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Executive Summary

This strategic plan provides a vision, strategy, and accountability for the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service’s Partners for Fish and Wildlife Program (Partners Program; the Program)
in the Pacific Southwest Region for fiscal years 2022-2026. The Partners Program was
established to provide habitat restoration projects on privately owned lands to advance the
Service’s conservation efforts. Its mission is: “to restore, protect, and enhance fish and
wildlife habitat cooperatively through voluntary partnerships with private landowners,
Tribes, and other entities”. The Service strives to implement science-based, sustainable,
and economically viable habitat restoration projects through the Partners Program.

This document represents the fourth version of strategic plans for the Partners Program in
this region. It builds on previous successes while modernizing and coalescing the Program.
For this revision, we used the widely accepted Conservation Standards Practice aligning
Program goals with the Service’s overall mission and conservation needs across the
Region’s geography. This method enabled us to apply a set of principles, practices, and
terminology that advanced program planning to include prioritized targets and situation
models for the conservation concerns across the Region. Our use of Conservation
Standards will enable a more formal integration of a Strategic Habitat Conservation-based
(SHC) approach into Region-wide program operations. These changes add an additional
layer of scientific rigor allowing a more comprehensive adaptive management approach at
both the project- and landscape conservation scales.

This plan adheres to national and regional priorities for the Partners Program. It describes
our systematic linkage of these broad priorities to local project-scale threats and strategies.
We utilized the five goals that were nationally established and identical to previous
Partners Program strategic goals: Conserve Habitat; Broaden and Strengthen Partnerships;
Improve Information Sharing; Enhance Our Workforce; and Increase Accountability. Goal
1--Conserve Habitat--is the mainstay of the Partners Program in the Pacific Southwest
Region, and it sets forth a strategy and framework. This is outlined in Objective 1.1 for
continuing habitat restoration projects that contribute to fulfilling the Service’s
responsibilities to its trust resources.

The conservation need in this region can be overwhelming, and the Partners Program
utilized regional priorities to establish projects that provide immediate and direct benefits
to: (1) species listed under the Endangered Species Act and those considered at-risk to be
listed; (2) current Refuge objectives as provided in legislatively determined Refuge
Purposes and Comprehensive Conservation Plans; and (3) interjurisdictional fish, which in
this region is primarily anadromous fish. Objectives 1.2 and 1.3 of Goal 1 anticipate the
development of a comprehensive adaptive management framework that will be advanced
across the Region to ensure Program compatibility with the predominant landscape
conservation efforts. These efforts are expected to be supported by the Service broadly.
The remainder of the goals, objectives, and targets in this plan are designed to support
Partners Program functions necessary to implement Goal 1. Establishing a formal adaptive
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management framework will increase Program capacity to accomplish these goals as well
by adding programmatic scientific rigor at the Ecoregion-scale.

This plan capitalizes on the previously established six Partners Program Ecoregions across
the region that mimic the provinces described by Bailey (1991) and used by the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife. Several other key conservation partners in California and
Nevada also utilize these Ecoregions as functional units including the states and non-profit
conservation organizations among others. The Ecoregional design for the Partners
Program in this region will enable more seamless collaboration with various conservation
partners at the landscape scale while considering similarities within (and diversity among)
landscapes. The design also enables us to capitalize on similarities across landscapes to
more effectively employ Conservation Standards and identify strategies that advance our
adaptive management framework design for the Program across the region. This approach
will enable us to increase our accountability and improve our ability to communicate and
collaborate with others.

This plan establishes a series of habitat restoration priorities, strategies, and actions for the
next five years that was developed in collaboration with Service practitioners and leaders
as well as outside partners from across the region. The priorities and actions herein are
justified ecologically and depicted geographically in the form of Focus Areas. Focus Areas
are defined in this plan as geographic areas where priorities and actions will be
implemented. This sets forth a strategic path for refinement once the adaptive management
framework is developed and advanced to address habitat restoration needs.
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Introduction

“There can be no purpose more inspiring than to begin the age of restoration, reweaving
the wondrous diversity of life that still surrounds us.”

E.O. Wilson

This strategic plan is a vision document designed to guide the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service’s Partners for Fish and Wildlife Program (Partners Program; Program) within the
Pacific Southwest Region for the period 2022-2026. The mission of the Partners Program
is:

“to restore, protect, and enhance fish and wildlife habitat cooperatively

through voluntary partnerships with private landowners, Tribes, and

other entities”.

