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a. Abstract 
The CTUIR is proposing to continue protecting, enhancing, and mitigating in-kind and in-place wildlife and wildlife habitat impacted by the construction of the McNary Hydroelectric Power Project on the Wanaket Wildlife Area.  The Wanaket Wildlife Area is adjacent to the south shore of the McNary pool, approximately 1.5 River Miles upstream from the McNary hydroelectric facility.  Key habitats and cover types provided by the 2,750 acre Project Area include upland shrub-steppe, wetlands, riparian herb, shrub, and tree habitats, and sand/gravel/cobble/mud shoreline habitats.  Seven mitigation target species have been chosen to represent these cover types, including California quail, western meadowlark, mallard, the yellow warbler, downy woodpecker, spotted sandpiper, and mink.  At project initiation in 1993, these habitats were estimated to provide 2,334 Habitat Units (HU’s) of protection credit.  Protection and enhancement HU’s generated by this project contribute towards the 1994 Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Program goal of fully mitigating for wildlife losses from hydropower in the Columbia River Basin (11.1)
Project objectives inlcude; 1) continue operations and maintenance to provide 2,334 HU's of protection credit, 2) implement enhancements in upland habitats to contribute towards the provision of 2,495 HU's of enhancement credit, and 3) monitor and evaluate protection and enhancement activities.  Operations and maintenance objectives will be achieved by 1) continued exclusion of livestock grazing, 2) irrigating to provide wetland and wetland associated habitats (riparian and mudflat habitats), 3) noxious weed control, and 4) regulating access and travel management.  Enhancement objectives will be achieved by 1) collecting, propagating, and/or purchasing native plant materials, 2) herbicide/presrcibed burning site preparation of restoration sites, and 4) planting native vegetation (perrenial grasses, shrubs, hardwood trees).  Monitoring and evaluation will consist of 1) monitoring changes in plant communitiy composition (percent cover), 2) photo-point monitoring of restoration sites, 3) breeding pair and brood count surveys for avifauna 4) recording recreational-use hours and upland/waterfowl bird harvest.
b. Technical and/or scientific background
Problem Identification

The development of dams for hydropower, navigation, flood control, and irrigation in the Columbia River Basin resulted in widespread inundation of riparian, riverine, and upland wildlife habitats (NPPC 1994; BPA et. al., 1993).  The 1980 Power Act established and charged the Northwest Power Planning Council with the task of developing a comprehensive fish and wildlife mitigation program to protect, mitigate, and enhance fish and wildlife habitat in the Columbia Basin (Power Act 1980, Section 4 (H)(1)(A), page 12; NPPC 1994, Section 2, page 2-1).  This program, initially adopted in 1982, was amended in 1984, 1987, 1991-1993, and 1994.  Consistent with Section 1003(7) of the Power Council Fish and Wildlife Program, BPA is authorized and obligated to fund implementation of projects that will help reach the Power Council wildlife mitigation goals and objectives.

The Draft Wildlife Impact Assessment, McNary Project (Rassmussen and Wright, 1990), provided estimated losses of and/or impacts to 34,951 Habitat Units as a result of the McNary Hydroelectric facility construction.  Loss and impact assessments included mainland, island, and river habitats.  Mainland habitats, totaling an estimated 12,898 acres, consisted of shrub/steppe grassland, riparian hardwood, riparian shrub, riparian herb, emergent wetland, sand dune, sand/gravel/cobble/mud, disturbed/bare/riprap, and open water cover types.  Islands were estimated to have provided 2,741 acres of shrub/steppe grassland, riparian hardwood, riparian shrub, riparian herb, emergent wetland, and sand dune, sand/gravel/cobble/mud cover types.  River habitat consisted of an estimated 18,952 acres of open water.

Mainstem Columbia Subbasin Summary Findings

Shrub-Steppe/Grassland Habitats

Most natural vegetation in upland areas of the Mainstem Subbasin is classified as steppe or shrub-steppe.  The steppe, or grasslands, can be broken into three climatic, climax vegetation zones: Artemisia-Agropyron, Agropyron-Poa, and the Festuca-Koeleria zone (Poulton 1955).  The Artemisia-Agropyron zone occupies the driest lower reaches of the subbasin and is dominated by big sagebrush Artemisia tridentata, bluebunch wheatgrass Pseudoregnia spicatum, and bluegrass Poa secunda.  Epigeous cryptogams made up 13% of the groundcover in this association, the second highest percentage after bluebunch wheatgrass.  The combined stress of grazing and fire have allowed rabbitbrush Chrysothamnus nauseosus and cheatgrass Bromus tectorum to invade and dominate this association, rapidly reducing the cryptogam crust.

The Agropyron-Poa zone is slightly wetter than the Artemisia-Agropyron zone (Poulton 1955).  Bluebunch wheatgrass, bluegrass, and rabbitbrush dominate the Agropyron-Poa zone with an epigeal layer of mosses and lichens.  This zone receives an average annual precipitation of approximately 37 cm, approximately 15 cm more than the Artemisia-Agropyron zone.  Disturbance leads to increased rabbitbush and cheatgrass through the Agropyron-Poa zone.  Agriculture is prevalent in this zone, marking the driest site in the annual cropping area of the Columbia basin (Poulton 1955).

Much of the shrub-steppe habitat has been eliminated or fragmented since the arrival of European settlers.  Homesteads, livestock grazing, and conversion to farmland have eliminated native vegetation and facilitated invasion of non-native species such as cheatgrass, Russian thistle, and Jim Hill mustard Sisymbrium altissimum.  Poor land use practices exacerbated problems with soil erosion as well, further reducing native vegetation.  Approximately 55% of grassland habitat and 87% of shrub-steppe habitat have been lost due to irrigated and dryland agricultural conversion, or to inundation of the Columbia River and associated urban expansion (Russ Morgan, ODFW, personal communication).  In the Washington portion of the basin, over 60% of the native shrub-steppe has been lost or highly fragmented (Washington Department of Fish & Wildlife, WDFW, unpublished data).

Shrub-steppe/Grassland Conditions at the Wanaket Wildlife Area 

Activities proposed and emphasized in this proposal include shrub-steppe enhancements initiated in fiscal year 2001.  Shrub-steppe/grassland habitats represent the greatest cover-type lost due to the construction and inundation impacts of the McNary Hydroelectric Project, with an estimated 7,416 acres inundated, representing approximately 57% of the total acres impacted (Rassmussen and Wright, 1989). Wanaket provides approximately 2,493 acres of shrub/steppe and grasslands.

For the purpose of quantifying habitat structure, wildlife habitats are grouped into cover types in the Habitat Evaluation Procedures (HEP) process.  Cover types are areas defined by their physiognomy, or overall outward appearance, including similar vegetative structure and composition, and/or topographical characteristics. Upland cover types included in the loss assessments for the McNary Project that occur at Wanaket include shrub/steppe grassland and talus rock. Shrub-steppe habitats suffered the greatest inundation impacts of all cover types, with an estimated 7,416 acres impacted by the McNary facility.   Wanaket provides approximately 2,493 acres of shrub/steppe and grasslands.  Habitat suitability and habitat units, as estimated in a 1992 HEP estimate and 1995 update, are as follows:

Shrub-steppe Grassland Habitat Suitability Indices and Habitat Units.

Evaluation Species
Shrub-Steppe HSI

1716 ac
Grassland HSI

777 ac
Total

Habitat Units

Western Meadowlark
.4 

686

California quail
.5 
.7 HSI
1402

TOTAL


2088

To better describe and qualify shrub/steppe and grassland habitats, permanent ecological reconnaissance plots were established in 2000 to determine species composition, seral stages, and ecological conditions.  Ecological surveys were completed with Charles Johnson, USDA Forest Service Region 6 Ecologist.  

Eleven survey/monitoring locations were selected to portray the variation within the plant communities across the project landscape.  Each plot is circular, and 10.93 meters in radius (375 square meters) and 36 feet in radius.  When possible, plot centers are generally located in order to avoid areas with variation due to site disturbance.  Undisturbed sites were virtually non-existent however, and patches of disturbance were included to see how they change over time. The ecological condition or status of the vegetation was the foremost attribute evaluated in the decision to locate plots. A secondary rationale for plot center location was the desire to characterize a specific plant species in relation to the associated vegetation.  

