is the direct result of losses or degradation of riparian habitat which was identified as the most serious habitat problem for fish in the subbasin (McIntosh, 1992; Wissmar et al., 1994; and ICBEMP, 2000).  Riparian areas and wetlands are also important for terrestrial species.  They provide nesting and rearing habitats for migrant landbirds, bats, and amphibians, as well as shade, cover, and travel corridors for many other species. 

Direct losses of specific habitats were also identified.  Riparian areas, wetlands, grasslands, and low elevation ponderosa pine forests have all undergone reductions since European settlement (Wisdom et al., 1994).  Remaining areas have been negatively impacted by land use practices such as livestock over-grazing, timber harvest, road construction, and agricultural development.  Livestock grazing has particularly impacted the canyon grassland ecosystem.  Many bunchgrass communities are now severely degraded which has resulted in increased soil compaction, increased soil run-off, increased noxious weed infestations and loss of biodiversity. Changes in land management activities and active restoration of degraded communities will be necessary for recovery of these ecosystems. 

Similar habitat and limiting factor issues were presented in the Asotin Creek, Imnaha, and Snake Hell’s Canyon Summaries (Bryson, 2001; Statler, 2001; Stovall, 2001).  All four subbasins within the Blue Mountain Province cite riparian habitat degradation, loss of ponderosa pine communities, and noxious weeds as limiting factors for wildlife.  All but one cites loss of prairie grasslands as a limiting factor.  There is general agreement that acquisition of priority habitat is one way to address fish and wildlife limitations in the subbasins.

This proposal is designed to protect and enhance fish and wildlife populations occurring in the low elevation riparian areas, grasslands, and forests of the Grande Ronde, Asotin, Imnaha, and Sanke Hell’s Canyon subbasins (Figure 1).  It uses land acquisition and management as a tool to improve habitat conditions for native species.  This is a proposed expansion of the successful NE Oregon Wildlife Mitigation Project (NEOR) managed by the NPT.  To date that project contains 15,359 acres of low elevation habitat within and adjacent to the Joseph Creek watershed.  In addition, approximately 14.6 miles of perennial streams are being managed to improve riparian habitat conditions to benefit wildlife and listed Snake River Steelhead.  Sections 9c and 9d provide further information about this proposal and its significance to local and regional fish and wildlife recovery efforts.

c. Rationale and significance to Regional Programs
The Precious Lands Wildlife Habitat Expansion (PLWHE) Project is directly related to mitigation for wildlife habitat losses resulting from construction of the Federal Columbia River Power System.  As such, it will contributed to the conservation of low elevation grassland, forest, and riparian habitat which directly addresses several limiting factors outlined in the Subbasin Summaries (Bryson, 2001; Nowak, 2001; Statler, 2001; Stovall, 2001).  Specifically, this project will acquire and manage native grassland habitats, work to control the spread of noxious weeds, restore ponderosa pine forests, protect riparian communities, and provide connective corridors between existing Federal, State, Tribal, and non-profit wildlife management areas in the local area.

This PLWHE project is modeled after, and will expand upon, the successful NE Oregon Wildlife Mitigation Project (NEOR) managed by the NPT.  Lands included in the NEOR project are known as “Precious Lands” because of its significance to the Nez Perce People.

Both the NEOR project and this proposal address several of the strategies and goals outlined in the NPPC’s 2000 Program.  They contribute to the vision of “…a Columbia River ecosystem that sustains an abundant, productive, and diverse community of fish and wildlife…” (NPPC, 2000; 12).  They also support the assumption that “This is a habitat-based program, rebuilding healthy, naturally producing fish and wildlife populations by protecting, mitigating, and restoring habitat and the biological systems within them…” (NPPC, 2000; 13).  They help achieve the following biological objectives: “Recovery of fish and wildlife affected by the development and operation of the hydrosystem…; Develop and implement habitat acquisition and enhancement projects…; Coordinate mitigation activities throughout the basin…; Maintain existing and created habitat values; and Monitor and evaluate habitat and species responses to mitigation actions.” (NPPC, 2000;20-21).  Finally, this proposal supports the habitat strategy to “Restore ecosystems, not just single species.” (NPPC, 2000;27).

In addition to helping the NPPC implement its 2000 Program, the PLWHE program also supports several important regional efforts to help area wildlife.

Because it concentrates on low elevation canyon ecosystems, the PLWHE project will provide winter range for area elk herds.  Efforts to maintain and enhance winter range conditions directly benefits the Blue Mountain Elk Initiative (BMEI), a multi-partner initiative started in 1990 to address elk management concerns within the Blue Mountains of Oregon and Washington.  Specifically, this project supports the BMEI goal of providing quality winter range conditions while minimizing conflicts with private landowners, livestock grazing, and crop production (BMEI, 1996).

Habitat for bighorn sheep will also be protected under this proposal, which supports the Hell’s Canyon Initiative. The Hell’s Canyon Initiative is a multi-agency effort to restore self-sustaining Rocky Mountain bighorn sheep to suitable habitat within the Hell’s Canyon ecosystem.  The Precious Lands Wildlife Habitat Expansion Project addresses the Initiative’s management action of acquiring land that provides bighorn habitat within their project area (Statler, 2001).  The NEOR Project already provides bighorn habitat within the Joseph Creek watershed, and an expanded role in bighorn recovery is envisioned with this proposal.