Through this mission statement, the Service strives to implement science-based,
sustainable, and economically viable habitat restoration projects. In general, these are
“natural-based solutions” to conservation challenges providing direct, timely, measurable,
and lasting benefits to the Service’s trust resources while concurrently improving
ecological conditions across the Region.

National and Regional Program Priorities

In a memo to Regional Directors dated May 5, 2021, the National Wildlife Refuge Chief
issued three national priorities for the Partners Program. These are founded in program
legislation and policy.

1. Species Conservation: Implement habitat projects within priority areas that
prevent decline or support recovery of species of greatest conservation
concern, including federal listed species, Birds of Conservation Concern,
pollinators, and interjurisdictional fish. This priority supports the Service’s
conservation mission and our role as stewards of Federal Trust species with
intent to make improvements in select species status.

2. Habitat Connectivity: Integrate projects at a landscape level to improve
habitat connectivity and functionality. This priority recognizes that
interconnected habitats and migration corridors are vital to fish and wildlife
conservation and the work of these programs can support and leverage other
conservation efforts including National Wildlife Refuges and other protected
lands.

3. Resilient Ecosystems: Advance ecosystem health and resilience to climate
change related impacts benefitting communities of fish, wildlife, plants, and
people. This priority acknowledges that climate change affects all parts of the
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ecosystem including those in which humans depend upon, and these
Programs can work with diverse partners to support conservation actions to
help them respond to climate change stressors.

The Service’s Pacific Southwest Region encompasses California, Nevada, and the Klamath
Basin (Figure 1). Conservation threats, issues, and concerns in this geography are diverse,
considerable, and widespread. Habitat restoration solutions implemented by the Partners
Program require careful thought, coordination, planning, follow-up, and analysis. For
example, this region has critical conservation need that includes almost 350 species listed
under the Endangered Species Act (ESA), 47 National Wildlife Refuges, and a long list of
major threats to natural resources that the program could address using habitat
restoration on private lands. A key purpose of this plan is to systematically narrow the
regional conservation needs and identify the highest priority conservation strategies where
the Partners Program will have a measurable benefit. Therefore, this plan steps down these
national priorities to the Regional and local levels to set project priorities and strategies for
the next five years.

Habitat restoration and habitat enhancement are the primary practices used by the
Program to achieve conservation results. The need for these practices in this region is far
greater than can be implemented with available funding and resources in any given year.
Therefore, this plan describes our approach to purposeful project prioritization and
selection, continued effectiveness evaluations, and adaptive management that are critical to
ensuring that the Program’s projects are meaningful and successful toward meeting the
Service’s mission and goals. Partners Program restoration efforts in the region are ideally
aimed at addressing the Service’s highest priority conservation concerns; relevant to local,
regional, and landscape-scale conservation; and efficiently implemented to produce lasting
and sustainable conservation results.

The Partners Program in the Pacific Southwest Region is committed to developing
strategies that link priority species and habitat types to broader landscapes. To establish
this linkage, this plan developed a set of priorities collaboratively with other Service
programs and partners using Conservation Standards. This process considered that
landscape-scale planning efforts are underway, and project-scale priorities need to provide
direct and immediate benefits to: (1) ESA listed species and those identified as “at-risk”; (2)
migratory waterbirds identified as part of National Wildlife Refuge purposes; and (3)
interjurisdictional fish (most notably, anadromous fish. The Partners Program will also
continue its collaborative contributions to landscape conservation objectives in
conjunction with other Service programs and outside partners. Program contributions will
be accomplished by planning and implementing habitat restoration projects that
simultaneously support site-specific goals as well as broader collaboratively developed
landscape objectives.

Strategic Planning
This document is the fourth consecutive five-year strategic plan developed by the Partners
Program regionally and nationally (Version 4). For the past five years, Program

Pacific Southwest Region: Partners Program Strategic Plan 2022-2026 6



Figure 1. The Pacific Southwest Region of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service encompasses
California, Nevada, and the Klamath Basin.
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implementation adhered to the 2017-2021 Regional Partners Program Strategic Plan. This
previous version in the Pacific Southwest Region identified a broad array of restoration
project types implemented primarily in Focus Areas with a diverse array of partners. There
are five goals listed in that strategic plan to guide Program implementation: (1) Conserve
Habitat; (2) Broaden and Strengthen Partnerships; (3) Improve Information Sharing; (4)
Enhance Our Workforce; and (5) Increase Accountability.