Each survey and monitoring point is regarded as important for trend analysis and comparative analysis at two or more points in time.  Therefore, plots were permanently marked with metal stakes and recorded with a Global Positioning System datalogger.  The plot center was used as a camera point, with a general view taken from the plot center to the perimeter.  Additional photographic views were taken to aid in future plot location and vegetation characterization. A square meter was delineated using folding carpenter rulers at a point 5 feet distant from the plot center stake with the 5 foot mark in the center of the square yard.  This square meter defines an area that can be redefined in future years to assess the change in vegetation structure and composition

The reconnaissance vegetation was sampled following the photography by traversing throughout the circular area.  A species list was derived in this traverse and upon the conclusion, ocular estimates were made of percent canopy coverage of all principle species found within the area to the nearest 5 percent.  Additional information recorded included surface cover by mosses and lichens, litter, bare ground, rock, gravel, and erosion pavement.

Environmental attributes were measured to conclude the survey, including: elevation, aspect, slope, position on the slope, the relief of the site, the micro relief of the plot, soils depth and texture and wildlife sign.

Based on the results of the ecological reconnaissance surveys, literature reviews, and consultation with shrub-steppe ecologists of Battelle’s Pacific Northwest National Laboratory at the Hanford Nuclear Reservation in Richland Washington, and the Washington Natural Heritage Office in Olympia, Washington, vegetation was grouped into five plant community types as follows: 

Wyoming big sagebrush/Sandberg’s bluegrass 

This type has not been described in publication but has been proposed (Crawford – 1999).  The sagebrush community occurs on deep sands and cannot support deep-rooted bunchgrasses (e.g. – bluebunch wheatgrass, needlegrasses).  The short-rooted Sandberg’s bluegrass is the perennial bunchgrass that is potential on these droughty sites.  The sagebrush was 5-6 ft. tall (coverage was usually 30%).  The rest of the vegetation associated was either annual forbs (e.g. - fiddleneck, filaree, draba) or annual grasses (cheatgrass).  On severely overgrazed sites, the bluegrass was present at only a trace to 1% cover while occupying its niche was a cheatgrass cover of up to 70%.  Cryptogams (mosses and lichens) averaged 15-40% in mid to later seral communities while coverage fell to less than 5% in early seral communities.  Herbage clipped was from 500 to 570 lb./ac.  Approximately 5-10% of the sagebrush was dead in sampled stands.  Wildlife observed included long billed curlew (flyover), meadowlarks, and pheasants.

Wyoming big sagebrush/bluebunch wheatgrass 

Where the aspect shifts to N – NE and below the escarpment and palisades of the Columbia River Canyon breaks, the sands are capable of supporting deep-rooted bunchgrasses.  This type contained 15-40% cover by Wyoming big sagebrush.  However, due to severe overgrazing, the bluebunch wheatgrass was relict at only 1% to trace.  Sandberg’s bluegrass was present at 15-25% cover.  Two perennial forbs were prominent – balsamroot (5%) and snow buckwheat (1-5%).  Cryptogams covered 10-15% of the surface.  Cheatgrass was present at up to 70% cover in early seral communities.  Clipped herbage was 380 lb./ac. near Hat Rock (a comparative site selected under State administration).  Wildlife observed were deer and swallows.

Bitterbrush/snow buckwheat 

Bitterbrush communities carried as a potential either Idaho fescue, bluebunch wheatgrass, or needlegrasses in the Columbia Basin (Daubenmire – 1970; Crawford – 1999).  Bitterbrush communities found on Wanaket and at Hat Rock were highly disturbed from past overgrazing.  The only perennial bunchgrass found was Sandberg’s bluegrass (20-25%) under bitterbrush cover of 10-30%.  Wyoming big sagebrush was present at 5-20% cover.  Perennial forbs present were snow buckwheat, long-leaved phlox, and balsamroot.  The annual vegetation was dominated by cheatgrass (35-60%).  At Hat Rock fiddleneck was very weedily present at 10% and greater.  Here cryptogams occurred at only 15% while at Wanaket they covered 40-50% of the ground surface.  Herbage clipped at Wanaket averaged only 350-400 lb./ac. and even lower at Hat Rock (270lb./ac.).  Wildlife observed were deer, pheasant, meadowlarks, and harrier (flyover).  Indian ricegrass (Oryzopsis hymenoides) is possibly the potential bunchgrass under bitter-brush on these sandy sites.  It was found at 1-3% cover on the Wanaket plots.  This type has not been described previously for the Columbia Basin.

Stiff sagebrush/Sandberg’s bluegrass 

These communities were found on basalt flow outcrops where soil depth was only 2-4”.  Here stiff sage was present with cover at 15-20%.  Covering the ground was a tight, dense bluegrass-cryptogam cover averaging 95%.  This is due to the gentle, stable substrate with light trampling impact by ungulates.  Here cheatgrass was at its lowest coverage of any site on Wanaket (1-5%).  The only forbs of note were snow buckwheat, filaree, and draba (herbage was 30-150 lb./ac.).  Wildlife observed were meadowlarks and pheasants.

Sandberg’s bluegrass knob 

Present at Wanaket were oval-shaped outcrop knobs shaped (sculpted) by the Bretz flood debris.  Of interest here were two morphologic forms of Sandberg’s bluegrass (Poa secunda).  A shorter, denser bluegrass form occurred on the sides of the knob while a taller, less-dense bluegrass form occurred on the knob crest.  A significant difference in herbage was found (30 lb./ac. on the crest; 400 lb./ac. on the sides).  The sand depth on the crest was much less than on the sides.  Meadowlarks were observed at the site.  The axis of the knobs was NE to SW with a slope of 25% on the NE and a slope of 10% on the SW.  This supports the probable flow of the debris from NE to SW out of Wallula Gap. 

Interpretation and Recommendations

Successional changes in shrub-steppe are most often associated with grazing, fire, or cultivation (Franklin and Dryness, 1988).  Grazing most seriously affects the larger perennial grasses since they are preferred and are not well-adapted to withstand grazing.  Heavy grazing tends, therefore, to eliminate bluebunch wheatgrass, Idaho fescue, Cussick bluegrass, etc. and perennial forbs, and to increase annual grasses, particularly cheatgrass.  Without management intervention, cheatgrass will relinquish ground only very slowly, if at all, once grazing pressure is lifted.  Fire seriously affects non-sprouting shrubs such as basin big sagebrush and antelope bitterbrush.  These species must gradually reoccupy sites after re-establishment and slow expansion.  A combination of burning and overgrazing can result in development of annual rangeland dominated by cheatgrass in which rabbitbrush may be the only significant shrub.  

The consequence of severe overgrazing is that cheatgrass-dominated communities can be a permanent and widespread feature of the landscape, obscuring much of the original environmental diversity of the original shrub-steppe associations (Franlin and Dryness, 1988).  Generally, shrub-steppe and grassland plant communities at Wanaket reflect the chronic effects of intensive, long-term grazing.  Five of the six surveyed communities were found to be in very early to early seral stages and in poor condition. Only the shrub overstory contains a predominance of native species, including Wyoming big sagebrush, stiff sage, green or grey rabbitbrush, and antelope bitterbrush. The understory of shrub/steppe, and the overstory of grasslands, is dominated by cheatgrass. Nevada bluegrass and Sandberg’s bluegrass occurred adjacent to rock outcrops or other rocky areas with extremely limited soil depths.  Bluebunch wheatgrass is extremely limited and only several plants were observed during reconnaissance surveys.  The diversity and coverage of perennial grasses is limited, and perennial forbs, an indicator of mid and late seral stages, are extremely scarce. 

