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a. Abstract 
We will develop a technologically state-of-the-art and administratively realistic software package and computer-based system for land-use planning in Madison, Fremont, and Teton counties in Southeast Idaho.  A verified inventory of aquatic, terrestrial, and physical resources, including species habitats, areas of species diversity, and linkage areas, will be developed and included in a GIS.  Results of social and community resource assessments, based on representative surveys, focus groups, and public forums, will also be delineated, mapped, and included in the GIS database.   Applicable coverages will be developed at 1:24,000 scale.  Legends and interfaces to access these coverages and view their databases will be developed.  Coding, rules, and sub-models of important database elements based on sensitivity to disturbance, relative rarity, land-use type, and risk will be developed.  Sensitivities and priorities will be scaled at the county and regional levels. The finalized system delivered to cooperating counties will operate on the GIS program, ArcView, for use with desktop computers.  It will have a user interface that does not require prior training in GIS or biology.  County planners, commissioners, and citizens will use it to obtain critical information for informed decision-making in comprehensive planning, zoning plan development or modification, and development proposal reviews and evaluations.

b. Technical and/or scientific background
Private land development increasingly and cumulatively introduces gaps in habitat and species protection by fragmenting, disconnecting, and isolating habitats and landscapes (Saunders et al. 1991; Scott et al. 1993; Black et al. 1998a and b).  By reducing or exterminating rare endemics (Press 1996) and altering watershed function, development incrementally and cumulatively reduces the potential of wildlife habitats and the viability of wildlife populations. To help maintain wildlife species and population viability and reduce the cumulative effects of development, determination of development effects and alternatives for mitigation of private land development at the local scale is desirable (Cogan 1998).  

In Idaho, amenity-related attractions (e.g., recreation opportunities, higher quality of life, etc.) and on-going development changes are bringing new residents to growing non-metropolitan areas. These new residents may own significantly smaller properties, be less connected with their land in terms of economic dependence, and less likely to produce livestock or timber on their land (Fortmann and Huntsinger 1989; Harris and O’Laughlin, In process).   Many of these immigrants leave major metropolitan areas for more rural communities in a quest for a better quality of life (Junk et al. 1997).  However, the resulting development of rural areas is significantly changing their community values and economies and increasing fragmentation of existing agricultural lands and habitats.  This immigration and rural development may reduce not only fish and wildlife habitat capability, function, and endangered species but also the character and sustainability of agricultural and rural communities (Hart 1995; USDA 1998).

In rural and agricultural communities where fish, wildlife, and people most closely coexist, county government is the most immediate and local conservator of public trust resources such as fish and wildlife habitats, open space, public access, and clean water.  At this local scale, the county is a relatively permanent and determining feature in a changing landscape of communities, interests, values, politics, and economies in the West.  At the regional scale, counties may also facilitate federal and state conservation and protection interactions (Quigley, et al. 1996).  In these roles, the county may act both as the local caretaker of public trust resources and as the essential link to broader political, economic, and biological endeavors critical to sustaining natural resources across communities, regions, and landscapes (Gilpin 1987; Simberloff 1988).   

Efforts to have land developers assess development impacts often result in a judgement of little or no impact because of the economic and political investments already made by developers (Olshansky 1996).  Alternatively, the county provides a local, legal, and public forum for developing local and regional scale habitat and species conservation befitting and sustaining local community values.  Through comprehensive planning, strategies for protection of wildlife habitats as well as open space, public access, clean water, and agricultural community values can be applied (Wright 1994).  At the county scale, local communities may also direct their own destiny within state and federal jurisdictions through development and implementation of a scientifically-based comprehensive plan to conserve wildlife habitats. 

Effectively devising and implementing practical conservation policy at the county level must be based upon consideration of a variety of factors, including: 1) past and present land‑use policies, 2) county administrative capacity, 3) the nature of land ownership and use, 4) political culture and demographics, and 5) principal sources of funding for land acquisition (Press 1996).  An integrated analysis of these kinds of factors can address key planning issues such as those identified by Tarlock (1993):  Ideally, expertise and local strategies are then required to define and prescribe land management to protect biodiversity and ecosystems and these strategies need to provide consistency, connectivity, and overlap with the scale and definition of conservation efforts of state and federal jurisdictions.

Therefore, developing and implementing conservation strategies within county planning requires science, policy, social, and practical considerations.  Habitat conservation measures at the county level must use a legally defensible system, be ecologically sound, and most importantly be socially acceptable.  Linking ecological and sociological defined scales and values requires: 1) a consistent, ecologically, and scientifically‑based system for conservation, and 2) incorporation of local community values into planning strategies (Decker et al. 1996). 

Practically most rural Idaho counties have little in the way of staff or technical resources to identify areas of priority for conservation, let alone administer land use outside from simple zoning.  However, zoning is limited in achieving conservation goals because it is usually based on lot-level concerns, at a scale unsuitable for incorporating complex factors that are ecologically important.  Zoning also increases the complexity and cost of community development by dictating absolute policies (Nellis 1981).  Because zoning is relatively inflexible, counties also grant variances for non-complying uses, an act which nullifies the original intent of the process. 

State management agencies charged with preserving and protecting natural resources have limited resources to determine conservation priorities on private lands.  Often without a developed prioritization system, incentive programs, or the ability to direct or focus development mitigation; management agencies are limited to addressing increasing development and habitat loss occurring on a piece-meal basis.   This approach lacks direction and does not address the cumulative effects of small-scale land and community development.  Even if successful, piece-meal habitat development mitigation is limited in its ability to prioritize the most important reserve areas and reduce the cumulative effects of habitat alteration, increased potential for human/wildlife problems, blocked migration routes, alteration of hydrology affecting runoff and instream flow, floodplain development, and noxious weed spread. 

According to the Henrys Fork subbasin summary (2001), land use in the Henrys Fork subbasin is changing as the economy, once dominated by farming, ranching and logging, becomes more diverse.  Tourist businesses based around fishing, skiing, and snowmobiling are thriving in Island Park and Teton Valley.  Construction is a major occupation in Teton County, reflective of a large building boom there and in nearby Jackson, Wyoming.  Many Teton Valley residents commute to Jackson for work. Although agriculture accounts for less than 30% of the land use in the Henrys Fork subbasin, it is concentrated at the lower elevations and therefore is the major land use in those areas (Figure 1). Fremont County is also experiencing extreme growth rates.  Farmlands in the Ashton area are threatened by second-home residential development, as views of the Tetons are spectacular.   Fremont County allows one home site on every 1 ha throughout most of the county.  As such, there is potential for hundreds of new homes on private lands along the Henrys Fork.  The new homes would result in additional septic systems, numerous dirt, gravel and paved roads, and increased recreational use of the river.  More seriously, the properties could be subdivided down to half-acre lots if the residences convert to city sewer systems.  Increased development would significantly degrade the river corridor’s ecological values, the local farming economy, open space, and rural quality of life.

The area’s private lands provide an essential link between upland, forested habitat, and the riparian habitats found along the river.  In the arid west, river corridors such as the Henrys Fork of the Snake River are hubs for wildlife activity.  Although they comprise only a tiny percentage of the land area in the region, river corridors are vital to a disproportionate percentage of the area’s wildlife. The Henrys Fork is internationally distinguished for its superior fishing and tremendous ecological importance to many wildlife species, but the land along the river (the river corridor) is recognized by the Natural Resource Conservation Service NRCS) as prime farmland.