Version 4 Revisions and Updates: 2022-2026

The purpose of this current national strategic effort is to update the Regional Partners
Program strategic work plans and objectives to better address the conservation challenges
currently faced by the Service using the same five goals from the previous version. This
Pacific Southwest Region Strategic Plan explains in detail how the Partners Program will
utilize established conservation philosophy and tools developed and adopted by the
Service nationally. This Program strategy is again directed toward integrating more
effectively with the Service’s landscape-level prioritization efforts using a science-based
adaptive management operating framework called Strategic Habitat Conservation
(Adaptive Management; See Box 1). Operating under an adaptive management approach
will enable the Partners Program to pursue all five established goals more effectively in the
Region simultaneously. It is important to note that most functional changes described in
this revision (Version 4) occur in the section describing Goal 1 (Conserve Habitat) and
characterized in more detail throughout the Ecoregion sections. These adjustments and
revisions ensure that the Partners Program will continue its leadership role in
implementing effective and meaningful habitat restoration projects with private
landowners and other partners across the Pacific Southwest Region for the five-year
period: 2022-2026.

Developed New Conservation Priorities using Conservation Standards

For this revision, we adopted and employed a well-established conservation planning tool,
The Open Standards Practice of Conservation (Conservation Standards, hereafter). This
process was collaboratively executed to systematically establish and prioritize a new set of
project-scale habitat restoration targets and strategies. These priority targets and
strategies are described in detail in the Ecoregional sections of this plan

We utilized Conservation Standards to identify and prioritize restoration targets and
ensure compatibility across scales. Regional program leadership adopted and adapted from
the “Chief’s Challenge” protocols developed for conservation planning on the Region'’s
National Wildlife Refuges in implementing the Conservation Standards methods. A more
detailed description of our Conservation Standards process is described in the Methods
section later in this plan.

“The Conservation Standards (CS) are a widely adopted set of principles and
practices that bring together common concepts, approaches, and terminology
for conservation project design, management, and monitoring. Developed by
the Conservation Measures Partnership and regularly updated in
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collaboration with the broader community, this open-source, strategic
process helps conservation teams achieve lasting impact.”

There are several benefits of employing the Conservation Standards as part of the Partners
Program strategic plan. One is to enable the systematic establishment of specific
restoration strategies that are specifically tied to Conservation Targets while reversing
their specific threats. This defines connections between resource concerns and impacts to
reversal mechanisms such as restoration strategies. It is an effort to ensure that the right
projects are installed for the right reasons. Secondly, this process enabled us to better
dovetail with other conservation efforts across California, Nevada, and the Klamath Basin
by serving as a communication tool where this plan is compatible with the efforts of
various partners that are employing Conservation Standards. Finally, Conservation
Standards provides the framework to establish a more rigorous adaptive management
framework for the Partners Program that more effectively focuses project tracking and
improves biological monitoring efforts. This will also improve compatibility with both
internal and external conservation efforts.

Established a Program Goal to Align National, Regional and Local Priorities

Conservation Standards enabled us to establish a more rigorous set of priorities and
strategies. Therefore, we set a goal that follows the 80/20 rule, for Partners Program
efforts. We set a program-level regional goal to focus 80% of our collective resources on
what we defined as our highest-level priorities. We define those as Tier 1 priorities, and
they are linked to national and regional priorities for the Service. This program goal
provides a simple benchmark for evaluating how local conservation decisions support
national and regional level priorities.

Revised Focus Areas within Previously Established Ecoregions

The need for conservation and habitat restoration in the Pacific Southwest is considerable.
State boundaries are not necessarily practical for breaking down conservation needs nor
solutions. In subdividing this problem, we realized the need to identify landscapes for the
Program that align with the predominant landscape-scale planning and science efforts in
the Region as closely as practical (i.e., the State Wildlife Action Plans (California
Department of Fish and Wildlife (2015); Nevada Wildlife Action Plan Team (2012)). As is
described in the Program Version 3 revision, the Partners Program established six
Ecoregions within the Region in 2016. These Ecoregions follow the Provinces described
originally by Bailey (1991 with later updates) and are based on geologic and floristic
characteristics of these areas (Figure 2). The Partners Program Ecoregions are slightly
modified from Bailey’s Provinces to accommodate specific administrative needs for the
Partners Program.