Following consultation with peers at Batelle’s Pacific Northwest Laboratory and Washington Natural Heritage, Ecologist Charles Johnson concluded as follows: 

1) Certainly the sandy soils, with their inability to hold water at depth, influence the ability of bunchgrasses to establish and persist with lack of disturbance.  However, Wanaket has had a long history of overgrazing prior to the acquisition by the CTUIR.  Daubenmire considered this kind of vegetation to be the hottest, driest unit in a classification where big sagebrush and bluebunch wheatgrass were climax (potential).  Rex Crawford (Washington Natural Heritage office, Olympia Washington) has begun a classification effort for the adjacent central Columbia Basin where he determined the big sagebrush to be sub-species Wyomingensis.  Daubenmire in 1970 called it basin big sagebrush.  In classifying these communities, Crawford has been followed as being more to date.  Daubenmire considered basin big sagebrush/Sandberg’s bluegrass to be an edaphic (soil induced) type.

2) Essentially Daubenmire’s view and Crawford’s lend credence to a potential at Wanaket where Sandberg’s bluegrass is the potential bunchgrass. 
3) Managers should not attempt force deeper-rooted bunchgrasses to be part of a restoration effort at Wanaket with two exceptions.  Bluebunch wheatgrass or Indian ricegrass could be seeded on; 1) the north aspect canyon slopes and, 2) on the bitterbrush sites.  Idaho fescue is not recommended for restoration efforts.
The following table summarizes habitat objectives for shrub-steppe and grassland species for the western meadowlark and California quail in terms of habitat suitability indices 

Table X.  Shrub-steppe/grassland Habitat Indices and Desired Future Conditions.

Mitigation Species
Habitat Suitability Indices
Habitat Objectives

California quail
1. Percent ground cover. 

2. Average shrub height.

3. Distance to escape cover.

4. Average diameter of escape cover.

5. Distance between escape-cover patches.
1. 50 – 75%.

2. 5 feet +.

3.  < 200 feet.

4. 10 – 20 feet.

5. 75 - 200 feet. 

Western Meadowlark
1. Percent cover herbaceous plants.

2. Percent cover herbaceous canopy composed of grass.

3. Average height herbaceous canopy.

4. Distance to perch sites.

5. Percent shrub canopy cover.
1. 60 – 80 %.

2. 60% +.

3. 7 – 20 inches.

4. <= 125 feet.

5. < 15 percent.

Shrub-steppe/grassland enhancement activities are proposed with the objective of developing and establishing 60% native perennial herbaceous cover and limiting competing and unwanted vegetation <40% cover on approximately 125 acres in FY02 to contribute towards the provision of 2,495 HU's of enhancement.  It is not expected that objectives will be reached until FY05-06 for all restoration sites (325 acres total).
Emergent Wetland, Riparian Herb/Shrub/Tree, Sand/Gravel/Cobble/Mud

The Draft Wildlife Impact Assessment, McNary Project (Rassmussen and Wright, 1990), provided estimated losses of and/or impacts to 2,144 acres emergent wetland, riparian hardwood, riparian shrub, riparian herb, and sand/gravel/cobble/mud cover types.  
Specifically, these cover types were impacted as follows by construction and subsequent inundation resulting from the McNary Hydroelectric Project (Rassmussen and Wright, 1989):

Cover Type
Acres Impacted
Percent of Total Area Impacted

Emergent wetland
248
2.0

Riparian Herb
7
<1

Riparian Shrub
284
2.2

Riparian Tree
1,028
8.0

Sand/gravel/cobble/mud
577
4.5

TOTAL
2,144
16.6

Mainstem Columbia Subbasin Summary Findings - Emergent Wetland, Riparian Herb/Shrub/Tree, Sand/Gravel/Cobble/Mud

Riparian habitats were historically found at all elevations and on all stream gradients in the subbasin, with up to 80% of all wildlife species dependent upon these areas at some time in their lifecycle (Thomas et al. 1979).  An important ecological process that affected riparian areas was natural flooding that redistributed sediments and established new sites for riparian vegetation to become established.  Impoundments have generally decreased the diversity and quality of habitats, but have increased the amount of open water available for some species of wildlife including migrant/wintering waterfowl.  Fluctuating water levels that result from power generation at the dams on the Columbia River have reduced the value of shoreline areas for wildlife (Tabor et al. 1981).  

Riparian areas have been extensively impacted within the Columbia basin such that undisturbed riparian systems are rare (Knutson and Naef 1997).  Impacts have been greatest at low elevations and in valleys where agricultural conversion, altered stream channel morphology, water impoundment, and water withdrawal have played significant roles in changing the character of streams and associated riparian areas.  Losses in lower elevations include large areas once dominated by cottonwoods that contributed considerable structure to riparian habitats.  The quantity of riparian and wetland habitat identified in mid-1970s inventories was small (Tabor 1976).  An example is John Day Reservoir, where only 230 ha of riparian habitat and 925 ha of wetland habitat remain (USACE 2000).  The implications of riparian area degradation and alteration are wide ranging for wildlife populations that utilize these habitats for breeding, nesting, foraging and resting.  

Islands in the Columbia River and other parts of the subbasin are of extreme importance to several species of wildlife.  Islands provide nesting habitat free of terrestrial predators for ground nesting birds such as Canada geese, ducks, pelicans, and other colonial nesting species. 

Shallow water habitats can be very productive for submergent, emergent, and aquatic vegetation, in addition to benthic invertebrate populations.   Aquatic plants and invertebrates are important forage resources for many wildlife species.  The productivity of shallow water habitats is limited in the Columbia River portion of the subbasin because of fluctuating water levels that are caused by power production at the dams.

Emergent Wetland, Riparian Herb/Shrub/Tree, Sand/Gravel/Cobble/Mud -  Wanaket Wildlife Area

Cover types provided by wetland and riparian areas important to mitigation species include emergent wetland, sand/gravel/cobble/mud cover types, riparian shrub, and riparian tree.  Wildlife mitigation species associated with these cover types include the mallard, spotted sandpiper, mink, yellow warbler, downy woodpecker, and California quail. 

The Wanaket Wildlife Area currently provides approximately 148 acres of emergent wetland habitats.  There are 64 ponds providing emergent wetland habitat and 6 ponds providing approximately 12 acres of open water habitat. Ponds ranges in size from .25 to 10.5 with an average pond size of 2.2 acres and an average pond perimeter of 1,560 feet. Total amount of shoreline provided by the ponds is approximately 18.3 miles. 

Plant species common to these wetlands included areas include Russian olive, cottonwood, peach-leafed and Columbia River willows, American and hardstem bulrush, and broadleaf and thinleaf cattails.  Herbaceous vegetation common to wetland areas includes alkali saltgrass, creeping spikerush, tall fescue, common velvetgrass, pepperweed, catnip, reed canarygrass, smartweed, rabbitfoot grass, and stinging nettle. Lack of emergent vegetation in open water habitats is generally the result of steep, rocky pond banks lacking soil, or was attributed to the presence of carp.

The following table summarizes the existing condition of wetland and riparian cover types at Wanaket, their associated Habitat Suitability Indices (HSI), and the number of Habitat Units (HU’s) provided by each. The HSI is an index of habitat quality, with 0 having no value, and 1.0 representing optimum conditions for the cover type

Wetland/Riparian Habitat Suitability Indices and Habitat Units – Existing Conditions.

Evaluation Species
Emergent Wetlands

148 Acres
Riparian Tree

5 Acres
Riparian

Shrub

30 Acres
Riparian

Herb

35 Acres
Sand/Gravel/Cobble/Mud

25 Acres
Total

Habitat Units

Mallard
.6


.1

93

Spotted Sandpiper




.8
20

Mink
.5
.5

.1
.1
83

Yellow Warbler


.1


3

Downy Woodpecker

.2



1

California quail


.7
.7

46

TOTAL





246

The HSI values presented in the above table are based on a HEP update completed in 1995.  Key habitat suitability indices related to the amount of riparian tree, shrub, and herb cover have improved markedly following livestock removal in 1993.  In particular, cottonwood, peach-leafed and Columbia River willow, hardstem bulrush, and broad and thinleaf cattail cover have improved.  The values for the suitability indices and increase  in acres of emergent wetlands will be updated in a 2003 HEP analysis.  

The wetland habitats at Wanaket are substantially supplemented and enhanced through flood irrigation.  As such, these cover types may be viewed as artificial.  However, their provision through artificial means is necessary to provide on-site mitigation for inundation impacts of the adjacent McNary facility.  Because of their artificial nature, desired future conditions will be based estimates of habitat structure and suitability as provided in HEP models for the selected species. 