Loss and degradation of habitat is probably the single biggest threat to wildlife population conservation world-wide.  This is particularly true of neotropical migrant landbirds that depend on geographically distant regions for wintering and breeding habitat.  In 1990, a coalition of government agencies, conservation groups, academic institutions, private businesses, and other citizens formed the Partners in Flight (PIF) program to jointly work toward conservation of North American landbirds (Pashley et al., 2000).  The PLWHE Project will support this regional and national effort by providing bird habitat on up to 16,500 additional acres of land.  Permanent landbird point-count stations will be established as part of the M&E portion of the project, and the recorded data will be used to help identify population trends and set conservation strategies at a regional level.  

d. Relationships to other projects 
Relationship to the NEOR Project

The PLWHE Project is directly related to and supports the NEOR project funded by BPA since 1996.  It is because of the success of NEOR that the current project is being proposed.  Since the NEOR Project serves as the model for the current proposal, a detailed account of the NEOR Project and its history is provided. 

In 1995, the NPT submitted the “Northeast Oregon Wildlife Project” (#96-80) to BPA for potential funding under the Northwest Power Planning Council’s Fish and Wildlife Program.  The objective of the project is to purchase and manage canyon grassland habitats to benefit wildlife as partial mitigation for construction of the four Lower Snake River Dams. The project called for the purchase of approximately 16,500 acres of wildlife habitat.  An estimated 9,669 habitat units (HUs) will be credited to BPA for habitat permanently dedicated to wildlife and wildlife mitigation.

The first land purchase occurred in November 1996 and consisted of 10,306 acres located in the Joseph Creek watershed in northern Wallowa County.  The area consists primarily of canyon grasslands with scattered shrub fields and conifer stands.  The area is very steep and rugged with few roads which makes it ideal as a refugia for local wildlife.

In September 1998, an additional 158 acres was added along the western rim of Joseph Canyon.  This area has gentle topography and deep soils that result in high wildlife values.  Approximately 57 acres was under agricultural production for Christmas and ornamental trees.  The next 1,540 acres was purchased in August 1999 and is located in the Buford Creek watershed of the Grande Ronde River.  This parcel is another piece of canyon grassland habitat with scattered shrub fields and a few conifer stands.  In addition, there are 123 acres of agricultural land in wheat and hay production.  The latest purchase occurred in October, 2000 when the NPT liquidated 193 acres (including the 57 acres in commercial tree production) and acquired 3,325 acres within the Joseph Creek drainage.  The current acre total is approximately 15,359.  All of these properties were in private ownership prior to their sale to the NPT. 

Since 1998, the NPT has undergone extensive work to survey the wildlife and vegetative resources of the NEOR Project area.  Below is a list of significant accomplishments toward that effort.

Small Mammal Inventory:  Pitfall traps, Sherman live traps, and snap trap arrays were used to sample the small mammal fauna within grassland, riparian, and shrub cover types.  Methods for pitfall trap arrays followed Bury and Corn (1987) and proved to be an effective method of sampling the mammalian fauna.  Over two years, several hundred individuals were sampled, representing 11 species of rodents, lagomorphs, and insectivores.  Collected specimens (276 total) were preserved, mounted and deposited at the Burke Museum in Seattle Washington as part of their permanent mammal collection.     

Land Bird Monitoring:  Permanent point count monitoring stations using the standardized methodology of the Partners In Flight Program (Huff et al., 2000) have been established at eight locations throughout the Precious Lands Area to monitor breeding land bird populations.  Most sites have been monitored since 1999 and have resulted in thousands of detections representing 87 bird species.  Populations in upland shrub habitats appear to be particularly diverse.  An average of 10.75 ( 3.22 (N = 45) species per visit have been detected in upland shrub habitats compared to 6.16 ( 1.78 (N = 30) for grassland transects.  Established transects will continue to be surveyed as part of the ongoing monitoring program.

Baseline Habitat Evaluation Procedure:  During the 2000 field season the NPT initiated a baseline HEP on the 12,000 acres in the NEOR project at that time.  Standard methods outlined in USFWS (1980a, 1980b) and Hays et al. (1981) were used to sample habitat characteristics.  Field transects were stratified by cover types, and established at randomly selected sites within each type.  Habitat variables were collected for use in habitat suitability index (HSI) models of target species.  Data are currently being analyzed and the results used to prepare a management plan for the area.  Preliminary estimates indicate that the NEOR project provides 8,598 HU’s for five target species (Table 1).  Additional analysis of five other target species, and 3,360 acres of newly acquired habitat, should result in significantly higher HU values for this project.  When the project was approved, it was estimated that BPA would receive a minimum 9,669 HU’s as credit toward fulfillment of their mitigation obligation (BPA, 1996).

Table 1.  Preliminary analysis of HU’s provided by the NEOR Project for five target wildlife species.  Information based on analysis of 12,000 acres of the total 15,359 acres in the project.

Species
Cover Type
Average HSI
Acres
HU’s

Black-Capped Chickadee
Conifer Forest
0.99
752
744


Conifer Woodland
0.48
782
375

Downey Woodpecker
Riparian
0.78
381
297

Yellow Warbler
Riparian
0.59
355
209


Upland Shrub
0.35
1,566
548


Disturbed Riparian

0.25
164
41

Song Sparrow
Riparian
0.90
519
467

Western Meadowlark
Annual Grassland
0.97
2,060
1,998


Native Bunchgrass
0.74
5,190
3,840


Cropland
0.64
124
79

TOTAL
8,598

Noxious Weed Inventory:  Noxious weed populations have been inventoried and mapped using helicopter and walk-through surveys.  Approximately 400 acres of yellow starthistle infestation has been identified, mapped and targeted for control action.  Locations of other priority weeds have also been mapped and control action taken if appropriate.  Weed surveys are an ongoing and integral activity to the overall management of the area.