We established Focus Areas within each Ecoregion to ensure compatibility with national
program priorities and direction. Focus Areas are nationally defined as locations where
most restoration projects are expected to occur based on established interim habitat
restoration priorities (See Program Priorities, Ecoregions, and Focus Areas section). In the
Pacific Southwest Region, Focus Areas are geographic depictions of the highest priority
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Figure 2. Partners Program Ecoregions within the Pacific Southwest Region. These are
modified Bailey’s (1991) Provinces and closely align with those in use by the
California LCC and the California State Wildlife Action Plan.
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Conservation Targets established through the Conservation Standards process. Our
Regional goal is to expend at least 80% of our habitat restoration efforts on the highest
priority Conservation Targets as is described in later sections in more detail.

The main functional purpose of the Partners Program Ecoregions is to create landscapes
where conservation priorities, challenges, and opportunities will be similar and closely
coordinated within the Program in the Pacific Southwest Region. Since the 2017 strategic
plan effectively created these ecoregions, they became our functional operational units for
planning and accountability. This enabled Partners Program projects to align in support of
Service conservation priorities and Trust resources within these landscapes. Ecoregions
also make the Service’s efforts more conducive to collaborating across the program and
with certain outside partners particularly those operating at the landscape scale.
Ecoregions provide an important link in the prioritization hierarchy that enables Partners
Program priorities and accomplishment targets to be set at the Regional, Ecoregional,
Focus Area, and project scales simultaneously. Finally, adopting the Ecoregional concept for
the Partners Program facilitated the development of a manageable Conservation Standards
process to develop a Region-wide adaptive management framework that will account for
variability among Ecoregions and enable consistent application at a practical scale where
conservation issues are similar.

Overall, the Version 4 revisions to the Pacific Southwest Partners Program strategy intends
to advance the Partners Program strategic vision for 2022-2026 by:

1. Using Conservation Standards to establish a hierarchy of priorities and
objectives for habitat restoration project selection and implementation that
connect Regional and local priorities using conservation targets, threats, and
strategies to develop conservation objectives.

2. Set new goals for the Program that increases our ability to focus on the
highest habitat restoration priorities for the Service in this Region.

3. Advancing a conservation business model (as is described in the Strategic
Habitat Conservation Handbook (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2008)) that
produces results, continually evaluates success, and encourages adaptive
management

4. Ensuring better project compatibility with broader partner-based, landscape
scale conservation initiatives; and

5. Improving communication to provide a clear basis for communicating
objectives and accomplishments within the Service and especially with
partners.

Pacific Southwest Region: Partners Program Strategic Plan 2022-2026 11



Strategic Goals

Goal 1: Conserve Habitat

The mainstay of the Partners for Fish and Wildlife Program in the Pacific Southwest Region
is planning, designing, and implementing habitat restoration projects on private lands in
support of the Service’s local, regional, and national priorities. Two key challenges
confronting program efforts are: (1) determining which restoration projects are most
beneficial or have the greatest desired effect in a particular area; and (2) ensuring that
completed projects are functioning as intended. To systematically pursue solutions to these
challenges, the Partners Program is committed to developing and integrating a formal
adaptive management framework using Conservation Standards as an operating
foundation for the Program. Operating under this framework will: (1) embed adaptive
management as a firm component in the Program’s conservation and restoration; (2)
continue the transition from an opportunistic to a more strategic approach to restoration
project selection; and (3) ensure program compatibility with the predominant landscape-
scale conservation planning efforts across the Region. We recognize that there will always
be an opportunistic component to the Partners Program efforts due to its reliance on
private landowners’ willingness to collaborate on restoration projects. Our goal with this
approach is ensure that Partners Program participants have clear vision of our collective
priorities to ‘tip the scale’ toward strategy while working within the confines of the
opportunities present to implement those priorities.