Emergent wetland and associated habitats will be provided and maintained utilizing the existing water right during the March 1 – October 31 irrigation season.  On an average annual basis, surface water will be present at a minimum of nine out of 12 months.  Approximately 160 acres of emergent wetlands will be provided on an annual basis.   Emergent wetlands will be free from disturbance April 1 through August 14 to provide security for waterfowl and other birds during nesting and brood rearing periods.  Desired future conditions are based on mitigation species as provided by the US Fish and Wildlife Service (1980).

Wetland/Riparian Wildlife Habitat Indices - Desired Future Conditions.

Mitigation Species
Habitat Suitability Indices
Desired Future Conditions

Mallard
1. Distance between nest habitat and emergent wetlands. 

2. Height of nesting cover.

3. Percent canopy cover.

4. Disturbance by people/dogs.


1. Provide suitable vegetation height, coverage, within .25 miles of emergent wetlands.

2. 15 – 24 inches tall.

3  75% +.  

4. None between April 1, - August 14.

Spotted Sandpiper
1. Nesting cover. Nesting cover less than 2’ high and <= 50% cover.

2. Nesting distance from water.

3. Foraging habitat.
1. 10 – 50% herbaceous vegetation cover.

2. < 75 feet.

3. Open/sparsely vegetated shorelines <= 150 ft from water.

Mink
1. Percent of year with surface water present.

2. Percent tree canopy cover.

3. Percent shrub canopy cover.

4. Percent canopy cover of emergent vegetation.

5. Percent canopy cover of trees and shrubs < = 328 ft water.

6. Percent shoreline cover
1. 100%.

2. 75% +.

3. 75% +.

4. 50 – 75%.

5. 75% +.

6. 100%.



Yellow Warbler
1. Percent deciduous crown cover.

2. Ave. height deciduous shrub canopy.

3.    Percent comprised of hydropytic shrubs. 
1. 50 – 75%.

2. 6.5 ft +.

3. 100%.

Downy Woodpecker
1.  Basal area.

2. No. snags pre acre.
1. 44 – 8 sq. ft/ac.

2. 5+.

California Quail
1. Percent ground cover. 

2. Average shrub height.

3. Distance to escape cover.

4. Average diameter of escape cover.

5. Distance between escape-cover patches.
1. 50 – 75%.

2. 5 feet +.

3.  < = 200 ft.

4. 10 – 20 ft.

5. 75 - 200 ft. 

The emphasis for emergent wetland and riparian associated cover types for FY02 – FY 06 will be protection of existing enhancements (provision of emergent wetlands and mudflats), control of noxious weeds, and continued passive recovery of riparian vegetation.  Riparian vegetation that has been increasing in cover include hydrophytic vegetation such as willow and cottonwood, and other emergent vegetation including American and hardstem bulrush, and broadleaf and thinleaf cattails.

c. Rationale and significance to Regional Programs
Mainstem Columbia Subbasin Goals, Objectives, Strategies, and Needs

Proposed activities for shrub-steppe/grassland protection, acquisition, and enhancement and wetland protection and passive recovery are responsive to the following goals, objectives, strategies, and needs provided in the Mainstem Columbia Subbasin Summary (Ward, 2000). 

Goal 3-2.
Restore degraded areas

Objective 1:
Identify areas appropriate for habitat restoration.

Objective 2:
Secure for restoration key habitats through purchase, easement, lease or other appropriate means

Strategy 1:
Acquire for restoration key parcels for connectivity in shrub steppe ecosystems

Objective 3:
Restore degraded terrestrial habitats:

Strategy 1:
Evaluate shrub-steppe restoration activities…on other public and private lands.

Strategy 2:
Develop restoration guidelines for shrub-steppe habitat including grazing management, seed mixtures for re-vegetation efforts, weed control methods, and considerations for landscape configuration.

Strategy 3:
Improve uplands for waterfowl nesting by controlling weeds adjacent to wetlands and increasing amount of riparian shrub cover.

Strategy 4:
Restore native shrub-steppe plant communities and reduce exotic weed species by increasing native grass, forb, and shrub cover.

Objective 4:
Restore degraded wetland and riparian habitats.

Strategy 3: 
Create (excavate, impound) new ponds near river shoreline

Strategy 4:
Enhance existing ponds (e.g., excavate to remove emergent vegetation, remove carp)

Strategy 5:
Plant desirable riparian trees, shrubs, forbs, and grasses in riparian zones.

Mainstem Columbia Subbasin Needs – Habitat Areas and Quality

Shrub-Steppe

· Reduce (through restoration) and prevent further degradation and fragmentation of large contiguous blocks of shrub-steppe habitat

· Evaluate shrub-steppe restoration techniques and share information between agencies, tribes, private landowners and other groups involved in shrub-steppe restoration

· Develop and implement shrub-steppe restoration techniques that are economically feasible over large landscapes (e.g. establishing sagebrush by seed rather than by hand-planted rooted seedlings).

· Support education efforts on the value of shrub steppe habitats

Riparian

· Protect high quality habitats

· Restore desirable riparian vegetation

Wetlands

· Protect high quality habitats

· Create or enhance wetland habitat…

· Manage wetland areas to maintain fish, wildlife and cultural benefits.
Mainstem Columbia Subbasin Summary - Wildlife Needs

The first group of needs address actions necessary to effectively survey, protect, or manage individual species or groups of species within the subbasin.  These are followed by needs addressing actions to effectively protect or manage habitat types used by these species.  The final group of needs are specific to the Hanford Reach.

Birds

Waterfowl/shorebirds/water birds

· Assess the affects of water fluctuations on mudflat habitat availability and shorebird foraging and migration timing

· Increase amount and quality of nesting cover

· Increase amount and quality of brood rearing habitat

· Management of waterfowl habitats to maintain quality 

· Continue to monitor breeding activity (pair counts, nest surveys)

· Research waterfowl use of irrigation projects

· Increase the amount of moist soil habitats

· Increase quality of waterfowl reserve areas

Amphibians and Reptiles

· Protection of habitats

Additionally, the Wanaket Wildlife Area contributes to the 1994 Fish and Wildlife Program goals and objectives of achieving and sustaining levels of habitat and species productivity as a means of fully mitigating wildlife losses caused by construction and operation of the federal and non-federal hydroelectric system (11.1).  More specifically, the project area addresses the following goals and principles listed in FWP Section 11.2D.1, which states, “In developing wildlife mitigation plans and projects, demonstrate to the extent to which the plans/projects comply with the following principles:”

· Are the least-costly ways to achieve the biological objective.
Perpetual protection and enhancement of the on-site and in-kind habitats provided by the Wanaket Wildlife Area were achieved through fee title acquisition.  In a study comparing various mitigation methods (i.e., fee title acquisition and easements), Prose et. al. (1986) concluded that “Fee title land acquisition and subsequent management is generally more cost-effective than easements.”  Similarly, wildlife agency acquisition specialists have also consistently found fee title acquisition to purchase land for wildlife mitigation is usually more economical in the long-term compared with the purchase of easements (Oregon Trust Agreement Planning Project, BPA et al. 1993).

· Have measurable objectives, such as the restoration of a given number of habitat units.

Management objectives for the seven selected target species are based on Habitat Evaluation Procedures.  The Wanaket Wildlife Area provides 2,334 Habitat Units of protection credit and will provide an estimated 2,495 Habitat Units of enhancement credits by the year 2004.

· Protect high quality native or other habitat or species of special concern, whether at the project site or not, including endangered, threatened, or sensitive species.
Regionally, shrub/steppe and wetland habitats have decreased significantly from historical levels due to development and conversion to agriculture.  Continued operation and management of the Wanaket Wildlife Area will allow for protection and enhancement of these regionally important habitat types.

The project area also provides important habitat for state and federal listed species.  These habitats include nesting and brood rearing habitat for burrowing owl (State of Oregon Category 2 species) and long-billed curlew (State of Oregon Category 2 species), year round habitat for western painted turtle (State of Oregon Category 2 species), and feeding habitat for the Northern bald eagle (federally listed, threatened).