The Henrys Fork river corridor is an ecologically diverse focal point for fish and wildlife in Eastern Idaho.  In addition to its notable native fish habitat, the river corridor supports healthy populations of many other wildlife species. Approximately 4,000 elk, 600 moose, and 3,000 mule deer winter west of the Henrys Fork near Ashton.  These animals migrate along the river corridor from summer ranges to the east and north in Yellowstone National Park and the Island Park caldera.  The uplands in this area also provide habitat for sharp-tailed grouse and sage grouse, species of concern.  Riparian cottonwood forests, riverine habitats, and varied wetlands are also nesting sites for many species of waterfowl, birds of prey, and passerine birds.  This river corridor and wetlands are critical wintering habitat for 800 trumpeter swans in the Tri-state and Canada populations.  

Development pressures in this region appear to be accelerating.  Much of the new development has occurred on ecologically sensitive lands because there are not effective local governmental mechanisms to channel the growth to less sensitive areas.  Habitats are being broken into smaller fragments.  Large blocks of wet meadow and riparian areas are being reduced by development of ranchettes and subdivisions.  Water levels in many of the valley’s wetlands and along the Teton River have declined on a basin-wide scale as both water use and irrigation practices have changed.  Residential wells, combined with elimination of irrigation resulting from conversion of agricultural land to residential use, have caused seasonal changes in groundwater levels.  The result has been reduced flows in spring-fed tributaries, altered surface water flood levels and duration, and decreased water levels in Teton River, its tributaries, and associated sloughs. 

The goal of the project proposed here is to provide a practical and technologically-based tool for land-use planning and management to cooperating counties in the Henrys Fork subbasin.  Our project will incorporate the scientific information available on fish and wildlife in these counties in conjunction with community measures of place.  This GIS-based system, put in the hands of the counties at the end of the project, will provide a system that enables communities to more carefully assess development as it affects their community culture and its natural resources that are critical to it.

Table 1.  Conservation themes to be assembled into spatial databases.

Landscape Components
GIS Layer/Data Source

SOILS


Hydric soils (wetlands)
SSURGO and SCD

Erosion potential (k factor)
SSURGO and SCD

Soil wildlife habitat potential
Soil Surveys + NRCS soil ratings

VEGETATION


Open Coniferous forest
New veg/FS/BLM

Mixed coniferous / broadleaf forest
New veg/FS/BLM

Broadleaf dominated forest
New veg/FS/BLM

Mesic shrub
New veg/FS/BLM

Under-represented Gap Covertypes
Idaho GAP veg

Rare plants occurrences
CDC Database

Wetlands
               CDC database

Invasive species presence
County extension, SCD

WILDLIFE


Under-represented Species richness
Idaho GAP results

Rare species occurrences
CDC Database

Bat caves / mines
Mine database

                                                    Linkage areas, corridors
Expert opinion, agency data

WATER


Wetlands  (pond / em / fo)
NWI Draft maps

Streams with priority rankings
EPA 1996 303(D) list

SOCIAL / OWNERSHIP


Lands with historical value
GPS points

Lands with cultural value
Tribes, community surveys, GPS 

"Protected" areas (i.e., public land, easements, UI)
Ownership layer and parcels, community data

Viewsheds
forum, survey, focus groups

Asthetics and "open space"
forum, survey, focus groups

                                                           Public access areas
Agencies, forum, survey, focus groups

CORRIDORS


Streams / Linear wetlands
DLGs

Rails to Trails
update DLGs

Utility Lines
DLGs

OTHER


Polygon / Parcel size  
Analysis, cooperators

Surrounding land use / Proximity
Analysis, cooperators

County Zoning
County


[image: image1.wmf]Fig


 c. Rationale and significance to Regional Programs
This project will develop a database and computer-based system that will have significant and practical use for land-use planning and public participation in the study area.  It also will develop a prototype, methodology, computer-based system, and public-input process that could be applied in other counties in Idaho and for watersheds across the American West.

Additionally, this project overlaps with the following programs and ongoing efforts.  Its efforts and products will work to enhance or supplement these programs as described and facilitate information exchange and development as necessary.   

The Southern Idaho Wildlife Mitigation Implementation Project (Project) (No. 00000386-00001) is implemented by the Idaho Department of Fish and Game (IDFG) and the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes (SBT). The Project is designed to protect, enhance, and maintain wildlife habitats to mitigate construction losses for Deadwood, Anderson Ranch, and Black Canyon projects in the Middle and Upper Snake River Provinces.  Important fish and wildlife habitats identified by this project will be considered by the SIWM mitigation project as it evaluates hydroproject mitigation.

The Snake River Native Salmonid Assessment (Project No. 980002) is an ongoing IDFG research project initiated in August 1998 to: 1) assess the current status of native salmonids in the middle and upper Snake River provinces in Idaho, 2) identify factors limiting populations of native salmonids, and 3) develop and implement recovery strategies and plans.  This project’s inventory information will be incorporated into the database to provide information on important fish distributions and habitats.

The Henrys Fork Foundation assessment of all the fish-bearing streams in the upper and lower Henrys Fork hydrologic units (Gregory 1997a, 1998a, and 2000a; Gregory and Van Kirk 1998).  This study, when combined with work conducted by the U.S. Forest Service (USFS) (as reported in Jaeger et al. 2000) and the Idaho Department of Environmental Quality on Teton hydrologic unit streams provides a subbasin-wide assessment of trout distributions (Appendix A) and a nearly complete subbasin view of fish habitat.  This information will be used in the database of county natural resources.

The effort of Henrys Fork Corridors Working Group is to prioritize lands and resources for conservation, which is facilitated by the Teton Regional Land Trust and many other partners.  Long-term success of the working group project requires resources needed to compile and map data such as will be accomplished by this proposal.

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s Rocky Mountain Population of Trumpeter Swan Working Group's draft concept plan for enhancing the Rocky Mountain Population of trumpeter swans on units of the National Wildlife Refuge System (NWR).  This draft is presently out for public review.  The intent of the plan is to develop integrated management objectives on NWRs and help define roles for other FWS programs with the goal for restoring the Rocky Mountain Population of Trumpeter Swan.  The draft document finds that a study of all the interrelated factors (swan, vegetation, fish, river flows, ice conditions, temperatures) on the Henrys Fork is needed.  The working group's biological data will be used in this proposal and coordination between the projects will occur.

The Southeast Idaho Wetland Focus Area Wetland Conservation Plan (Plan), which was developed by the Southeast Idaho Wetland Focus Area Working Group.  The Plan is intended to be used primarily to identify potential project areas, to develop a communication network, and foster long-term partnerships that will work towards addressing and solving the myriad of issues and problems facing the future conservation of southeastern Idaho’s wetland ecosystems. Active partners include Ducks Unlimited, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, The Nature Conservancy, Teton Regional Land Trust, IDFG, NRCS, and the Bureau of Land Management (BLM).  Wetland inventories and important habitat delineations will be shared between the projects.

Soil and Water Conservation districts (SCD), including East Side SWCD, Madison SWCD, Jefferson SWCD, and West Side SWCD. Districts receive limited funds from local (county) and state (general fund) government, and may receive other funds for local project work through the Water Quality Program for Agriculture program (ISCC) and other funding agencies, institutions, or organizations.  Working cooperatively with this project, SCDs can provide technical assistance based on long-standing agreements with the NRCS, Idaho Soil Conservation Commission, and other federal and state agencies. (Idaho Soil Conservation Commission 2001).  CRP and other inventories of these programs will be used in the databases of this project.  Coordination between counties, the SWCDs, and this project will enable potential funding of development mitigation, maintenance of open space and habitat reserves on private lands, and provide social and biological information to private landowners through the SWCD outreach.

The Idaho Bird Conservation Plan and Idaho Partners in Flight.  The plan covers in detail four habitats considered the highest priority habitats for birds in Idaho: Riparian; Non-riverine Wetlands; Sagebrush Shrublands; and Dry Ponderosa Pine/Douglas-fir/Grand Fir Forests.  Information in the plan and Partners in Flight cooperators will be consulted for technical assistance on this project.