Goal 1 includes a series of three objectives for the Pacific Southwest Partners Program that
will: (1) guide ongoing habitat restoration efforts on private lands; and (2) promote a
migration toward an adaptive management operational framework; and (3) improve
landscape-level planning that is integrated with other conservation planning efforts. For
the near term, a set of restoration priorities was collaboratively established within each
Ecoregion using Conservation Standards during 2021. The outcomes from this process will
guide decisions about habitat restoration project development, selection, and
implementation across the Region. Over the longer-term, we intend to continue developing
an adaptive management framework to improve upon and highlight the Program’s
scientific integrity and strategic capacity from the project-scale to the landscape-scale.
These more sophisticated efforts in pursuit of Goal 1 will also enable the Partners Program
to be maximally compatible with the Service’s other conservation efforts as they develop
across the Region.

Pacific Southwest Region: Partners Program Strategic Plan 2022-2026 12



Goal 1 Objectives

Objective 1.1. Strategically develop and implement habitat restoration projects with private
landowners to support trust resources according to established national, Regional,
Ecoregional, and local priorities expending 80% of Program effort and funding on Tier 1
priority projects.

Key Strategic Activities:

e Align the Partners Program with other landscape-scale conservation efforts (or
other landscape plans) by utilizing Ecoregions as program geographic units to
facilitate the implementation of the Partners Program projects in a landscape
context.

e Develop and implement habitat restoration projects according to collaboratively
developed priorities in each Ecoregion to the extent listed in the “Priorities,
Ecoregions, and Focus Areas” section of this plan, whereby 80% of project efforts
and funds are directed toward identified Tier 1 restoration Targets as described in
the Ecoregions sections of this plan.

o This will result in total estimated accomplishments that include (GPRA):
= 15,153 Acres of wetlands habitat
= 14,930 Acres of uplands habitat
= 89 Miles of instream habitat

This objective is to strategically conserve, restore, and enhance key habitats that support or
pursue the Service’s priorities and mission in California, Nevada, and the Klamath Basin.
The Service priorities are defined above in the “National and Regional Priorities” Section
and in accordance with those listed in the Service’s policy for the Partners for Fish and
Wildlife Program (640 FW 1).

To implement this objective most effectively and in a manner that simultaneously pursues
the Service’s national and Regional priorities, these project-scale priorities will eventually
be based on those more formally established by relevant landscape-scale planning efforts
within the Region (See Objective 1.3). These connections are ongoing but likely years away
in most Ecoregions. Current priorities were developed as collaboratively as possible with
other Service programs and partners using Conservation Standards. These priorities reflect
current resource needs that the Partners Program can best address in each respective
Ecoregion. The details related to the established priorities are presented in the Ecoregion
sections of this plan with a more comprehensive list is located on the strategic planning
SharePoint site.

We utilized the Conservation Standards Process to establish specific Habitat Restoration
Conservation Targets and Strategies that are shown in the Ecoregional Priorities Section of
this plan. The Conservation Standards process involved identifying and ranking the various
elements of the process specific to priorities for this Region. These elements are (as defined
in the Strategic Planning Methods section): Conservation Targets to establish priorities,
Key Ecological Attributes (establishing current conditions of the Targets), and Threats to
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create situational models and establish priority Restoration Strategies to be implemented
as restoration treatments (project types). The Partners Program biologists all participated
directly in establishing these key features and developing the situation models. A series of
meetings and interviews were also held with key Service personnel as well as external
conservation partners external in each Ecoregion to solicit their feedback and input
regarding where the Partners Program can be most effective. The results of these
collaborative discussions were processed by the Partners Program personnel in each
Ecoregion and collaboratively overlain with administrative goals, capacity, and limitations
to develop the Partners Program priorities by Ecoregion. The priorities established during
the Conservation Standards process were divided into Tier 1 (and Tier 2 priorities),
whereby we established a regional goal to dedicate at least 80% of Program efforts and
funds on Tier 1 priorities. This prioritization will be the baseline for guiding project
decision processes in each Ecoregion until the adaptive management framework for the
program is fully completed and more landscape-scale relevant plans are available in each
Ecoregion. The details of the Conservation Standards process, and its resultant priorities,
are described in more detail in the Strategic Planning Methods and Ecoregions sections of
this plan.

Focus Areas are an essential component to the priorities design in the Pacific Southwest
Region. These are the geographical depictions of where the priority Restoration Strategies
can benefit the Conservation Targets on privately-owned lands. They are shown and
described in detail later in the Ecoregions sections of this report. Focus Areas are based on
locations where projects can be implemented to accomplish conservation objectives while
maximizing the effects on priorities in established and functional work areas. Focus Areas
are geographical depictions of where 80% of project selection and development will be
targeted to best implement restoration projects that address the key priorities.