· Where practical, mitigate losses in-place, in-kind.  
The Wanaket Wildlife Area offers a unique opportunity to mitigate in-place, being located less than 1.5 miles upriver from the McNary Hydroelectric facility.  The northern boundary of the project area is located approximately 200 feet from the south shore of the McNary pool.  Wanaket provides in-kind shrub/steppe grassland, riparian hardwood, riparian shrub, riparian herb, emergent wetland, sand/gravel/cobble/mud, and open water cover types impacted by the McNary Hydroelectric project.  

· Help protect or enhance natural ecosystems and species diversity over the long term.
Perpetual protection and management of the 2,750 acres of on-site and in-kind shrub-steppe and wetland habitats found on the Wanaket Wildlife Area provides habitat for seven target mitigation species, nesting and brood rearing habitat for 15 species of waterfowl and 7 species of shorebirds.  White pelican utilize island habitats in larger ponds.  Nesting and brood rearing habitat for State of Oregon Category 2 species burrowing owl, year round habitat for State of Oregon Category 2 species western painted turtle, and feeding habitat for the federally listed Northern bald eagle are also provided by the area. Year round habitat is provided for a variety of other wildlife including several species of buteo, pheasant, great blue and black crowned night heron, numerous passerines, mule deer, badgers, yellow bellied marmot, and coyote.  Amphibians and reptiles common to the area include the spotted frog, western rattlesnake, bullsnake, and fence lizard.

· Complement the activities of the region’s state and federal wildlife agencies and Indian tribes.  

The location of Wanaket, and its management for shrub/steppe and wetland habitats, directly complement federal wildlife agency efforts to provide habitat for waterfowl and other resident and migratory wildlife species utilizing the Columbia Basin.  Wanaket is located approximately 11.5 River Miles upstream from the eastern boundary of the Umatilla National Wildlife Refuge, approximately 24 River Miles downstream from the McNary National Wildlife Refuge, and approximately 4 air miles northwest of the Cold Springs National Wildlife Refuge.  Additionally, the CTUIR Wildlife Program has been actively involved with the City of Richland in the development of a management plan and subsequent co-operative management of the Chamna Preserve, located at the confluence of the Yakima and Columbia Rivers.  The Chamna Preserve is managed to protect and enhance riparian and wetland habitats and provide regulated recreation opportunities.

Wanaket is located within the Ceded Lands of the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation.  Continued management of Wanaket therefore meets tribal goals of protecting, restoring, and enhancing key wildlife habitats on the Ceded lands of northeastern Oregon and southeastern Washington (CTUIR Wildlife Mitigation Plan for the John Day and McNary Dams, Columbia River Basin, 1997).  Furthermore, it promotes other key Tribal goals and activities including: 1) increasing opportunities for tribal members to exercise treaty rights reserved in the Treaty of 1855; 2) developing and promoting Tribal co-management and cooperative agreements with other federal, state, and tribal agencies for the benefit of biological and cultural resources in the Columbia Basin; 3) promoting regional/landscape biological diversity; 4) maintaining consistency with the Power Council Fish and Wildlife Program; 5) assisting BPA in meeting their wildlife mitigation obligations in a cost-efficient manner; 6) minimizing expenditures on mitigation planning and maximizing on-the-ground mitigation, enhancement, and protection of wildlife habitats.  

· Encourage the formation of partnerships with other persons or entities, which would reduce project costs, increase benefits and/or eliminate duplicative activities.
To date, project costs for wetland enhancement projects have been reduced through implementation of a cooperative agreement with Ducks Unlimited.  In 1997/98, Ducks Unlimited contributed $10,000 of in-kind services for project survey and design, construction contract development, and contract oversight.

Private entities have provided heavy equipment rental at significantly reduced rates as in-kind contributions towards maintenance of the project area canal system.

The Oregon Duckhunters’ Association has committed $18,000 for wetland creation, irrigation infrastructure construction, and maintenance.  

The Oregon Waterfowlers Association annually contributes 30 -50 man-hours of volunteer labor for general clean up of the project area before and after hunt seasons.
d. Relationships to other projects 
Umatilla Tribe Wildlife Coordination/Umatilla Riparian Corridor Coordination.
This is a mitigation planning and coordination project, which identifies potential mitigation opportunities throughout the Ceded Territory and references and integrates the Wanaket Wildlife Area.  Potential additions to the Wanaket Wildlife Area are proposed and analyzed in this plan.

Securing Wildlife Mitigation Projects in Oregon.
This new project proposal would allow for the development of a complex of lands containing valuable shrub/steppe and wetland habitats to provide in-kind and on-site habitat values for the McNary project.  Protection of these habitats would be achieved on a larger scale and the project areas would serve as shrub/steppe refugia.  If the proposal were successful, Wanaket would make a logical inclusion into the complex due to its location and identical habitat types.
e. Project history (for ongoing projects) 

1991
The Conforth Ranch Wildlife Mitigation Feasibility Study, McNary Oregon, was prepared by the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) to conduct a baseline study of wildlife habitat on the ranch to estimate existing wildlife values, and to estimate future changes in wildlife values and benefits resulting from management and enhancement actions.  The study estimated that management of the property for wildlife would result in Habitat Unit gains of 519 for meadowlark, 420 for quail, 431 for mallard, 466 for Canada goose, 405 for mink, 49 for downy woodpecker, 172 for yellow warbler, and 34 for spotted sandpiper.  The estimated total was 2,495 habitat units, a 110% gain over the estimated 2,274 existing habitat units.  It was assumed that these habitat units would be credited for acquisition, thereby precluding future development adverse to wildlife.  A survey of local interests in the concept of utilizing the Conforth Ranch as wildlife mitigation was for the most part favorable, with opposition limited to industrial development interests.

· Milestone: identification of project and completion of feasibility study.

1993
The Wanaket Wildlife Project, formerly known as the Conforth Ranch, was purchased by BPA in June under the Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Program.  The CTUIR assumed management responsibility.

· Milestone: acquisition of the 2,750-acre project and an estimated 2,274 HU’s of protection credit.

1993-94

Interim management was conducted pending development of a management plan.  Interim management activities included; 1) removal of and exclusion of livestock, 2) flood irrigation of the McNary potholes for the provision of open water and emergent wetland habitats, 3) noxious weed survey and initiation of control measures, 4) development of a regulated hunt program to provide ratepayer access to the mitigation project.  
1995
A management plan and Environmental Analysis were finalized (Finding of No Significant Impact) and approved by BPA.  The proposed action and selected alternative of the management plan was a “balanced use management approach.”  The objectives of the proposed action were to:

1. Provide quality habitat for migratory waterfowl and shorebirds;

2. Protect and enhance habitat for Federal and State recognized threatened, endangered, and sensitive species;

3. Protect and enhance native shrub/steppe/grassland habitats and associated wildlife species;

4. Protect, enhance, and create wetland and riparian habitats on the property; and;

5. Provide a variety of cultural and recreational opportunities consistent with wildlife protection, enhancement and mitigation.

Key management activities proposed in the preferred alternative included:

1.  Water Distribution System Management;

A) Pump station and delivery pipe upgrade,

B) Canal/ditch system upgrade,

C) Transfer of water rights and expansion of the water delivery system (wetland creation).

2.  Habitat Management

A).  Protection of upland (shrub/steppe/grassland and tree/shrub) habitats;

1) livestock removal and exclusion;

2) allow for natural succession,

3) noxious weed control.

B).  Protection and enhancement of wetlands;

1) livestock removal and exclusion,

2) flood irrigation,

3) expansion of existing water delivery system,

4) employment of a moist soil management strategy.

3.  Public Access and Recreation;

A) exclude motorized access,

B) regulate recreational use to limited permit entry.

4.  Surveys, Inventories, and Monitoring and Evaluations;

A) update Habitat Evaluation Procedures,

B) establish photopoints to document habitat changes,

C) conduct breeding pair surveys to monitor trends and species response to management activities,

D) brood counts to monitor trends and species response to management activities,

E) harvest reports to monitor recreational use and waterfowl/upland harvest.