The Intermountain West Joint Venture (IWJV) is a public/private partnership, under the leadership of Ducks Unlimited, organized to build a cooperative management framework and to extend that framework to implementing on-the-ground wetland conservation projects that protect, enhance, and restore wetland and associated upland habitats (Southeast Idaho Wetland Focus Area Working Group 2001).  The IWJV is a far-reaching, collaborative effort and all stakeholders in wetland issues are encouraged to join in this conservation effort.  Established in 1994, the IWJV involves portions of the eleven western states, including Idaho, and is responsible for organizing wetland conservation efforts at the regional and local levels.  This project’s outputs will assist IWJV in prioritizing wetlands and important habitats for protection.

The Idaho One plan is a cooperative state effort to assist farmers in developing a conservation plan.  The One plan provides information on federal and state regulatory issues, an outline for a farm conservation plan, and information (including GIS information) to farmers to help them in developing a plan.  Farm conservation plans assist with water quality and fish and wildlife habitat protection and help farmers qualify for many federal programs aiding farmland conservation and BMPs, farming, and natural resource protection.  Project information and products will be disseminated via the Idaho One plan to assist farmers with land and habitat conservation.

Habitat Improvement Program (HIP). The HIP is a program administered by IDFG to create and improve habitat for upland game and waterfowl on public and private land. Initiated in 1987, the program is designed primarily to help private landowners in their desire to use their property to the benefit of upland game birds and waterfowl. Funded by fees collected from upland bird and state waterfowl hunting validations, landowners are provided with financial assistance for waterfowl nesting structures, wildlife ponds, irrigation systems, fence materials, food plots, and herbaceous, shrub and tree plantings to provide food, and nesting, brood-rearing, and winter cover.  In counties included in this project, identified habitats for upland bird and waterfowl may be prioritized and improved through the HIP program. Nesting cover, woody cover, food plots, ponds, and nest structures are the main practices implemented.

StreamNet databases and information will be used in assembling fish distribution and habitat information for this project.

The Teton Regional Land Trust is a regionally active non-profit organization seeking to preserve fish and wildlife habitats and rual communities in the upper Snake River valley. Through stewardship, easements, and outreach; the Trust is a vitally important and active in regional resource protection  

d. Relationships to other projects 

The following projects will be requested for information to use in the county resource database and will be provided with outputs of this project.

· Partners Projects for wetlands and riparian habitat on private lands.

· Coordinating with the BLM and IDFG on annual greater sage grouse and Columbian sharp-tailed grouse lek and winter inventories and monitoring.

· ESA consultation regarding listed species including bull trout, bald eagles, lynx, and Utes Ladies tresses.

· Annual review and pending actions on petitioned species status recommendations including sharp-tailed grouse.

· Critical Habitat Mapping.  The IDFG is working with the University of Idaho Landscape Lab to map critical wildlife habitat and vertebrate species richness. This information can be used by interested parties to identify which habitats are most critical to protect, and where conservation of soil, water, and open-space resources is most critical, and where and how restoration efforts might be most effective.

· The IDFG has also worked with the Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation (RMEF) to develop a map delineating elk and deer winter range and other critical habitat in the subbasin.

· The Conservation Data Center (CDC) maintains information on the occurrence of elements of biological diversity (plant and animal species and plant communities) and conservation sites and managed areas. The CDC has conducted inventory and monitoring projects within the cooperating counties related to rare and endemic plant species; the distribution and condition of old-growth forest stands; the selection and establishment of ecological reference areas; vegetation and wildlife habitat mapping; and the conservation of high priority wetland and riparian sites. This information will help with site-specific conservation action, assessments of conservation status, rankings of statewide or global rarity, and classifications and descriptions of plant communities in the project database and decision models.

· The Temporal Landscape Change Research Program at Idaho State University (ISU).  A federal grant to ISU is focused on determining, measuring, and quantifying temporal landscape change in the project area.  Information and efforts on these two projects will be shared and coordinated.

· The Teton Area Advisory Forum, a local working group concerned with growth and land-use issues in Teton County, will be coordinated and potentially contracted with for public involvement and outreach. 

f. Proposal objectives, tasks and methods
Objective 1: Assemble a spatial database of biotic and abiotic resources at county and regional scales.

Task 1:  Identify and assemble existing fish and wildlife species information within cooperating counties.

Task 2: Identify and assemble existing habitat and abiotic information within the counties.


Task 3: Adjust and rectify projections and scales and assemble into a GIS.  


Task 4: Do a GAP analysis (Scott et al. 1993) and delineate potential reserves, linkage areas, areas of biodiversity, and sensitive areas.


Task 5. Prioritize and map database elements at local and regional scales.

Methods for Objective 1: We will first survey local working groups, NGOs, land management agencies, fish and wildlife agencies, and all other ongoing natural resource projects for data on biotic and abiotic resources.  GAP2 habitat relationship models based on Conservation Data Information on species distribution in the three counties will be assembled.  Spatially explicit vegetative and population models will be developed (Turner et al. 1995 and Dunning et al. 1995).  Watersheds at the 6th code hydrologic unit (HUC) will be delineated and classified using existing information on soil types, existing and potential vegetation, fish and wildlife species presence, status and use, species diversity/assemblages (Bojorquez-Tapia et al. 1995), endemics, GAP analysis, land use, and sensitive areas.  Consideration of federally-listed threatened and endangered species, state water quality limited streams, sensitive species, wetlands (Jankovsky-Jones 1996), hydrologic function, road development, and watershed condition will provide prioritization information for conservation.

Spatial information will be mapped and ground-truthed where possible in cooperation with landowners and soil conservation districts. Ground-truthing will be used to correct and calibrate important spatial information in the database.  Watershed level information will be tiered together to develop a regional landscape perspective to develop meso- and macro-scale ecological models including but not limited to travel corridors, habitat fragmentation, and habitat connectivity (Noss 1983).  Regional efforts on private lands will be tied to efforts on public lands managed by the U.S. Forest Service, BLM, and Idaho Department of Lands.

Objective 2: Develop a spatial database of community important areas, public access, historical and cultural areas, open space, and land ownership information that identifies the community sense of place. 

Task 1:  Hold preparatory meetings with ongoing efforts in the subbasin to coordinate.

Task 2:  Hold public focus groups at the county level to gather county visioning, land-use ideas, and identification of important areas.

Task 3:  Develop a public survey of county residents to determine measures of important resources, land use, and community values.

Task 4:  Hold public forums to map and measure areas of cultural, community, and historical importance.

Task 5:  Assemble information into a spatial database of social and community special areas and resources.

Task 6: Analyze relationships among data elements and develop social and community submodels.

Methods for Objective 2:  Information meetings and scoping sessions would first be held with county representatives and key opinion leaders.  These would include community members from the three counties and representatives of key stakeholder groups (i.e., elected officials, working groups, industry, conservation groups, etc.) to inform them of the project and identify potential participants to be included in focus groups.  Focus groups at the county and regional level will be conducted in cooperation with county planners and commissioners.  A total of six focus groups would be conducted in such locations (still to be finalized) as Island Park, Driggs, Ashton, and three in the Rexburg/St. Anthony areas.  Key community perspectives on the full range of issues relevant for the planning process and effective measures on county planning, development, open space and public access protection, and quality of life will be identified. We have closely-related experience conducting these kinds of focus-group processes (see, for example, Harris 1997 for similar work concerning development affecting the Middle Snake River conducted for the Idaho State Attorney General’s Office.).

Based on information from the focus groups, a representative survey of public opinion that is based on a random sample of approximately 2,500 regional and county residents will be conducted.  The survey will measure aspects of quality of life and sustainable development (Hart 1995) relevant to the role of county planning in shaping future resource-conservation direction and protecting fish and wildlife habitats in cooperating counties.  This survey would include a mapping exercise to determine those areas with kinds of high use/value (including land-use, historical, cultural, commodity, ecological, and amenity-based values).  We have had previous success with this kind of survey-based mapping exercises in previous research conducted for land-management agencies in Alaska (see Brown et al. 2001, although the focus of this survey would differ in some ways from that research).