In addition to survey and inventory activities, the NEOR project also includes an aggressive operations and maintenance program to protect the property from trespass by neighboring livestock, control noxious weeds, maintain roads, and repair facilities such as cabins and barns used by summer work crews.  Property boundaries have also been located, signed, and fenced where necessary.

A management plan for the NEOR Project area is currently being drafted to address key resources issues, and outline project goals and objectives.  Plan development has been delayed due to a recent land acquisition made in October 2000.  It was decided to include the new property in the current management plan rather than create a new one later.  A draft plan should be issued by fall of 2001 for review and approval.

Relationship to Other Wildlife Areas

The geographic location of this project makes it a valuable tool for adding to a growing network of wildlife management areas (WMA’s) in the tri-state area of Oregon, Washington and Idaho. Already the Hell’s Canyon area supports over 70,000 acres of habitat within the Craig Mountain WMA and the associated Garden Creek Reserve managed by The Nature Conservancy.  This proposal will expand upon the NEOR project located in the lower Joseph Creek watershed.  Already the NEOR project includes 15,359 acres of important big game winter range in the canyon grassland ecosystem.  Additions to this project would greatly enhance the wildlife management efforts within the area.  Some of the more applicable projects are outlined below.  

The Chief Joseph Wildlife Area is managed by WDFW, and includes 13,425 acres of canyon grasslands located along Joseph Creek in the lower Grande Ronde watershed. One important management objective is to provide quality habitat for elk, bighorn sheep, and other native species.  Weed control and riparian protection activities are an integral part of habitat management.  This WMA lies approximately 3 miles to the northeast of the NEOR project.  They are linked physically by a large parcel of Bureau of Land Management (BLM) land that provides a travel corridor for area wildlife.  In conjunction, these two wildlife areas provide over 28,000 acres of habitat within an approximately 200 square mile area of the lower Grande Ronde watershed.  The PLWHE Project has the potential to expand and improve upon this effort.

The Asotin Wildlife Area is managed by the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW).  This WMA occupies approximately 14,000 acres in the upper Asotin Creek subbasin next to the Umatilla National Forest.  Management on this WMA emphasizes habitat management to benefit elk and other species.

The Wenaha Wildlife Area is another BPA-supported WMA within the project area.  This site is managed by the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) and lies approximately 13 miles to the west of the NEOR project.  Both projects provide winter habitat for big game animals, and strive to enhance habitat values for native fish and wildlife species.  Management of low elevation grassland and associated riparian areas are priority activities.

The Camp Creek Ranch acquisition by The Nature Conservancy was partially supported through the BPA “high priority” funding process.  This project lies within the Imnaha subbasin and represents another addition to the growing list of wildlife management areas located in canyon habitats of Wallowa County, Oregon.  It compliments the PLWHE Project by also managing and restoring threatened grassland and prairie ecosystems and the species that depend on them.

Relationship to Other Land Management Efforts

If funded, the PLWHE Project would work with the Watershed Restoration Planner funded under BPA project #199403900 to identify habitat acquisition opportunities within the project area, and coordinate watershed restoration projects on acquired properties.  As part of that effort, the Wallowa County/Nez Perce Tribe Salmon Habitat Recovery Plan (1993) will be implemented on suitable project lands.

Noxious weed infestations are a growing concern within the grassland ecosystems of northeast Oregon and adjacent Idaho and were identified as a limiting factor for wildlife in all subbasin Summaries within the Blue Mountain Province (Bryson, 2001; Nowak, 2001; Statler, 2001; Stovall, 2001).  The NEOR Area Manager is an active participant in both the Tri-State Demonstration Weed Management Area, and the Lower Grande Ronde Noxious Weed Program.  Both are cooperative efforts by government agencies, industry and private landowners to combat the growing threat of noxious weeds.  Activities include information transfer, cooperative work projects, and funding opportunities.  Participation in these efforts directly benefits the NEOR Project and the region by improving noxious weed control.  Such efforts would continue if the Precious Lands Area is expanded under this proposal.

e. Project history (for ongoing projects) 

f. Proposal objectives, tasks and methods
The project goals, objectives, and tasks for fiscal year 2002-2004 are consistent with the NPPC 2000 program, and address limiting factors outlined in the Grande Ronde, Asotin Creek, Imnaha, and Snake Hell’s Canyon Summaries. 

Project Goal:
Acquire and manage 16,500 acres of low elevation riparian, ponderosa pine, and grassland habitat to improve fish and wildlife habitat values to benefit all native species.

Planning and Design 

Objective 1.  
Develop Project Plan and conduct NEPA review of alternatives.


Task a.  Develop formal Project Plan for NEPA review

Objective 2.
Acquire information on properties for restoration and long-term management (up to 5,000 acres per year)


Task a.  Planning and research to determine the properties selected for acquisition.


Task b.  Conduct pre-acquisition activities such as title searches, appraisals, and field visits.

Objective 3.
Protect, restore and/or enhance secured lands to increase fish and wildlife habitat values


Task a.  Develop site-specific restoration plans for acquired properties


Task b.  Adjust site-specific restoration plans according to monitoring and evaluation results.