An update of the original HEP was conducted by the CTUIR in October to incorporate adjustments to the wildlife area boundary and subsequent changes in cover type acreage.  A net decrease in acres occurred in shrub-steppe, irrigated pasture (agriculture), and emergent wetland cover types.  A corresponding decrease of 46 HU’s from the original HEP analysis occurred (2,380 to 2,334 HU’s). 

· Milestones: completion of management plan and update of original Habitat Evaluation Procedures analysis.

1996
Irrigation system improvements were initiated as per management plan direction, including installation of new fish screens, pump intakes and electrical system.  Total costs of improvements was $17,225.  

· Milestone: initiation of management plan objective of improving pumping station/water delivery system. 

1997
Pump system and irrigation improvements continued, with overhaul/rebuild of two 150 HP irrigation pumps ($21,300), rehabilitation (mortar lining) of 600 feet of 24 inch diameter irrigation pipe and replacement of an additional 600 feet ($57,880).  Total costs of improvements in 1997, including consulting, project design, and job oversight ($7,500), was $86, 680.  

· Milestone: achieved management plan objective of upgrading pumping station and delivery pipe system to insure long-term provision of wetland habitats and enhancement opportunities.  

A co-operative agreement was developed with Ducks Unlimited for design, construction, and construction oversight of water control structures in the water delivery canal system.  

The agreement included $65,000 for construction of water control structures and $10,000 in-kind contribution from Ducks Unlimited for project survey, design, and contract oversight.  Construction was initiated in November.  

· Milestone: achieved FWP goals of forming partnerships with other entities to reduce project costs and increase project benefits.  Also initiated improvements to the canal system which would significantly improve the efficiency of water delivery, reduce pumping time required, and therefore reduce pumping costs (electrical) in the long term.

Developed draft map and application for “transfer of water rights application” and submitted to Oregon Water Resources Department for review.  The transfer order application, as submitted, would allow for transfer of water rights from lands adjacent to the Wanaket project to lands within the Wanaket project, therefore creating the opportunity for additional wetland habitat creation.

· Milestone: Initiated water rights transfer order to meet management plan objective of transferring existing water rights and creating additional wetlands within the Wanaket Project boundary.

1998
Expanded and completed co-operative agreement with Ducks Unlimited for additional construction of water control structures irrigation canal system.  The number of structures installed, 28, was double the original amount, with total construction costs increasing by only 8 percent. 

· Milestone: achieved management plan objective of upgrading water delivery system in a cost efficient manner.  Additionally, long-term irrigation costs (electricity) are expected to decrease due to increases in water application efficiency.

Received approval from Oregon Water Resources Department on Water Rights Transfer Application.  Initiated application of water to transfer sight October 14, 1998.  An additional 8 acres of wetlands were created with the limited time available remaining in the irrigation season (March 1 - October 31).  

· Milestone: achieved management plan objective of obtaining Oregon Water Resources Department approval for water rights transfer.  Transfer resulted in the creation of an additional 8 acres of wetlands thus far.  Additional wetland habitat will be created in 1999, as we will have a greater portion of the irrigation season with which to apply water to the newly approved transfer site.  

1999

Through the co-operative agreement with Ducks Unlimited, and additional 15 acres of wetland habitats were created.  

Milestone: achieved management plan objective of upgrading irrigation infrastructure and enhancing wetland habitats pumping station and delivery pipe system to insure long-term provision of wetland habitats and enhancement opportunities.
2000

Initiated a co-operatively funded project with the Oregon Duck Hunter’s Association ($18,000), resulting in the creation of an additional 2 acres of wetland habitats and addition of three irrigation headgates to improve water control. 

· Milestone: achieved FWP goals of forming partnerships with other entities to reduce project costs and increase project benefits.  Also initiated improvements to the canal system which would significantly improve the efficiency of water delivery, reduce pumping time required, and therefore reduce pumping costs (electrical) in the long term.
Completed ecological reconnaissance surveys with USDA Forest Service Region 6 Ecologist Charles Johnson to determine species composition and ecological status of shrub-steppe habitats.  Surveys, and consultation with shrub-steppe ecologist Janelle Downs of Batelle’s Pacific Northwest National Laboratory and Rex Crawford of Washington Natural Heritage, resulted in the identification of six plant associations.  The survey work also served to characterize historical site conditions, identify processes that have modified shrub-steppe habitat at Wanaket (grazing, fire exclusion, exotic species invasion), prioritize associations for protection and enhancement, and identify appropriate species to utilize in restoration efforts.

2001

Continued implementation of co-operative funding agreement with Oregon Duck Hunter’s Association, with the planned removal of 20 acres of Russian olive to increase ease of irrigation operations and maintenance.

Completion of management plan update, emphasizing shrub-steppe/grassland enhancements, protection of recently enhanced wetland habitats, and protection of wildlife protection through the access and travel management.

f. Proposal objectives, tasks and methods
Planning and Design
Objective 1. Develop 60% native perennial herbaceous cover and limit competing and unwanted vegetation <40% cover on shrub-steppe/grassland restoration sites to contribute towards the provision of 2,495 HU's of enhancement.
Tasks

a. Develop site-preparation treatments, planting prescriptions, and monitoring design for FY04 implementation.

b. b. Planning coordination (Cultural Resources, water rights coordination, interagency and private organization coordination).

Methods

a. Task a is completed by interpreting and applying the results of ecological surveys that characterize existing conditions, identify causal factors responsible for changes in plant community composition, and identify site-appropriate species for restoration (see “Technical and/or scientific background” section).  Seeding/planting prescriptions are developed in consultation with Natural Resource Conservation Service staff, and monitoring is based on HEP survey  and ecological reconnaissance plot protocols.  Review of site preparation methods and seeding prescriptions will be obtained from USDA Region 6 Ecologist Charles Johnson, shrub-steppe ecologist at Batelle Pacific Northwest Laboratories, and Natural Resources Conservation staff.

b. Planning coordination is conducted by project staff through communication and information transfer with appropriate agencies and organizations of planned activities.  (Cultural Resources, water rights coordination, interagency and private organization coordination).

Objective 2. Update 5 year, site specific management plan. 

Objective 2 Tasks

a. Review current plan's effectiveness.

b. Update existing condtion characterizations.

c. conduct public scoping

d. develop and publish 5-year action plan w/goals, objectives, desired future conditions, and budget.

Objective 2 Methods

The Bonneville Power Administration has set forth a standard project planning process for development of Management Plans.  The process includes eight steps and requires that a given management plan addresses each step commensurate with project scale and complexity.  The process is summarized as follows:

1.  Define area of interest;

2.  Involve stakeholders;

3.  Develop statement of desired future condition;

4.  Characterize historical and present site conditions and trends;

5.  Establish project goals;

6.  Develop and implement action plans for achieving goals;

7.  Monitor conditions and evaluate results; and

8.  Adapt management according to new information.

For a complete description of this process consult the Department of Energy’s Wildlife Program Mitigation Program Final Environmental Impact Statement (DOE/EIS-0246) and Record of Decision (ROD, June, 1997).

Construction and Implementation

Objective 1. Develop 60% native perennial herbaceous cover and limit competing and unwanted vegetation <40% cover on shrub-steppe/grassland restoration sites to contribute towards the provision of 2,495 HU's of enhancement.