The research cooperators include social scientists from Montana State University (see, for example, Johnson et al. 2000) who have been developing models of land-use change (for assessing overall growth and modeling large-scale land-use change and residential development), land-cover change prediction (creating visualizations of future land use based on historic changes including history of the past land-use change, natural features, man-made infrastructure, and land-use decisions), and “public-input land-use prioritization” (using the Model Builder tool in ArcView to enable users to weight different landscape attributes and identify lands for conservation and development using those factors they deem important; output in the form of a land-use maps is immediate and provides the public with feedback on their choices).  

These prediction and visualization models (Aspinall 2000; Maxwell et al. 2000) would be developed for the study area and incorporated into the database.  Also, a “cost-of-services build-out analysis” could be applied that inventories all capital costs and tax revenues of subdivision development and then provides for reconfiguration of the mix of homes/commercial property, lot sizes, road layout, etc., to allow developers and citizens to design the most cost-effective land development plan (Mitchell 2000).  It can be combined with a “visual build-out analysis” that has been designed to provide the aesthetic configuration of rural development, whereby home placement, open space conversion, or visual impact of development can be assessed and discussed (Johnson et al. 2000).

Community forums (i.e., workshops and open houses) coincident with and separate from county planning public meetings will be conducted.  A total of six public meetings to inform and educate attendees on the scientific and ecological basis of proposed planning alternatives would be held.  A key feature of these meetings is that they are conducted with a structured, facilitated workshop format.   In these “interactive forums,” proposed programs for providing mitigation and habitat conservation processes and alternatives will be discussed with attendees, and the input gained from them will be used to refine planning and conservation alternatives and identify priorities.  In particular, the modeling and visualization programs described above could be used to provide residents with immediate and spatially-explicit feedback on the implications of their values and priorities.

While all of these meetings will be open to the general public (all-be-it, on a first-come-first-serve basis), key opinion leaders and knowledgeable, active and involved citizens from each of the counties, including those known to have opinions on public issues, would be specifically invited to participate in these forums.  The research team has extensive experience conducting these kinds of interactive community forums, including (1) a citizens task-force for developing a plan for the management of Hells Canyon (Krumpe and McCoy 1991; Krumpe et al. 1989), (2) a self-assessment of community conditions of 198 towns across five states conducted for the Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Project (Harris et al. 2000), (3) a public-involvement process over controversial issues for land management in southwestern Idaho (Brettin and Krumpe 1997), and (4) 27 community forums held in a three-state area to assess community impacts of management alternatives for salmon recovery for a U.S. Army Corps of Engineers EIS and feasibility study (Harris et al. 1999).

Community responses to modeling results, county planning proposals, development, and watershed analysis will be synthesized and reported, and the results assembled in a variety of formats (narrative reports, tables, etc.) that will include spatial GIS data for integration with other databases.  As part of this process, we will digitize social and community information collected or already assembled, and we will ground-truth spatial information as part of the GIS mapping process.  Intersections with other coverages and data and zones of risk will be identified.  Finally, as noted above, these data will be prepared for user-friendly presentation in a finalized system to be delivered to cooperating counties that will operate on the GIS program, ArcView, for use with desktop computers.  It will have a user interface that does not require prior training in GIS or biology to obtain critical information for informed decision-making, and it will provide information necessary for such planning activities as comprehensive plan development or modification, zoning plan development or modification, and development proposal review.

Objective 3: Develop a spatially-based model providing scale, change, and risk-based predictions of prioritized resource and community elements in the cooperating counties.

Task 1:  Identify principal resource and community components comprising submodels of system.

Task 2:  Develop scale-dependent metrics for each model.

Task 3:  Develop change effects metrics for each model.

Task 4:  Develop risk metrics for each model.

Task 5:  Assemble, test, and calibrate combined models.

Methods for Objective 3:  Development of models that appraise regional and local distribution patterns, rarity, linkages, and impacts for county land-use planning requires ranking of resource elements, threat assessment, and development of model principal components.  Cogan (In press) suggests a spatial or ecoregional analysis model, a species habitat delineation and evaluation model, a restoration or reserve identification model, and a landscape pattern analysis model to indicate environmental conditions and the effects of land use through predictive modeling.  

Based on the county, selected biotic and abiotic elements or conservation themes, as suggested in Table 1, will be chosen for development into submodels of the decision tool.  Selection will be based on information accuracy, biotic sensitivity, regulatory and legal protections, biological status, scale-related abundance, potential for reserve or restoration delineation, identified social and community priority, and reaction to disturbance or land uses.

Using these selected "conservation themes," quantitative disturbance and response models or algorityms will be developed based on published information, known or quantified relationships, and/or expert opinion.  These submodels will then be integrated together with consideration and correction for effects the models may have on each other.   In some cases, it may be necessary to combine elements/models to represent a composite valuation and response of the resources.  A stepwise summary follows.

1.  Integrate all available and applicable GIS coverages.  2.  Develop legends and interface to access these coverages and view their databases. 3.  Conduct analyses and develop rules for database element responses and sensitivities and output new coverages providing pertinent information based on intersecting groupings of elements and aggregating those in categories of risk.  4.  Code each mapped biotic, important area, reserve area, or corridor, element according to its sensitivity (sensitive, conditionally sensitive, not sensitive) to the allowable land uses in the county (definitions to be developed).  5.  For rankings of sensitive or conditionally sensitive, develop warning messages as an output report and that describe appropriate actions and impacts to county administrators. 

The finalized system will have the following characteristics: 1.  It operates on desktop ArcView.  2.  It has a user interface that does not require prior training in GIS or biology to obtain the necessary information.  3.  It is concerned primarily with providing information of immediate need to the planning activities of comprehensive plan development or modification, zoning plan development or modification, and development proposal review.

Objective 4: Develop user interface of predictive model and provide hardware, software, and training to cooperating counties for implementation.

Task 1: Develop user interface for decision support system.

Task 2:  Purchase hardware and software necessary to support the system and practical for cooperating counties.

Task 3:  Install the system and train county employees in its use.

Methods for Objective 4:  User interface will be based on a windows design.  Appropriate hardware and software will be purchased under state and BPA contract guidelines.  Systems will be installed and tested prior to delivery to the counties.  County planners and administrative staff will be trained in the use and capabilities of the system until its use and understanding is self-sufficient.  Project staff will coordinate with and support county planners and commissioners during presentations to commissioners, staff, and the public.

The operation of the system would approximate the following:

To review a development proposal: 1.  The operator clicks on the parcel of interest.  2.  The operator then clicks on the "theme" for which they would like to view the parcel characteristics, such as: "zoning," "land cover," "wildlife," "landuse," land category, etc.  3.  The information database would then appear for that theme listing all known attributes.  4.  The operator then "pulls down" a list of allowed land uses and highlights a proposed use.  5.  A list of biotic, abiotic, and social elements with possible conflicts to the proposed land use would be displayed.  6.  The operator would then click the "report" icon, which would produce a list of the elements and their status, both legal and predicted gaps, and recommended actions.

For planning a possible zoning change, the steps are virtually the same, except for step 4: 4.  The operator then "pulls down" a list of "zones" and highlights the proposed zoning designation change 5 and 6.  These steps are a bit more complex because the sensitivities for all land uses would have to be reported.  Alternatively, each zone can merely be categorized according to its allowed land use of greatest potential impact.