Objective 4.
Manage properties to retain and improve wildlife habitat benefits

Task a.  Develop site-specific operation and maintenance plans for acquired properties


Task b.  Adjust site-specific operation and maintenance plans according to monitoring and evaluation results.

Objective 5.
Monitor wildlife habitats and populations to ensure benefits of management activities

Task a.  Develop programmatic and site-specific monitoring and evaluation plans for acquired properties


Task b.  Adjust monitoring and evaluation plans based on new information

Construction/Implementation

Objective 1.
Acquire properties for restoration, enhancement and long-term management (up to 5,000 acres per year)


Task a.  Secure lands in perpetuity to benefit wildlife through direct purchase, easement, or long-term lease

Objective 2.
Restore and protect properties for increased wildlife values


Task a.  Implement restoration activities as identified in restoration plans

Operation & Maintenance

Objective 1.
Manage properties to ensure benefits to fish and wildlife


Task a.  Perform habitat management activities outlined in site-specific management plans


Task b.  Adjust management activities in response to monitoring and evaluation results

Monitoring & Evaluation

Objective 1.
Monitor wildlife populations and habitats annually to evaluate the effectiveness of habitat improvement measures


Task a.  Conduct general vegetation monitoring and HEP analysis to evaluate management activities annually


Task b.  Conduct Wildlife population surveys on select population to measure effectiveness of management activities

The following narrative explains the methods and rational for each objective.

Planning and Design

Objective 1.  Project Plan and NEPA Review

A project plan will be written that details the proposed activities in enough detail so that a NEPA analysis can be conducted on the two alternatives (Implement Project or No Action).  The plan will discuss priority habitats for acquisition, geographic area, and proposed land management activities planned for acquired properties.  It is expected that an Environmental Assessment will be sufficient to evaluate impacts of this project.  The NEPA analysis will be conducted by BPA staff based using information provided by the NPT and others.  Consultation with the US Fish and Wildlife Service and the National Marine Fisheries Service will be required. 

Objective 2. Planning and Research of Property

The main goal of the project is to acquire properties in the Grande Ronde, Asotin Creek, Imnaha, and Snake Hell’s Canyon watersheds for the restoration, protection and long-term management of habitat to benefit both aquatic and terrestrial resources.  Project goals are to acquire 5,000 acres annually.  This will require considerable effort to locate and evaluate potential properties.

A prioritization process will be developed to identify critical habitat areas within the project area.  Current aerial photography, vegetation maps, land use maps, soil maps, digital orthophotoquads and digital USGS quad maps will be used to evaluate each parcel.  Protential land parcels will be ranked based on several criteria such as habitat characteristics, current ecological condition, restorability, responsiveness to limiting factors, any sensitive or Federally Listed species populations, 303(d) status of streams, proximity to existing public land ownerships, and other site characteristics.  Pre-acquisition surveys will be performed by qualified personnel to evaluate hazardous waste problems, and cultural resources.

Coordination with local realty firms, title companies, and county assessors will be necessary to respond to available properties in a timely manner.  Preliminary title searches will be conducted followed by third party appraisals of potential parcels.  All appraisals will meet Federal standards and evaluate a minimum of three comaparable properties.  It is expected that appraisals will be contracted to qualified companies.

Objective 3.  Restoration Plans

Once a parcel has been acquired, a site-specific restoration plan will be developed.  This will require initial evaluation of resource conditions, followed by detailed plans to restore and enhance habitat values.  Wildlife, fisheries, and vegetation surveys will be conducted to provide basic information needed to develop the plans.  In each plan, management efforts will concentrate on actions that address the critical limiting factors associated with each parcel.  For example, removal of fish passage barriers would receive higher priority than efforts to increase downey woodpecker habitat by creating snags.  The resultant plans will be evaluated and adapted to changing resource conditions or improved management techniques.

Objective 4.  Operation and Maintenance Plans

Operation and maintenance plans will be created for each parcel that outline management activities to protect existing habitat values.  They will outline management activities such as perimeter fencing, road maintenance, weed control, project administration, etc. The resultant plans would be evaluated and adapted to changing resource conditions or improved management techniques.

Objective 5.  Monitoring and Evaluation Plans

Monitoring and evaluation plans will be created for each parcel that outline what methods will be employed to evaluate habitat and population changes.  These plans will be reviewed and updated reguarly to adaptively manage as new information or unforseen problems arise.  A thorough description of monitoring and evaluation methods is fould in the Monitoring and Evaluation section below. 

Construction/Implementation

Objective 1.  Land Acquisition

Secure land in perpetuity through fee simple acquisition, lease or easement.  All land acquisition will occur within the geographic area defined in Figure 1. No Federal or State lands will be considered for acquisition or lease.  Fee purchase of property will always be the highest priority compared to easements or leases.  Willing sellers will be contacted and presented with the option of selling their properties using a third party apprasial as the basis for establishing fair market value. An earnest money agreement (EMA) will be negotiated that establishes a high and low per acre price.  If the appraisal falls within the specified price range then the property will be acquired.  The objective is to purchase 5,000 acres per year until a total of 16,500 acres is reached.