Objective 1 Tasks
a. Implement noxious weed control subcontracts for control of competing and unwanted vegetation.

b. Implement subcontract for collection, propagation, and acquisition of native perennial bunchgrasses, shrubs.

c. Implement subcontract for operated equipment for seeding.

d. Provide coordination, oversight, and inspection of subcontracts.

e. Coordinate with Bureau of Reclamation to develop and complete opportunity for transfer of 40 acres of grassland from the BOR to the Wanaket Wildlife Area.

f. Plant native shrubs to intiate development of 15% shrub cover on restoration sites.
Objective 1 Methods
a. Control of competing and unwanted vegetation is implemented through a competitive bidding process in which a statement of work identifying species, level of control, and schedule for delivery of product and service, is offered to three or more contractors for competitive bidding.  Control of competing and unwanted vegetation is achieved through herbicide application

b. Subcontracts for collection, propagation, and acquisition of native vegetation are also implemented through a competitive bidding process in which a statement of work is offered to three or more contractors for competitive bidding.  The statement of work defines species, appropriate collection sites on the project area, unit/quantity of each, and schedule for delivery of the product.  

c. Subcontracts for operated equipment for seeding are implemented through a competitive bidding process in which a statement of work is offered to three or more contractors for competitive bidding.  The statement of work defines site factors (slope, soil conditions), seeding prescriptions (species, application rate, desired planting depth) and schedule for delivery of services. 

d. Coordination, oversight, and inspection of subcontracts is completed by project staff in cooperation with selected contractors and is based on contract specifications.

e. Coordination with the Bureau of Reclamation will be completed by project staff to determine necessary tasks to complete an inter-agency transferal of property. 

f. Shrub planting is completed by project technical staff utilizing ATV-mounted seeding equipment or hand-planting of 1 and 2 year old containerized stock. 
Operations and Maintenance

Objective 1.  Operate and maintain the Wanaket Wildlife Area to provide 3,832 Habitat Units of protection credit.
Objective 1 Tasks

a. Maintain 12 miles of project boundary  fence, signs, pumphouse, outbuildings, kiosks.

b. Develop subcontract for irrigation pump maintenance.
c. Implement subcontract for irrigation pump maintenance.

d. Develop subcontract for intake fish screen maintenance.

e. Implement subcontract for intake fish screen maintenance.

f. Maintain irrigation canals, headgates.

g. Irrigation costs (electricity).
h. Develop subcontract for noxious weed control.
i. Implement subcontract for noxious weed control.

j. Coordinate/inspect implementation of  subcontracts.

k. Implement and provide oversight of Access and Travel Management regulations.

l. Coordinate with BPA, including development and submission of annual Statement of Work and Budget, quarterly reports, annual report, purchasing, financial reporting, and other coordination as needed.

Objective 1 Methods

a.  Fencing, typically four-strand barbwire, is used to protect upland and wetland habitats from livestock trespass and to regulate visitor access.   Maintenance typically consists of repairing support structures, splicing wire, tightening wires, and replacing stays.
b.  Competitive bidding process based on pump overhaul/maintenance needs.
c. Selected bidder removes irrigation pumps for service/repair, and re-installs as per contract specifications.

d. Two cleaning and repair services solicited from qualified scuba divers/screen maintenance contractors through competitive bidding process.

e. Contractors clean stainless steel screens with scrub brushes and inpsect for repair needs, repairing as needed.

f. Irrigation canals are maintained through manual debris removal, repair with heavy equipment (rented), prescribed burning of unwanted vegetation, and manual repair or replacement of metal and wooden headgates as needed.

g. Irrigation pumping costs (electricity) are paid through subcontracts with a local electrical utility.
h. Sub-contracts for noxious weed control are developed annually by project staff in consultation with Umatilla County Weed Control.  Annual statements of work are modified as necessary based on results of prior years’ treatments, current year pre-treatment survey results, and noxious weed species present.  Emphasis is placed on species listed on Umatilla County Weed Control Program listings, and including rush skeletonweed, pepperweed, Austrian peaweed, knapweeds, spikeweed, and scotch and Canada thistle. 
i. Project and Weed Control Program Staff conduct surveys at the start of each growing season (determined by weather and plant phenology).  Herbicide applications may be made 2 - 3 times per growing season depending on the target species life cycle and growth habit, and success of initial application. Application equipment includes backpack, All Terrain Vehicles, and Tractor mounted spray units.
j. Coordination, oversight, and inspection of subcontracts is completed by project staff in cooperation with selected contractors and is based on contract specifications.

k. Project staff administer access management by maintaining information at signs and kiosks, making public contacts when possible, patrolling project boundaries and interior and inspecting for livestock or evidence of livestock trespass, illegal dumping, or other trespass.

l. Coordinate with BPA is achieved through personnel communication, development and submission of written and electronic NPPC proposals, Statement of Work and Budget, quarterly reports, a draft and final annual report, purchasing, financial reporting, and other coordination as needed.

Monitoring and Evaluation 

Objective 1. Monitor effectiveness of habitat protection and enhancement activities and Access/Travel Management Regulations.

Objective 1 Tasks
a. Repeat photography at monitoring  points of restoration sites.

b. Read transects/survey plots and monitor percent cover by species.

c. Process, label, and organize plot photography.
d. Establish pre-implementation monitoring transects and photo-points for out-year enhancements.

e. Develop sub-contract for plant taxonomist to assist with reading monitoring transects, reporting results.

f. Implement sub-contract for plant taxonomist to assist with reading  monitoring transects and reporting results.

g. Conduct 2 breeding pair surveys for avifauna, enter data in e-database.

h. Conduct 3 brood counts for waterfowl, enter data in e-database.

i. Record recreation hours of use and upland/waterfowl harvest in e-database.

Objective 1 Methods
a. Photopoints have been established, permanently staked, and logged with a Global Positioning System datalogger. Photo-points are utilized to document succession of newly created open water wetland habitats to emergent wetlands and changes in species composition of upland plant communities.  Photos are taken with a 35mm camera and 100 ASA slide film, and are scanned as needed for electronic storage and presentation.
b. Transects are established according to HEP protocols for the represented target species (i.e. western meadowlark). 

c. Photography slides are processed by commercial processor, and labeled, electronically scanned and cataloged and physically cataloged by project staff.
d. Pre-implementation monitoring transects are established using HEP protocols for selected target species.  Photo-points are established using the ecological reconnaissance plot, 10.93 meters in radius (375 square meters) and 36 feet in radius.  Plot centers may be located in order to avoid areas with variation due to site disturbance, or intentionally placed in disturbed sites to see how they change over time. Each survey and monitoring point is regarded as important for trend analysis and comparative analysis at two or more points in time.  Therefore, plots are permanently marked with metal stakes and recorded with a Global Positioning System datalogger.  The plot center is used as a camera point, with a general view taken from the plot center to the perimeter.  Additional photographic views are taken to aid in future plot location and vegetation characterization. A square meter is delineated using folding carpenter rulers at a point 5 feet distant from the plot center stake with the 5 foot mark in the center of the square yard.  This square meter defines an area that can be redefined in future years to assess the change in vegetation.

e. The sub-contract for plant taxonomist services will be developed utilizing competitive bidding processes and private contractors or, depending on availability of appropriate staff, funding agreements with other natural resource management agencies.  The statement of work is developed based primarily on an estimate of time required to install and read line intercept transects.

f. Plant taxonomists accompany project staff in field surveys to identify all plant species encountered in line intercept transects.  The selected taxonomist will be responsible for identifying plant species common and scientific names and assisting in estimates of species cover. 

g. Biological monitoring is conducted to complement habitat monitoring and monitor population trends for waterfowl, shorebirds, and upland game birds.  The wetland complex is surveyed in its entirety.  Wildlife technicians, working in pairs, systematically walk all ponds and ditches, recording all pairs of waterfowl and lone drakes observed.  Observations of shore, wading, and upland birds are also recorded during the surveys. Two breeding pair counts are made annually using the following protocol (Hammond, 1970).:

· Census during that portion of the breeding season when site attachment by pairs and drakes is greatest (pre-nesting, laying, and early incubation).

· Census between 0800 and 1200 hours; this is the period of least mobility, and most pairs and lone drakes will be on waiting stations.

· Census only on bright days with temperatures above 40 Degrees F and winds less than 15 miles per hour.

· Conduct at least two surveys when sampling a multi-species population.

· Tall all lone pairs and lone drakes great than 15 feet apart as pairs.

Data from the surveys is entered into an access database and trends in number of breeding pairs monitored over time.  Increases in the number of breeding pairs are expected over time due to increases in amounts of emergent wetland habitats and habitat quality.

h. Three brood counts are conducted annually using methodology described in the Waterfowl Brood Survey Manual (Hammond, 1970).  

Counts should be conducted within 3 days of the following dates:

June 24 - mallards and pintails are tabulated through brood age class III.

July 20 - all species are tabulated through brood age class II.