For comprehensive plan development or modification, this system can simply display the distributions of species, plant communities, important areas, reserve areas, corridors, or any group of elements according to the characteristics of interest.  For example, the operator is interested in displaying the predicted distribution of the mapped species with legal protection (T&E species).  He clicks the "animals" theme and then the "query" button.  A window appears with various choices such as: mapped vertebrates, mapped vertebrates with legal protection, land cover types at risk, important areas at risk, etc.   Custom select elements (a box appears with the full elements table that allows the operator to click on all those desired for overlay). 2.  The operator can then click on the theme to overlay the elements and make a determination of plan changes desired.  3.  The operator then composes a map for printing.  The operator can also assess drafts of comprehensive plan or zoning plan proposals simply by overlaying them with the elements at risk.
Objective 5:  Disseminate information about project and its applications.

Task 1:  Demonstrate the system at county commissioner and public meetings and open houses.

Task 2:  Write peer reviewed, quarterly and annual reports.

Task 3:  Prepare and deliver presentations to peers and public.

Task 4:  Consult, update, and finalize cost-share and purchase agreements.

Task 5:  Write proposals/work statements for future project years.  

Methods for Objective 5:  The project leader, students, and cooperators will prepare semi-annual and annual reports on the progress of the project.  These reports will address the objectives and how they are being met.  Presentations may also be prepared for public interest groups and other agencies.  Project specific agreements, contracts, and budgets will be updated as necessary and as new projects are solicited.  Work statements will be completed annually.

Objective 6: Develop a web-based capability for public queries and interaction of county level information and decision support system.

Task 1:  Establish the application on a server.

Task 2:  Develop a web page suitable for querying the database and making use of the decision support system.

Task 3:  Develop an agreement on maintaining the page and server for use by the county.

Methods for Objective 6:  A major need of a web-based application of the decision support system and database is access to a server capable of supporting this function.  We will work closely with the University of Idaho Hydroinformatics Center (Center) to use their server and technical support staff to provide this capability.  Additional support and expertise will be solicited through the Idaho Department of Water Resources.  A contracted web-page designer will work closely with staff at the Center, project cooperators, and the Center's staff to construct a menu-driven query system for the public. to use via the web. 

Products
· A decision support system for use by Fremont, Teton, and Madison counties.

· Hardware and software support and training to Fremont, Teton, and Madison counties.

· Spatial database of biotic and abiotic elements considered in county land-use


planning and zoning.

· Watershed maps including but not limited to identified sensitive and endemic species habitats, soil and land types, proposed fish and wildlife corridors and linkages, riparian and upland habitats, and priority habitats to 6th code HUC scale within the three cooperating counties.

· Sociological measures and maps of community values related to natural resource protection and sustainable communities.

· List of public contacts, education efforts, and programs.

·   Proposed map/overlay, analysis and decision process, and language for county comprehensive plan protection of natural resources and community areas.

·  GIS technology and support in cooperating counties to coordinate and implement conservation and mitigation standards in county plans.

·  Thesis, peer-reviewed publications, professional and public project presentations, and annual reports on project results.

·  A plan and proposal for updating databases at the state and county level and monitoring conservation themes at the county level.

g. Facilities and equipment
GIS databases will be developed at the IDFG and University of Idaho's GIS labs.

Model development, rules, and metrics will be developed by the University of Idaho Cooperative Research Unit, the Ecohydraulics Lab, and private contacts.

IDFG regional offices will provide offices, desks, and support for field staff and project coordinator.

Administration will be provided by IDFG and the University of Idaho.

ArcView software and computer hardware will be purchased under BPA and Idaho State purchasing guidelines.

Fremont, Teton, and Madison counties will provide technical assistance, guidance, and public involvement direction.

Public information and involvement will be facilitated, designed, and implemented by the University of Idaho School of Resource, Recreation, and Tourism.

Geography and computer programmer contractors will provide support for model development.
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J. Michael Scott

Leader

Idaho Cooperative Fish and Wildlife Research Unit

PO Box 44-1141

Moscow, ID 83843-1141

Education:

1966 B.S. (Biology), San Diego State University 

1970 M.A (Biology), San Diego State University 

1973 Ph.D. (Zoology), Oregon State University

Previous Professional Positions
            Peace Corps volunteer, Colombia, South America, 1963-65. In collaboration with                                   

      Local citizens helped organize and obtain funds for a natural history museum

      in Cartago, Colombia. 

Biological Aid, U.S. Bureau of Commercial Fisheries (B.C.F. diving examiner  

     for Region Six of the Bureau of Commercial Fisheries). 1966-68. In addition, 

     he was selected by the Bureau as one of three B.C.F. scientists and one of ten 

     civilian scientists to participate in the U.S. Navy’s SEALAB III program.  As a 

     scientist-aquanaut was responsible for designing and carrying out biological

     experiments.

Assistant Curator.  Natural History Museum, Department of Zoology, Oregon

     State University, Corvallis, OR, 1969-73. Responsible for curating the 

     vertebrate collection of the Zoology Department and designing and making

     educational displays. Served as public liaison for the museum.

Instructor.  Malheur Environmental Field Station of Pacific University, Malheur

     National Wildlife Refuge, Burns, OR, 1972-73. Designed and taught a six-

     Unit undergraduate course in ornithology.

Researcher.  Department of Fisheries and Wildlife, Oregon State University,

     Corvallis, OR, 1973-74. Conducted survey of the birds of the Columbia and

     Snake River Basins.  Responsible for creating sampling design, gathering

     field data, data analysis, and writing reports.

Research Biologist, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Mauna Loa Field Station,

     Hawaii National Park, HI 1974-84. Designed, administered, and conducted

     field work for survey of birds and vegetation in all forested areas in Hawaii.

     Responsible for supervising up to 24 employees, as well as writing reports and

     articles. 

Project Leader, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Condor Research Center, Ventura,

     CA, 1984-86. Designed, administered, and conducted field work on the 

     limiting factors, breeding chronology, habitat preference, and captive pro-

     pagation of the California condor. Responsible for supervising Fish and

     Wildlife and National Audubon Society personnel assigned to the research

     program as well as writing reports and articles.  Responsible for coordinating,

     within a highly complex biopolitical environment, a multi-agency research

     and management effort to save the California condor and supervising two

     
    senior scientists and 15 other personnel.
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University of Idaho

Moscow, Idaho 83844
NAME:  Harris, Charles C., Jr.
DATE: December 2001

RANK OR TITLE:

Professor, College of Natural Resource s



Full Member of Graduate Faculty



Member of the faculty of Environmental Sciences Program.
EDUCATION BEYOND HIGH SCHOOL:
Ph.D., Natural Resources (Recreation Management), 1983, University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, Michigan.

M.S., Recreation Resources, 1978, Colorado State University, Ft. Collins, Colorado.

B.A., English Literature, 1973, Oberlin College, Oberlin, Ohio.

RECENT ACADEMIC EXPERIENCE:
July 1998 - present, Tenured Professor, Department of Resource Recreation and Tourism, College of Natural Resources, University of Idaho. 

July 1984 - June 1998, Assistant, Tenured Associate Professor, College of Forest, Wildlife and Range Sciences, University of Idaho. 

ADDRESSES AND TELEPHONE: 
University of Idaho                               

Phone: (208) 885-6314 

Moscow, Idaho 83843-1139   


Fax: (208) 885-6226  

                                
 


E-mail: charris@uidaho.edu 

                                                                             
 

PRIMARY FIELDS OF INTEREST: 
Community development and its relation to resource management; 

Methods for resource conflict management and resolution;

Social impact assessment;

Resource management, policy and planning; 

Recreation & amenity values, and regional economics of rural communities;

Organizational psychology of resource management agencies.

UNDERGRADUATE & GRADUATE COURSES TAUGHT AT UI:
Advanced Wildland Recreation Mgmt.
Wildland Recreation Management

Human Dimensions of Ecosystem Management
Renewable Nat. Res. Internship

Research Literature in Resource Recreation
Wildland Recreation Field Studies

Theories of Human Behavior for 
Principles Wildland Recreation Mgmt.