Objective 2.  Protect and Restore Properties 

Site-specific restoration plans will be implemented using state-of-the-art technology and methods.  Specific restoration techniques will depend on resource problems and local site conditions.  Methods may include tree planting, prescribed burns, road obliteration, herbaceous seeding, brush removal, channel stabilization, or other methods yet to be determined.  As much as possible, passive restoration techniques will be employed.  Passive restoration utilizes natural processes to re-establish desirable conditions.  For example, removal of domestic livestock may be a logical and cost-effective way to restore degraded riparian communities.  The results of all restoration activities will be monitored and evaluated for effectiveness.  Restoration plans will be changed in response to measured outcomes.

Operation & Maintenance
Objective 1.  Implement Management Plans

Site-specific management plans will be implemented on each parcel.  Activities identified in the plans will ensure that habitat values are protected and enhanced on project lands.  Actual management activities will be varied and specific to a particular area.  However, several basic activities will likely occur on every parcel purchased.  These activities including noxious weed control, perimeter fencing, fire protection and control, and facilities maintenance.  Descriptions of these activities are provided below.

Noxious Weed Control.  Noxious weed infestations are a growing concern within the grassland ecosystems of northeast Oregon and adjacent Washington and Idaho, and were identified in the all Summaries as a limiting factor for wildlife (Bryson, 2001; Nowak, 2001; Statler, 2001; Stovall, 2001). Yellow starthistle is of particular management concern because of its rapid spread and prolific seed production capabilities.  It often displaces native plant communities and creates a near monoculture with other weedy annuals.  Infested sites have lower biodiversity than healthy communities, and may be susceptible to increased soil erosion (Sheley et al., 1999).  

Inventories of noxious weed infestations will help set priorities and guide management activities.  Target weed species will include, but are not limited to, yellow starthistle, scotch thistle, leafy spurge, diffuse knapweed, spotted knapweed, rush skeleton weed, and poison hemlock.  Populations of high priority weeds will be aggressively managed through a combination of herbicide application, mechanical treatment, and use of bio-control agents.  There is also a need to continuously inventory and map noxious weed infestations to better respond with appropriate management actions.  Early detection and treatment is essential for efficiently controlling noxious weeds.

After weed control efforts have been accomplished, degraded sites will be re-seeded with native species to help recover the plant community and prevent re-establishment of undesirable weeds. The steep rugged terrain, thin soils, and low rainfall of this region make restoration of damaged grasslands a challenging task that will require adaptive management strategies.  It will, however, be essential for the long-term success of habitat improvement projects.  

Perimeter Fencing  Once property is acquired it may be necessary to establish perimeter fences to control trespass livestock.  Past livestock grazing has contributed to degradation of both upland, riparian and aquatic habitats within all subbasins examined (Bryson, 2001; Nowak, 2001; Statler, 2001; Stovall, 2001).  To maintain habitat quality and protect improvements, perimeter fences will be established and maintained around all properties. All fence construction will utilize wildlife-friendly standards to minimize impacts to wildlife.  The NPT will also work cooperatively with adjacent landowners to develop other long-term strategies for livestock control.

Fire Protection and Control  The NPT has entered into a fire protection agreement with the Oregon Department of Forestry to provide for fire suppression activities on the NEOR project.  This agreement has proved a useful tool in our efforts to protect habitat values from uncontrolled wildfires.  Similar agreements will be negotiated with the appropriate State officials for each parcel acquired.  Most of the project area lies in the low elevation grassland zone of the Grande Ronde and Snake River canyons.  These communities are at high risk of wildfire from lightning strikes and human ignitions so the need for fire management agreements is warranted.

Maintain Facilities, Roads and Equipment  It is probable the at least some properties will contain capital improvements such as barns, sheds, watering troughs, roads, trails, and houses.  In so much as it contributes to overall objectives, these facilities will be maintained.  Buildings in particular can be very useful for storage of equipment and supplies while implementing project work.  Personnel working on the project may need to reside on-site during the workweek to limit excess travel.  Occupied buildings must be maintained and supplied to keep them in usable condition.  Reasonable expectations for these facilities include running water, toilet facilities, a cooking area, and sleeping quarters.  Roads leading to the properties must also be maintained so work crews can access the site.  Winter snows and spring flood events may necessitate moderate repair and cleanup costs.  If road maintenance is not economically or ecologically feasible, roads may be decommissioned.

Tools and equipment will also need to be serviced and maintained.  A project of this size can have large inventories of equipment so it is essential that items are routinely cared for to extend their service life.

Office facilities are typically provided by the NPT.  However, increased floor space may be needed to accommodate the growing staff needed for project implementation.  Out-year budgets have included costs for office lease or improvements.

Monitoring and Evaluation

Objective 1.  Monitor Wildlife Populations and Habitats

Site-specific monitoring and evaluation plans will be created for each land parcel.  Specific methods will depend on proposed management activities, habitats represented, and local fish and wildlife populations of interest.  However, general methods will likely be similarly employed on all lands within the project.  Descriptions of those methods are provided below.

General Vegetation Monitoring  Permanent vegetation plots will be established using guidelines outlined in (Elzinga et al., 1998) to evaluate effectiveness of weed control activities, habitat protection measures, and native plant seedings.  Plots are designed to indicate population trends and changes in community composition as a result of management activities.  For example, we may wish to detect a change in frequency of yellow starthistle following herbicide treatment, or an increase in bluebunch wheatgrass density following livestock exclusion.  Both of these parameters can be estimated using microplots located at regular intervals along randomly-located, permanent transects.  