August 15 - all species are tabulated through brood age class II. 

Counts are made under the following weather conditions:

Moderate temperatures.

Winds less than 10 mph.

Sky overcast.

Counts begin 15 minutes after sunrise and are conducted for 2 - 2.5 hours.

Data from the surveys is entered into an access database and trends in number of broods produced is monitored over time and compared to the number of breeding pairs observed in the same year.  Brood surveys allow for estimates of productivity (broods per breeding pair) and average brood size to flight.  Obtaining these estimates allows managers to identify factors that may be limiting production, such as habitat quality and/or predation. 

Observing and assigning broods to age classes has also allowed project staff to estimate nest initiation and hatching dates, which are important factor in determining the spring irrigation season.

i. Project technical staff make personal field contacts with recreationist/visitors and pick up and process hunt/access permit cards to and record and summarize data regarding hours of use and species harvest. 

Objective 2.  Conduct 10-year HEP analysis to measure changes in habitat suitability for project mitigation species since project acquisition.
Objective 2 Tasks

a. Conduct field surveys for target mitigation species.

b. Prepare HEP Report .
Objective 2 Methods

a. Conduct field surveys for target mitigation species according to US Fish and Wildlife Service Protocols.

b. Prepare HEP report, provide in written/electronic/web page formats.
g. Facilities and equipment
As a full service Tribal Government, the CTUIR possesses a full range of support facilities and services, including both technical and administrative staff.  Tribal government offices have been consolidated in recent years within a series of buildings in the Tribal Government Complex near the Umatilla Reservation center where other community facilities are located.  The Tribal Wildlife contains sufficient private and shared office space for both existing and future professional and management staff, a fully equipped secretarial services center, a conference/meeting room, library, and supply storage space.  

Tribal offices are electronically interconnected through a LAN network and feature modern personal computer workstations for each existing staff member.  Current software capabilities include extensive word processing, spreadsheet, data base development and management, and GIS (ArchView) capabilities. General Service Administration (GSA) vehicles (primarily 4X4 trucks) and All Terrain Vehicles and trailers are available to Wildlife Program staff. Field and sampling equipment has previously been secured to conduct HEP evaluations and monitoring and evaluation.
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Name: Carl Scheeler

Title: Wildlife Program Manager

FTE: .08

Education: BS Wildlife 1981 Oregon State University

Experience: 20 years fisheries/wildlife experience; last 12 years CTUIR Program Manager; expertise in multi-project development, coordination, and oversight.

Name: Eric J. Quaempts (Proposal Contact/Principal Investigator)

Title: Wildlife Biologist/Project Manager

Wildlife and Natural Resource Work Experience

Wildlife Biologist, Confederated Tribes Umatilla Indian Reservation, Pendleton, Oregon. July 1995 - present.

Wildlife Biologist, USDA Forest Service, Walla Walla Ranger District, Walla Walla, Washington, September, 1990 - April, 1994.

Wildlife Co-Operative Student, USDA Forest Service, Walla Walla Ranger District, Walla Walla, Washington, June 1987 - September, 1990.

Forestry Technician, USDA Forest Service, Walla Walla Ranger District, Walla Walla,
Washington, June 1986 - September, 1986.

Education and Technical Training

Contract Administration – Contracting for Construction - 2001

Habitat Evaluation Procedures Training & Certification - 1999

Interagency Wetland Delineation Training Course - 1995

15 Graduate-level Credits in Fire and Land Management. Colorado State University, Ft. Collins, Colorado, 1992/93.

Technical Fire Management Certification - Washington Institute, Duvall, Washington, 1993.

Bachelor of Science – Wildlife. Oregon State University, Corvallis, Oregon, 1990.

Highschool Diploma - Weston McEwen Highschool, Athena, Oregon, 1985.

Description of Work

July, 1995 - Present

Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation, Pendleton, Oregon.

Project manager for two CTUIR/Bonneville Power Administration Wildlife Mitigation Projects, responsible for development of 5-year management plans, submitting project proposals, annual budget development, quarterly and annual reports, development and implementation of subcontracts, and supervision of technical staff.  Developed eight successful Northwest Power Planning Council (NPPC) Project Proposals, each resulting in approximately $200,000 annually for wildlife mitigation projects ($1.6 million total). Co-authored a successful NPPC watershed project proposal that resulted in $654,000 of funding for land acquisitions, habitat analysis, and project operations and maintenance.  Annually developed and implemented a variety of subcontracts (weed control, construction, habitat analysis) ranging in value from $3,000 - $75,000.  Developed and implemented a co-operative project with Ducks Unlimited and Oregon Duck Hunter’s Association for habitat enhancements at the Wanaket Wildlife Area.  Responsible for oversight and content of a regulated public access program for the Wanaket Wildlife Area.  Supervised a minimum of two technicians and a maximum of six during project operations and maintenance and habitat surveys. Responsible for developing employee work elements and annual performance evaluations. Developed public outreach documents to obtain feedback on management proposals and activities. Reviewed National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) documents prepared by federal agencies and provided comments and recommendations in the interest of CTUIR Treaty rights and resources. Assisted in the development of Bureau of Indian Affairs NEPA documents, and authored three project proposal resulting in awards of $44,000 from the Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation and Oregon State Weed Board for noxious weed control implementation.  Received training in wetlands identification and habitat evaluation procedures.  Conducted big game herd composition surveys for three years in the Mt. Emily Big Game Unit in Cooperation with the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife.

September, 1990 - April, 1994

USDA Forest Service, Walla Walla Ranger District, Walla Walla, Washington.

Served as the wildlife Interdisciplinary Team (ID Team) member for timber sale, prescribed fire, recreation, and access management projects. Prepared technical reports for NEPA documentation.  Presented information at ID Team and public meetings. Conducted Threatened, Endangered, Sensitive, and indicator species surveys.  Supervised one wildlife biologist and one wildlife technician, including development of work elements and performance evaluations. Developed and prepared habitat enhancement/big game projects in cooperation with the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife and the Oregon State University Eastern Oregon Agricultural Research Center. Assisted in the development and execution of big game winter-range enhancement projects. Served as a fire-fighting crew member and squad boss, responsible for supervising five individuals in fire suppression efforts.  Received training in habitat analysis and wildlife surveys, the National Environmental Policy Act, and Technical Fire Management.  Successfully completed Technical Fire Management training by developing a project in NEPA format demonstrating fire and land management principles

June, 1987 - September, 1990

USDA Forest Service, Walla Walla Ranger District, Walla Walla, Washington.

Served in wildlife, range, and reforestation departments as part of Co-op Education training program designed to develop a broad understanding of land management activities.  Conducted a three-year radiotelemetry study of elk habitat use. Signed wildlife trees (snags) and collected information on snag use and snag habitat loss.  Created databases and summary reports for each project.  Monitored livestock use of grazing allotments, located and mapped noxious weed infestations while serving in the Range Department.  In Reforestation, conducted pre-plant, stocking, and thinning surveys, prepared maps for reforestation contracts, inventoried phenotypic trees and developed an inventory of aspen stands and prioritized stands for enhancements. Served as a firefighting crew member.

June, 1986 - September, 1986

USDA Forest Service, Walla Walla Ranger District, Walla Walla, Washington.

Served as a timber marker for the pre-sale department, marking sale boundaries, leave trees, and wildlife trees and areas.  Traversed units to obtain acreage estimates.  Served as a firefighting crew member.

Awards

Certificate of Merit for Habitat Analysis for Access Management , Walla Walla Ranger District, 1993.

Certificate of Merit for Technical Habitat Analysis, Walla Walla Ranger District, 1993.

Academic Excellence, College of Agricultural Sciences, Oregon State University, 1990.

Academic Achievement, Yakama Indian Nation Scholarship Committee, 1990.

USDA Forest Service Co-Op Education scholarship, 1988 - 1990.
Name: Matt Farrow Jr.

Title: Biological Technician

FTE: 1

Education: High School Diploma, Pendleton High School 

Experience: 4 years wildlife technician experience
Other Biological Technicians (shared between various projects)

FTE: .5

Education: High School Diploma

Experience: 4 - 6 years wildlife technician experience
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