       Natural Resource Management
Co-instructor (with E.E. Krumpe), developing a Web-based course on the “Human Dimensions of

Ecological Restoration,” with a case-study and project focusing on wildfire impacts and recovery; to be first offered Spring 2002.

RECENT Service:

Presented paper entitled “Community-Based Assessments for Resource Management in the

Pacific Northwest.”  (With W.McLaughlin, D. Becker, E. Nielsen.)   Alternative Dispute Resolution in Natural Resources Conference – “Building Consensus & Resolving Conflicts in the Twenty-first Century.”   Udall Center for Studies in Public Policy.  University of AZ.  Tucson, AZ.  May 16-19, 2000.
Presented paper entitled "Community-Based Assessment Applying C&I to Resource 

Management in the Pacific Northwest of the U.S."  Paper submitted for Proceedings of the International Conference on Criteria and Indicators for Sustainable Forest Management .”  (With W.McLaughlin, D. Becker, E. Nielsen.)   Sponsored by the International Union of Forestry Researchers’ Task Force on Sustainable Forest Management and the European Forest Institute.  Nancy, France,  March 21-25, 2000. 

Participated in Salmon Town Hall telecast produced by WSU Cooperative Extension and KCTS television.  WSU, Pullman, WA.  March 15, 1999. 

Currently working with national forest staff on using results of assessment of rural communities in the Inland Northwest for their forest-plan revision process: 



Worked with national forest staff on using results of assessment of rural communities in the Inland Northwest for their forest-plan revision process:  Southern Idaho Forest Planning Team (Boise, Sawtooth and Payette N.F.); fall 1998.


Consulted with U.S. Forest Service Region 1’s Social-Economic Planning Protocol Task Force, Missoula, MT.  (July 1997).

Participated in U.S. Forest Service Region 1’s “Workshop on the Integration of Scientific Information for Forest-Plan Revision.” Missoula, MT.  (February 1997). 

Gave invited presentation on timber communities to Oregon State meeting of Society of American



Foresters.  Bend, OR.  May, 1998. 

Participated in the Interior Columbia River Basin Ecosystem Management Project’s Scientific Assessment Conference, Spokane, WA.  (March 1997.) 

Participated in the Symposium on the Social Implications of Ecosystem Management, Spokane, Washington (April 29,1995). 

Invited reviewer of report on PNW economy prepared by a panel of economists entitled "Economic Well-Being and Environmental Protection in the Pacific Northwest;" Portland, Oregon (July 1995).   (NOTE: Participated in workshop for its preparation, but declined to be a signer of the report.) 

Invited speaker and participant in workshop of scholars/experts on “Integrating Economics and Psychological Knowledge in Valuation of Public Amenity Resources,” Estes Park, Colorado (May 1986) 

SELECTED PUBLICATIONS:

Technical Reports:

Harris, C.C.  2001.   Review and Critique of the Socio-Economic Analysis and Sections of

The Bitterroot National Forest Burned Area Recovery Draft EIS.  Contracted by the Fire Science Laboratory, USDA Forest Service Rocky Mountain Research Station.  Sept. 2001.  Missoula, Montana.

Harris, C.C.  2000.  Analysis and evaluation of the Recreation and Tourism Analysis 

produced for the “Lower Snake River Juvenile Salmon Migration Feasibility Study: Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement.”   Study report completed for the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, under contract to Foster Wheeler Environmental Corporation, Bothell, Washington.




Harris, C.C., W.J. McLaughlin, D.R. Becker and E.A. Nielsen.  Forthcoming.  Community-

based assessments applying C&I to resource management in the Pacific Northwest of the U.S.  Paper submitted for Proceedings of the International Conference on Criteria and Indicators for Sustainable Forest Management.  Sponsored by the International Union of Forestry Research Task Force on Sustainable Forest Management and the European Forest Institute.  Nancy, France,  March 21-25, 2000.


Harris, C.C., McLaughlin, W.J., G. Brown, and D. Becker.  2000.  An assessment of small rural communities in the Interior and Upper Columbia River basins. General Technical Report GTR-PNW-477.  USDA Forest Service, Pacific Northwest Experiment Station, Portland, OR. 


Harris, C.C., McLaughlin, W.J., Nielsen, E., and D. Becker.  1999.  Community-Based Social Impact Assessment, For Phase I -- Central Idaho, Southeastern Washington and Northeastern Oregon.  Lower Snake Juvenile Salmon Migration Feasibility Study and Environmental Impact Statement.  Contract #DACW68-95-D-0005, Delivery Order No. 15.  Submitted to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Walla, Walla, WA.  463 pp.


Harris, C.C., McLaughlin, W.J., Nielsen, E., and D. Becker.  1999.  Community-Based Social Impact Assessment, For Phase II -- Southern Idaho.  Lower Snake Juvenile Salmon Migration Feasibility Study and Environmental Impact Statement.  Contract #DACW68-95-D-0005, Delivery Order No. 15.  Submitted to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Walla, Walla, WA.  314 pp.


Harris, C.C.  1997.  Auger Falls Valuation Project: Progress Report and Focus Group Results.  Submitted to the Office of the Idaho Attorney General, Boise, ID.  Idaho Forestry, Wildlife and Range Experiment Station, College of Forestry, Wildlife and Range Sciences, University of Idaho, Moscow, Idaho.  

Harris, C.C., and M.H. Robison.  1993.  The role of recreation and leisure travel in the Idaho economy.  Miscellaneous Station Publication 18, Idaho Forest, Wildlife and Range Experiment Station, College of Forestry, Wildlife and Range Sciences, University of Idaho, Moscow, Idaho.  


Harris, C.C., W.J. McLaughlin, and E.E. Krumpe.  1988.  The 1987 Idaho Leisure Travel and Recreation Survey:  A statewide analysis.  Final Report submitted to Idaho Department of Parks and Recreation and Department of Commerce, University of Idaho, Moscow, 103 pp.


Bergersen, E.P., W.J. McConnell, and C.C. Harris.  1982.  Estimating demand for Colorado sport fisheries:  A survey of angler preferences and attitudes.  Final Report submitted as required by Cooperative Agreement No. C190090 between Colorado State University and the Colorado Division of Wildlife, Colorado Cooperative Fishery Research Unit, Colorado State University, Fort Collins, Colorado, 98 pp.


Harris, C.C.  1982.  Integrating psychological and economic perspectives on outdoor recreation values:  A consumer decision-making approach. Final Report submitted to the Rocky Mountain For. and Range Exp. Stn., USDA Forest Service, Fort Collins, Colorado, 74 pp.

Refereed Articles:


Brown, G., P. Reed, and C.C. Harris. 2002. Testing a Place-Based Theory for Environmental Evaluation: an Alaska Case Study.  Applied Geography 22(1).



Russell, K., and Harris, C.C.  2001.  Dimensions of community autonomy in timber communities in the Inland Northwest.  Society and Natural Resources 14: 21-38.


Harris, C.C., Brown, G., and W.J. McLaughlin. 1998.  How resilient are rural communities in the Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem?  Journal of Forestry 96(2): 11-15.



Harris, C.C., W.J. McLaughlin, and J.D. Hunt.  1994.  A method for estimating statewide travel based on an enroute travel survey.  Annals of Tourism Research 21(4):710-714.


Brown, G., J. O'Laughlin, and C.C. Harris.  1993.  Allowable sale quantity (ASQ) as a focal point in natural forest management.  Natural Resources Journal 33:569-594.

Harris, C.C., J. Tynon, and W.J. McLaughlin.  1990.  A comprehensive method for studying leisure travel.  J. of Travel Research 29(2):39-44.


Harris, C.C., D. Rawhouser, L. Grussing, E.E. Krumpe, and W.J. McLaughlin.  1989.  Cooperative research for monitoring recreation uses on the Lower Salmon River.  J. of Park and Recreation Administration 7(1):41-57.