The monitoring objectives will drive specific plot design and intensity.  For example, the effort needed to detect a 10% change in species frequency will be different than that needed to detect a 30% change.   Additionally, life history characteristics of target plant species may also dictate sampling design and intensity.  Some geophytes are notoriously difficult to monitor because above ground parts are not always evident on a yearly basis.  Monitoring designs will be adapted as necessary to achieve monitoring objectives.  Data will be gathered at specified intervals (3-5 years) for the life of the project.  Voucher specimens of all vascular plant species encountered on monitoring plots will be collected and deposited at the Oregon State University Herbarium at Corvallis, OR.

HEP Analysis  A baseline HEP analysis will be conducted on newly purchased property.  HEP analysis will also be used to evaluate habitat benefits resulting from management activities.  Permanent HEP transects will be evaluated at five year intervals to monitor general habitat trends.  Transects will be stratified over all cover types so that at least two transects per cover type are evaluated.  

Field methods follow standard protocols (USFWS, 1980a, 1980b; Hays et al. 1981) that vary based on the cover type being sampled and the Habitat Suitability Index (HSI) model being run.  In general, transects are randomly plotted on a map during a pre-field review.   Transect starting points and azimuths are then randomly selected in the field.  Transects are comprised of 100 ft. segments, with measurements taken at standard intervals on the right side of the tape.  Transect length is determined using a “running mean” to estimate variance (95% probability of being within 10% of the true mean for percent herbaceous cover) with minimum transect length of 1000 ft.  Transect starting and ending points are marked with a 2.5 ft. rebar stake painted orange and capped with a plastic orange safety cap.  Photos are taken at the starting point facing the line of travel. 

Variables sampled are dependent on the cover type being sampled and the HSI models being evaluated.  Listed below are the sampling methods used to measure variables within grassland, upland shrub, riparian, and conifer cover types (Table 2).  Other variables that may be necessary to run the HSI models can be derived from the data collected using these methods.

Table 2.  Variables measured during HEP analysis.

Riparian and Conifer Cover Types



Variable
Method
Measurement

% Tree Canopy Cover


Moosehorn Densitometer
Number of hits per 100 ft. interval measured every 10 ft.

Average Tree Height
Forestry Conservation Stick
Ocular estimate of the nearest tree at the 50 and 100 ft. marks.

Basal Area
Circular Plot
Use 10 factor prism to measure trees on 1/10 acre plot located at 100 ft. intervals.

Snags/Acre
Circular Plot
Directly count all snags >6 inch DBH and >6 ft tall within 1/10 acre plot.

% Trees 1-6 inch DBH
Circular Plot
Directly count all trees 1-6 inch DBH within 1/10 acre plot.

% Shrub Canopy Cover
Line Intercept
Number of hits per 100 ft. interval measured every 5 ft. (2 ft. intervals if shrubs appeared < 20% cover).

Average shrub height
Line Intercept

Tape Measure
Directly measure maximum height of tallest shrub intercepted at 5 ft intervals along transect.

% Herbaceous Cover
Microplot
Ocular estimate within 0.5 m2 microplot.

% Cover Palatable Herbaceous Species
Microplot
Ocular estimate within 0.5 m2 microplot.

Hiding Cover
Robel Pole
At 50 ft. intervals, estimate % of the pole obscured at 10 ft distance.

Grassland and Upland Shrub Cover Types



Variable
Method
Measurement

% Shrub Canopy Cover
Line Intercept
Number of hits per 100 ft. interval measured every 5 ft. (2 ft. intervals if shrubs appeared < 20% cover).

Average shrub height
Line Intercept

Tape Measure
Directly measure maximum height of shrub intercepted at 5 ft intervals along transect.

% Herbaceous Canopy Cover
Microplot
Ocular estimate within 0.5 m2 microplot.

% Cover Palatable Herbaceous Species
Microplot
Ocular estimate within 0.5 m2 microplot.

Average Height Herbaceous Canopy
Microplot

Tape Measure
Directly measure average and maximum height of herbaceous cover within 0.5 m2 microplot.

Distance to Perch
Tape Measure
At 20 ft. intervals along transect, directly measure to nearest perch.

Distance to Roost
Ocular Estimate
At 20 ft. intervals along transect, estimate distance to roosting cover.

Hiding Cover
Robel Pole
At 50 ft. intervals, estimate % of the pole obscured at 10 ft distance.

Wildlife Population Monitoring  It is often assumed that changes in habitat condition or structure will result in concurrent changes in wildlife populations.  To more convincingly link habitat improvements to population numbers, select groups of wildlife species will be monitored over time on the project area.  Specifically, land birds, and amphibians will be monitored to evaluate population changes that might result from habitat improvement work.  Both of these groups can act as ecological indicators of habitat change.  Birds will often respond rapidly to changes in cover or structure while amphibians are important indicators of water and wetland quality.  Specific monitoring programs may also be established for special status populations (such as Mtn. quail or Townsend’s big eared bat) or Threatened and Endangered species that may inhabit the project area.  Such monitoring would help ensure that project activities were not adversely impacting species of conservation concern.