Objective 1.2. Establish conservation business plans in each Ecoregion that utilize a
landscape-scale adaptive management framework.

Key Strategic Activities
e Collaboratively develop conservation business plans in at least three Ecoregions by
2026.
e Establish Ecoregional data management capacity that catalogues relevant data
necessary to fully implement an adaptive management framework in each
Ecoregion.

Adaptive management is a key concept that will be a central tenet of the Partners program
in this Region. The Strategic Habitat Conservation (SHC) framework is the Service’s
primary adaptive management model and was adopted by the Service as a recommended
approach to conservation implementation (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2008). SHC
operates at multiple scales and moves away from opportunistic, program-specific activities
to an approach that features a strategic focus. This adaptive management approach has
several elements that align closely with the scientific method with an emphasis on learning
from conservation actions. Broadly, the framework involves planning, implementation, and
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evaluation elements (Figure 3), where “implementation” for the Partners Program includes
habitat restoration delivery, and the SHC framework considers these as scientific
“experiments” as much as conservation actions.

Previously, the Partners program in the Pacific Southwest Region was appropriately
focused on habitat restoration project implementation---the Conservation Delivery element
of the SHC framework (Figure 3). We now recognize the critical need to consistently
include all aspects of the cycle in one form or another. This scientific approach is essential
as program funding is limited, conservation threats continue to expand, and pressure
mounts to demonstrate restoration project relevance and biologically significant outcomes
that fit into a landscape-scale context. The Pacific Southwest Region Partners Program
made previous efforts to work at the landscape scale in conjunction with partners and
other programs. This plan will advance and formalize those efforts by working under a
formal SHC framework.
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Figure 3. Partners Program habitat restoration project elements are compatible with the
Strategic Habitat Conservation (adaptive management) framework. Several
aspects of the project implementation will be improved and described in
Ecoregional Conservation Business Plans. Colors indicate where the Partners
Program currently has a well-established process (Green); where some
components exist, but more need developed (Yellow); where all components will

need developed (Red).
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Our approach going forward includes developing at least three conservation business plans
within each Partners Ecoregion (Box 2). Conservation business plans will have a broad
reaching purpose within each respective Ecoregion including, but not limited to:
(1) Better aligning Program conservation strategies with administrative and financial
program management;
(2) Actively anticipating the Partners Program role in the Service’s future strategy and
effort;
(3) Establishing a detailed course for collaboratively developing and operating within in
a formal adaptive management framework that will build on the existing scientific
knowledge-base related to habitat restoration projects success and impact; and
(4) Providing clarification on expectations regarding funding, roles, and responsibilities
for Partners Program personnel and management.

The Ecoregion conservation business plans will be an effort to collectively implement the
Partners Program in conjunction with the other Service programs: Refuges, Ecological
Services, Fisheries, etc. These plans will help situate the Partners Program in a direction
that is more easily coordinated with these other programs as well as non-Service entities
thereby maximizing collaborative opportunities and minimizing duplicative efforts,
confusion, controversy, and contention. An example business plan for the Klamath Basin
Ecoregion is in draft form and attached as Appendix B. Key elements of this first example
include: a program overview; strategic direction including interim priorities and an SHC
framework design; annual funding allocation methods; workforce planning; accountability,
roles, and responsibilities; and processes for resolving conflict, making decisions, and
revising the document.

Conservation business plans will fully establish and describe a complete adaptive
management framework to be implemented by the Partners Program and its Project
Biologists in each Ecoregion. Future Ecoregion conservation business plans will include:

(1) Biological planning components that set clear priorities and appropriate
justifications. These should include climate smart objectives and have relevance at
the landscape scale as well as the project scale.

(2) Conservation designs that are adaptively managed and utilize the results of
restoration opportunities analyses.

(3) Conservation delivery that includes restoration project design and implementation
using goals and objectives that tier directly and clearly to biological planning
elements.

(4) Implementation monitoring components that are simple to measure (in most cases),
standardized by project type, relevant to assessing project outcomes, and
compatible with (possible) ongoing effectiveness efforts and biological outcomes.