Harris, C.C., W.J. McLaughlin, and D. Rawhouser.  1990.  Comprehensive evaluation of information/ education programs to reduce recreation impacts on the Lower Salmon River.  J. of Environmental Management 31:19-28.


Harris, C.C., B.L. Driver, and W.J. McLaughlin.  1989.  Assessing contingent valuation methods from a psychological perspective.  J. of Environmental Economics and Management 17(1):213-229.


Harris, C.C., B.L. Driver, and E.P. Bergersen.  1985.  Do choices of sport fisheries reflect angler preferences for site attributes?  In Stankey, G.H., and S.F. McCool (compilers), Proceedings - Symposium on Recreation Choice Behavior, pp. 46-54, USDA Forest Service, Gen. Tech. Rep. INT-184, Intermountain Research Station, Ogden, Utah.


Driver, B.L., C. Phillips, E.P. Bergersen, and C.C. Harris.  1985.  Using fishermen's preferences in managing trout.  In Transactions of the 40th North American Wildlife Natural Resources Conference, pp. 82-90, Wildl. Mgmt. Inst., Washington, D.C.


Manfredo, M.J., C.C. Harris, and P.J. Brown.  1984.  The social values of an urban recreational fishing experience.  In Allen, L.J. (ed.), Urban Fishing Symposium:  Proceedings, pp. 156-164, Amer. Fish. Soc., Bethesda, Maryland.


Harris, C.C.  1981.  Recreation satisfaction:  Visitor evaluation of forest recreation experiences as a decision-making process.  In D. Lime (Tech. Coord.), Forest and River Recreation:  Research Update, pp. 160-163, Misc. Publ. 18-1982, The Univ. of Minn., Minneapolis, Minnesota.

Driver, B.L., and C.C. Harris.  1981.  Improving measurement of the benefits of public outdoor recreation programs.  Proceedings of the XVII World Forestry Congress, International Union of Forest Research Organizations, Kyoto, Japan, 13 pp.

Department of Resource Recreation & Tourism

 

Edwin E. Krumpe, PhD.

University of Idaho
College of Natural Resources


Moscow, ID  83844-1139




E-mail: EDKRUMPE@UIDAHO.EDU

Phone (208) 885-7428   FAX (208) 885-6226

Dr. Ed Krumpe is a Professor of Resource Recreation and Tourism in the University of Idaho College of Forestry, Wildlife and Range Sciences.  He has twenty-two years experience in conducting research and teaching about recreation and tourism management and planning, public involvement and conflict resolution. He has conducted workshops and training in resource management, limits of acceptable change (LAC) planning, and public involvement for federal and state agencies as well as at international conferences. 

Education:
Bachelor of Science.  Forest Recreation, 1969, West Virginia University

Master of Science.  Recreation & Park Administration, 1972, Indiana University

Ph.D.  Recreation Resources, 1979, Colorado State University College of Natural Resources

Professional Experience:
Professor -- Resource Recreation & Tourism Mgmt., Univ. of Idaho, 

Date of appointment to rank of professor:  1994

Date of tenure:  1984

Date of employment at UI:  1979

Fulbright Senior Scholar -- Hunter Valley Research Foundation, Newcastle, New South Wales, Australia, 1988

Acting Department Head -- Resource Recreation & Tourism,  1980-1981 and 1990-1991

Undergraduate & Graduate Courses Taught at UI:

Advanced Wildland Recreation Mgmt.
 
Wildland Recreation Management

Fundamentals of Research 
 
Recr. Operations & Facilities

Wilderness Management

Leisure Services Research & Evaluation

Monitoring Human Impacts in Wilderness

Wildland Recreation Field Studies

Principles Wildland Recreation Mgmt.
 
Renewable Nat. Res. Internship

Wildland Field Ecology 

Management of Recreation Sites

Research Literature in Resource Recreation

Extension and Service Activities:
Lead Facilitator, Frank Church River of No Return Wilderness, Citizen LAC Planning Task Force

Lead Facilitator, Hells Canyon Nat'l. Recreation Area, Limits of Acceptable Change Citizen Planning Task Force

6th National Wilderness Conference, Leader of National Action Plan Process, Santa Fe, NM

5th World Wilderness Congress, Section Leader, Tromsø, Norway

Selected Funded Research & Management Projects:

SYMBOL 183 \f "Symbol" \s 10 \h
Conducting town meeting workshops and analysis of public involvement comments for BLM Owyhee Resource Area Management Plan DEIS 

· Development of the BLM Campbell Tract Limits of Acceptable Change (LAC) Monitoring Plan, Anchorage

SYMBOL 183 \f "Symbol" \s 10 \h
Application of the LAC Planning Process in Hells Canyon National Recreation Area

SYMBOL 183 \f "Symbol" \s 10 \h
Developed Management Plan for Interpretive & Visitor Services, Kirkwood Historic Ranch in Hells Canyon

SYMBOL 183 \f "Symbol" \s 10 \h
Evaluating Indicators of Wilderness Resource Conditions

SYMBOL 183 \f "Symbol" \s 10 \h
Recreation Use & User Conflicts on the Clearwater River, Idaho

Selected Publications:
Fazio, James R. and Edwin E. Krumpe.  1999.  Underlyinging Beliefs and Attitudes About Topping Trees.  Journal of Aboriculture. 1(1): 11-23.  

Gager, Dan, John C. Hendee, Mike Kinziger and Ed Krumpe.  1998.  What Managers Are Saying --and Doing--About Wilderness Experience Programs.  Journal of Forestry 96(8) 33-36. August 98

Brettin, Curtis & Edwin E. Krumpe. 1997.  Owyhee Resource Management Plan Workshop Final Report. Proceedings of BLM Owyhee RMP Facilitated Public Workshops, Nampa, ID, May 1997, Martin Institute for Peace Studies & Conflict Resolution. University of Idaho.

Krumpe, Ed and Stephen F. McCool.  1997.  Role of public involvement in the Limits of Acceptable Change Wilderness planning system. In McCool, Stephen F.; Cole, David N., comps. 1997. Proceedings--Limits of Acceptable Change and related planning processes: progress and future directions; 1997 May 20-22; Missoula, MT. Gen. Tech. Rep. INT-GTR-371. Ogden, UT: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Rocky Mountain Research Station. 16-20. 

Merigliano, L. and E.E. Krumpe.  1996.  The Federal Advisory Committee Act--Implications for U.S. Wilderness Management.  International Journal of Wilderness 2(2): 18-21 

Krumpe, E.E.  1996.  White Paper on National Tourism Infrastructure.  Invited plenary paper for Proceedings of Western Summit on Tourism & Public Lands.  Sept. 24-26, 1996, Harrah’s Lake Tahoe, NV.

Ham, S. H. and E. E. Krumpe.  1996.  Identifying Audiences and Messages for Nonformal Environmental Education‑‑A Theoretical Framework for Interpreters.  Journal of Interpretation Research Vol 1, No. 1, Winter 1996, pp. 11-23. 

McCoy, K.L., E.E. Krumpe, & S. Allen.  1995.  Limits of Acceptable Change Planning--Evaluating Implementation by the U.S. Forest Service.  International Journal of Wilderness 1(2): 18-22.

Barns, C.V., and E.E. Krumpe.  1995.  Changing issues in wilderness management.  In Proceedings of the Fourth International Outdoor Recreation and Tourism Trends Symposium and the 1995 National Recreation Resource Planning Conference, May 14-17, 1995, St. Paul, MN, comp. by 
J.L. Thompson, D.W. Lime, B. Gartner, and W.M. Sames. St. Paul, MN: University of Minnesota, College of Natural Resources and Minnesota Extension Service.