Land Bird Monitoring  Land bird monitoring protocols are based on the standardized procedure used by the Partners in Flight Program (Huff et al., 2000).  This is a habitat-based system that records all birds observed at a fixed location during specific, repeated observation periods.  Monitoring sites are stratified by habitat, and within each site five stations are permanently located a minimum of 150 m apart.  At each station, all birds observed or heard during a ten-minute period are recorded and classified as either within or outside a standard 50 m radius of the observer.  Sampling takes place in the spring from mid-May through July to best capture species during their breeding season.  All data collection occurs during early morning hours from sunrise to no later than 10:00 am to ensure the best detectability of singing males (Mills et al., 2000).  Each monitoring site is visited at least twice during the breeding season (optimally three times) to record both early and late arriving migrants.  Data are compiled and submitted to the national repository for bird monitoring data at www.mp2-pwrc.usgs.gov/point/main.htm.

Amphibian Monitoring  Amphibian monitoring will occur at appropriate lacusteran habitats on all project lands.    Monitoring sites are visited twice each year during April and again in July to detect breeding adults and recently metamorphed young, respectively.  At each site, all habitat within 1 m of the shoreline are surveyed on foot by one or more observers.  The start and end time of the search effort is recorded so that relative abundance of species can be calculated.  All amphibians encountered are counted, identified to species, and classified by developmental stage (egg mass, larvae, tadpole, juvenile, or adult).  Physical and chemical characteristics of the monitoring site are also recorded to document pH, water temperature, substrate, maximum depth, turbidity, etc.  Data are compiled and copies sent to the Rocky Mountain Region of the Declining Amphibians Population Task Force (DAPTF) for inclusion in their database.  

Water Quality Monitoring  The NPT Water Resources Program will conduct water quality monitoring on select streams within the project area if management activities are likely to result in changes to water quality or quantity.  Basic data on nutrients (TP, NH4-N, TKN, NO3-NO2, orthophosphates), bedload, total suspended solids, bacteria, and flow be collected at appropriate sites within the project area.  Hydrolab readings will also be taken for temperature, dissolved oxygen, pH, turbidity, and specific conductivity. These efforts will be continued and new monitoring sites established as necessary, to help meet data needs for watershed and fish recovery efforts.  The need for continued water temperature monitoring was identified in the Summaries (Bryson, 2001; Nowak, 2001; Statler, 2001; Stovall, 2001).

g. Facilities and equipment
The NPT typically provides office space for all employees but since this project will require the addition of new staff, costs for office lease or expansion have been included in out-year budget estimates  Office equipment such as desks, computers, and file cabinets will need to be purchased in FY 2002.  A lease vehicle will be needed during early implementation of the project to facilitate field visits and data collection.  Once construction/implementation starts, there will be additional needs for equipment such as global positioning equipment, ATV’s, utility trailers, etc. GSA vehicles will be leased annually to provide project support.  If acquired properties have capital improvements such as buildings, funds will be needed for routine maintenance and repairs to prolong their usefulness to the project.
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Loren A. Kronemann

Wildlife Mitigation Specialist

FTE:
1/4



EDUCATION:

M.S. in Range Management, Texas Tech University, Lubbock, TX 1982.


Thesis: “Effects of Fire on Selected Mule Deer Browse in the Guadalupe Mountains”  

B.S. in Wildlife Resource Management, University of Idaho, Moscow, ID, 1977.




PROFESSIONAL 

EXPERIENCE:


Wildlife Mitigation Specialist 

Nez Perce Tribe, Lapwai, ID, 1987-Present

Oversee all wildlife mitigation lands managed by the Nez Perce Tribe and act as site manager for the Dworshak wildlife mitigation project.  Responsible for creating budgets and funding proposals, hiring and supervising field technicians, and implementing the monitoring and restoration of native plant and wildlife species. 

Department Technician 

Department of Pharmacology, Texas Tech Health Science Center, Lubbock, TX. 1982-1987.          Responsibilities included the repair and maintenance of equipment, developing slides and photographs, providing hand-drawn graphics and labeling, and assisting in design, construction and setup of experimental equipment. 

Biological Technician
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Hobe Sound National Wildlife Refuge, Hobe Sound, FL. May-August 1982.

Conducted nesting counts and monitored crawls of three species of endangered giant sea turtles.  Performed habitat revitalization by removing exotic plant species and transplanting native vegetation.  Maintained trails and sand dune ramps, controlled raccoon predation, ran sea bird counts, and conducted law enforcement patrols by boat, jeep, or ATV.

Research Assistant 

Department of Range and Wildlife, Texas Tech University, Lubbock, TX, August 1979-May 1982.  

Conducted research on the effects of fire on mule deer browse.  Set up research areas, collected vegetation samples, analyzed food habit data using fecal analysis, and participated in prescribed burn projects.  Familiar with drop net and cannon net capturing systems for big game.

Field Biologist 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Ecological Services, Boise, ID, May 1979-August 1979.

Conducted field surveys of wildlife potential on Army Corp. lands along Dworshak Reservoir, ID.  Wrote a comprehensive management plan for wildlife and fisheries use of the area, and prepared detailed maps of all habitat alterations.

Research Assistant
University of Idaho, Department of Wildlife, Moscow, ID, November 1977-April 1979.

Assisted in supervising field crews that were inventorying the wildlife habitat on all Bureau of Land Management lands in northern Idaho. Conducted vegetation, small mammal, and snag surveys, performed chukar counts, and participated in aerial surveys of elk winter range. Prepared vegetation maps, interpreted aerial photographs, performed data analysis, and wrote portions of the final report.

Biological Technician

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, P.O. Box 2800, Kenai, AK, May 1977-August 1977.