McCoy, L.L., E.E. Krumpe and P. Cowles.  1994.  The Principles and Processes of Public Involvement:  A State-of-the-Art Synthesis for Agencies Venturing Into Ecosystem Management.  Prepared for the East Side Ecosystem Management Team, USDA Forest Service.  Department of Resource Recreation & Tourism, College of Forestry, Wildlife & Range Sciences, University of Idaho.

Krumpe, Edwin E. & Lynn McCoy.  1991.  Recommended Limits of Acceptable Change Recreation Management Plan for the Snake River in Hells Canyon National Recreation Area. Final Report prepared for the USDA Forest Service, Wallowa-Whitman National Forest.

Krumpe, Edwin E., Stewart Allen, and Lynn McCoy.  1989.  Hells Canyon visitor profile and recreation use study.  Prepared for USDA Forest Service, Hells Canyon National Recreation Area, Wallow-Whitman National Forest.  Idaho Forestry, Wildlife and Range Experiment Station Report 512, University of Idaho.  Moscow, Idaho.

Resume

Gregg Servheen
P.O. Box 25

Boise, ID  83501

208-334-3180

gservhee@idfg.state.id.us

Education 
B.Sc. in Fish and Wildlife Sciences - University of Massachusetts

M.S. in Fish and Wildlife Management - Texas A & M University

Professional Experience

Idaho Department of Fish and Game Wildlife Program Coordinator responsible for Department review, analysis, and comment on forest, highway, county, municipal, range land, and waterways development projects impacting fish and wildlife within the state of Idaho.  Responsible for coordination with state and federal agencies on fish and wildlife management, mitigation, and regulatory authorities.  Develop program direction for Department policy and legislation in statewide issues including outfitter management, forest management, interagency coordination, and watershed protection, strategic planning, and subbasin planning.

Writing and Publications

Servheen, G. and L.J. Lyon 1989. Habitat selection of Selkirk Mountain caribou. J. Wildl.Manage. 53:230-237.

Servheen, G., T. Cochnauer, J. Adams, B. Stotts, W. McLaughlin, and N. Sanyal. 1996. Development and implementation of an integrated process for improved fish and wildlife management. Wildl. Soc. Bull. 24:667-672.

Blair, S. and G. Servheen. 1995. A species conservation assessment and strategy for the white-headed woodpecker., U.S.D.A. Forest Service. Region 1, Missoula, Montana. 49pp. 

Compton, B. B., P. Zager, and G. Servheen. 1995. Survival and cause-specific mortality of woodland caribou. Wildl. Soc. Bull. 23:490-496.

Groves, C., T. Fredrick, G. Fredrick, E. Atkinson, M. Atkinson, J. Shepard, and G. Servheen.1997.  Density, distribution, and habitat of flammulated owls in Idaho.  Great Basin Naturalist 57: 116-123.

Lehmkuhl, J.F., J. Kie, L. Bender, G. Servheen, and H. Nyberg.  2001. Evaluating the effects of ecosystem management alternatives on elk, mule deer, and white-tailed deer in the Interior Columbia River Basin, U.S.A., Forest Ecology and Management. 153:89-104. 

Warren, C.D., J.M. Peek, G.L. Servheen, and P. Zager. 1995. Habitat use and movements of two
ecotypes of translocated caribou in Idaho and British Columbia. Conservation Biology 10:547-553.
Vita

Jerry Johnson

Associate Professor

Department of Political Science

Montana State University
59715

Bozeman, MT  59717

(406) 994-5164

Education:

Doctor of Arts

Idaho State University

Major Areas: 

American Government

Public LawPublic Administration
Minor Areas: 

Economics 

Sociology



Book:

Rasker, R., Johnson, J.D. and York, V. (1994). Measuring Change in Rural Communities: A Workbook for Determining Demographic, Economic and Fiscal Trends. Washington D.C., The Wilderness Society. 

Video: Co-Producer and presenter (with Vicki York): Knowing Your Local Communtiy: Using Federal Information to Learn About Community Change. 1995. 

Selected Articles:

Johnson, J.D., Maxwell, B., 2001. “The Role of the Conservation Reserve  Program in Controlling Rural Residential Development”. Journal of Rural Studies. 17(323-332).

Maxwell, B. M., Johnson, J. D., and Montagne, C. 2000. “Predicting Land Use Change In And Around A Rural Community”. In: Spatial Information For Land Use Management. M. Hill And R. Aspinal (Eds). 

Johnson, J.D. 1998. "The New West Boom Towns, the Ecological Trap, and Migration" Montana Policy Review. 
Snepenger, Reiman, Johnson and Snepenger. 1996. “Is Downtown Mainly for Tourists: Residents’ Strategies for Responding to Tourism Impacts. Forthcoming In: Journal of Travel Research.

Johnson, J.D. and Maxwell, B. M. 1996. “Community Sustainability Through Ecosystem Management and Planning”. Montana Policy Review. 6(1) 1996.

Johnson, J.D., Rasker, R. 1995. "The Role Of Economic And Quality Of Life Values In Rural Business Location." Journal of Rural Studies. 11(4)
Johnson, J.D. 1995. “Knowing Your Local Community: The Role of Socio-Economic Profiles for Learning About the Changing West”. Invited paper. International Research in Geographic and Environmental Education.  4(1):117-124.
Snepenger, D. J., Johnson, J.D., Rasker, R. 1995. "Travel Stimulated Entrepreneurial Migration". Journal of Travel Research. Summer
Johnson, J.D. 1994. “Accounting For Community Change: Building Trends on a Socio-Economic Profile”. Montana Policy Review. 4(2) 1994.

Johnson, J. D., Snepenger, D. J., Akis, S. 1994. "Host Resident Perceptions of Tourism in a Transitional Rural Economy". Annals of Tourism Research. 21(3).

Johnson, J.D., Rasker, R. 1993. "Local Government, Local Business Climate and Quality of Life". Montana Policy Review. 3(2) 1993:11-19. 

Johnson, J. D., Snepenger, D. J. 1992. "Application of the Tourism Life Cycle Concept in the Greater Yellowstone". Journal of Society and Natural Resources. Vol. 6:127-148.
Selected Grant Activity:

Maxwell and Johnson. 2001. Land Use Change in Teton Valley Idaho. Teton Area Advisory Council $32,000

Funded

Aspinal, R. and Johnson, J.D. 2001.  “Develop and Test of Spatial Models for Land Cover and Land Use Change Analysis and Projection” Submitted to: NSF Pending  $408,326

Hansen, A., Cohen, Redmond, Gallant, Rotella, Maxwell, Johnson 1996. Causes and Consequenses of Land Cover Change in a Greater Ecosystem: Trend Assessment, Monitoring, and Communication

Submitted to: NASA, $617,766

Funded

J. Stanford, A Barnosky, J. Antle, A. Hansen, E. Hadley, J. Johnson, B. Maxwell, C. Montagne and J. Rotella, Co-PIs. 1995. Sustaining Natural and Human Capital in the Glacier and Yellowstone Ecosystems.

NSF - EPSCoR

Funded ($250,000)

Maxwell, B. and Johnson, J.D.1994-1996. "Community Sustainability Through Ecosystem Management and Planning"

Submitted to: Northwest Area Foundation and Greater Yellowstone Coalition, and Yellowstone Center for Mountain Envrionments

Funded ($117,790 and $10,000 supplemental grant, $1000, $500)

York, V. And Johnson, J.D. 1994. “Integrating Information Networking and Dissemination With Community Development”.

Submitted to: Council on Library Resources Cooperative Research Program

Funded: $4000

Johnson, J. D. and Rasker, R. 1991. "Role of Qualitative Amenities in the Business Location Decision". 

Submitted to:

Fanwood Foundation 

College of Letters and Science Faculty Research Grant Program

Center for High Elevation Studies

Funded ($2000)
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