Collected vegetation data for a moose habitat rehabilitation project.  Collected and analyzed soil samples, and conducted moose and caribou population surveys.  Assisted in determining the effects of various logging techniques on moose.   




PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT:
Supervisory Development 




Applying the NEPA Process

HEP Techniques

Forest Appraisal Training

Prescribed Fire Management Training

Expert Witness

Interagency Wetland Delineation

Arcview training




PUBLICATIONS:
“Analysis of Habitat Preference by White-tailed Deer on Winter Range Near St. Maries, Idaho” Forestry, Wildlife, and Range Experimental Station, University of Idaho, 1977.

“Fish and Wildlife Habitat Treatments, Dworshak Dam Reservoir” Appendix D to Army Corps Master Plan.  U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Ecological Service, Boise, Idaho. 1979.

“Terrestrial Wildlife Habitat Inventory of BLM Lands in West Central Idaho” Stauffer, Kronemann and Garton. May 1979. University of Idaho Press.

“Effects of Fire on Selected Mule Deer Browse in the Guadalupe Mountains” MS Thesis.

     Texas Tech University, Lubbock, TX, 1982.



Angela Sondenaa

Precious Lands Area Manager

FTE: 
1/4



EDUCATION:

Ph.D. in Botany, University of Idaho, Moscow, ID, 2000.

Dissertation Title: “The Reproductive Ecology of Douglasia idahoensis, a Rare Idaho 
Endemic”.

Emphasis Areas: Breeding systems, pollination biology, and seed production.

B.S. in Wildlife Biology, Oregon State University, Corvallis, OR, 1990.

Emphasis Areas:  Non-game species




PROFESSIONAL 

EXPERIENCE:


Precious Land Area Manager

Nez Perce Tribe, Lapwai, ID, July 1998-Present

Characterized and managed over 15,000 acres of wildlife mitigation lands.  Responsible for developing an area management plan and assisting in land acquisition, organizing a Clearwater subbasin terrestrial wildlife assessment, creating budgets and funding proposals, hiring and supervising field technicians, and implementing the monitoring and restoration of native plant and wildlife species. 

Acting Herbarium Director 

University of Idaho Herbarium, Moscow, ID, 1996-1998.          


Responsible for all aspects of herbarium management including conducting research on Idaho floristics, facilitating loan requests, managing collection database, promoting the specimen exchange program, supervising student workers, and leading workshops on plant collecting techniques, proper handling, label preparation, and curation of herbarium specimens. 

Teaching Assistant
General Biology 201, General Botany 203, University of Idaho, Moscow, ID, Academic Year 1995-6.    

Conducted weekly Biology laboratory classes and presented lecture material in recitation sections for introductory principles course for majors.   Presented Botany laboratory instruction in plant anatomy, diversity, and physiology.  Assisted with writing exam questions, grading assignments, and conducting review sessions before exams.

Research Assistant 

Department of Plant, Soil & Entomological sciences, University of Idaho, Moscow, ID, June-July 1997.  

Collected field data on insect herbivory in Salix sp. with differing wax blooms, performed statistical analysis using SAS computer program, and collected, curated, and identified insect specimens.  

Student Curator 

University of Idaho Herbarium, Moscow, ID, 1993-1995. 

Organized plant collection, supervised student workers, revised taxonomy of problem groups, responded to information requests, identify specimens, and entered data into herbarium database. 

Wildlife Biologist 

Salmon River District, Nez Perce National Forest, White Bird, ID, 1990-1993.

Developed district-level wildlife program, designed and conducted wildlife and plant surveys, hired and supervised field technicians, prepared biological evaluations, and acted as District Safety Committee Chairman in 1992.  Coordinated the sensitive plant program including survey design, inventory of rare habitats, population monitoring, and report writing.  

Cultural Resource Assistant 

Oregon State University Research Forests, Corvallis, OR, 1989-1990.  

Functioned as part of an interdisciplinary team that inventoried, documented, and mapped cultural resource sites, developed a site database, and made management recommendations.




PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT:
Supervisory Development 



Forest Plan Implementation 1900-1

Employee Awareness Training 



Applying the NEPA Process

Habitat Type Training 




Basic Law Enforcement

Bat Survey and Monitoring Workshop


Level II COR/Inspector Workshop

Basic Photo Interpretation Training


Basic Firefighter Training

Introductory ArcView GIS



HEP Techniques




PUBLICATIONS:
Zybach, B. and A. Sondenaa.  1994.  Charlie Olson: Biographical Sketch and Early History of Sulphur Springs, Benton County Oregon 1890-1920.  Monograph #7, Soap Creek Valley History Project.  Oregon State University Research Forests, Corvallis, OR.  185 pp.

Sondenaa, A.  1990.  The Wild Mammals of the McDonald and Paul M. Dunn Research Forests.  Oregon State University Research Forests, Corvallis, OR.  43 pp.




Wildlife Biologists (2)

To be hired.

Minimum Qualifications:
B.S. in Wildlife Biology, Botany or related field 

(M.S. Preferred) 

Strong written and oral communications skills





Experience and/or training in habitat restoration





At least 1 year supervisory experience

Secretarial Support:

LaRae Peters
















� Severe flooding during 1996-7 resulted in losses of understory shrubs in some riparian areas.  These areas showed a significant reduction in habitat value for yellow warbler during model runs, so were separated into their own category.  Habitat conditions in these areas did not show a significant reduction for other riparian species such as downey woodpecker or song sparrow.
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