(5) Data management plans and structures that enable cataloguing of all project records
and data enabling comparison between projects of the same type. Data to be
collected include at a minimum: stated goals and objectives, project purposes,
design rationale, project design, construction records, as-built surveys, project
completion reports, and monitoring data.
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(6) An evaluation strategy that utilizes collected data to assess project outcomes in
reference to stated goals and objectives at the project and (possibly) landscape
scales; provides useful information for consideration on future project designs.

In addition to Ecoregional conservation business plans, field stations will develop annual
“Office Action Plans” that are compatible with conservation business plans (Figure 4; Box
2). Office Action Plans will articulate how and why each field station will contribute to the
overall implementation of the Ecoregion conservation business plan. They will include
proposed projects, priorities, accomplishments, and direction for each field station and be
evaluated and revised on annual basis. Habitat restoration project accomplishments and
metrics will be estimated annually in these documents along with other key contributions
that station will make to conservation business plan implementation. Figure 5 illustrates
the relationship among this Regional Strategic Plan, Ecoregional Conservation Business
Plans, and Office Action Plans as a hierarchy or plans that connect local project priorities
and objectives to landscape and Regional priorities and objectives.

Objective 1.3. Establish a formal connection between larger landscape conservation efforts
concepts, tools, and products to a Partners Program Adaptive Management framework.

Key Strategic Activities
e Integrate closely and often with ongoing landscape conservation efforts in the
Pacific Southwest Region by sharing ideas, data, and other important collaborative
resources.

Over the next five years, the Pacific Southwest Partners Program is committed to close
integration with other landscape conservation efforts. Partners Program Project Managers
are involved with the processes and development for those that are ongoing. However,
expectations are that it will be some time before portions of the Program are fully
integrated with others at the landscape scale. This issue provides the basis for the need to
develop priorities for this strategic plan as the previous objectives indicate. Pursuing this
objective in the future will establish more broadly applicable priorities to be adopted based
on individual projects and recommendations developed for habitat restoration efforts on
private lands. Figure 5 illustrates how these Goal 1 objectives are directed at integrating
with these landscape efforts eventually using the conservation business plans to align
Partners Program. Finally, the Partners Program will make every effort to collaborate and
integrate with the predominant landscape-scale conservation efforts in each Ecoregion that
are addressing the Service’s trust resources and priorities.

Goal 1 Summary

These three objectives detailed above are intended to guide the Partners Program towards
a more strategic adaptive management approach to conservation and restoration decision-
making by implementing a formal adaptive management framework for Program
operations that is relevant at the landscape scale. This approach will be further described
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priority conservation activities with the relevant larger landscape conservation

implemented over the next several years using a progressive approach to align
efforts in each Ecoregion once they are fully established.

Figure 5. The goal to Conserve Habitat (Goal 1) and its three objectives will be
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in Ecoregion conservation business plans. Figure 5 illustrates how these three objectives
progressively move the Program forward ensuring compatibility with the predominant
landscape conservation efforts in each Ecoregion. The Partners Program Project Managers
will continue to implement high quality habitat restoration projects according to their
collaboratively developed priorities in pursuit of habitat restoration performance targets.

Goal 1 Performance Targets

e Develop, design, and implement priority habitat restoration strategies with 80% of
the Partners Program efforts and funding at each field station directed at Tier 1
Conservation Strategies.

e Complete Partners Program Ecoregion conservation business plans in at least three
Ecoregions.

e Continue building on the Conservation Standards models to establish a program-
wide adaptive management framework for at least two more Ecoregions.

Goal 2: Broaden and Strengthen Partnerships

The mission of the Partners Program is to efficiently achieve voluntary habitat restoration
on private lands through financial and technical assistance for the benefit of Federal Trust
resources. Partnerships are an essential component of success and result in improved
projects by pooling all available resources for greater conservation benefits, increased
efficiency, improved communication, more innovative solutions, and increased public
support. The foundation of the Partners Program is building partnerships based on the
shared interest in habitat conservation.

Goal 2 Objectives

Objective 2.1. Cultivate existing partnerships and develop new ones to create incentives and
opportunities for future conservation activities.

Key Strategic Activities

e Maintain cooperative relationships with private landowners, tribes, states, local
governments, non-profit groups, and industry to conserve trust resources.

e Maintain and develop new resource-based collaborations with other programs
within the Service to focus on conservation priorities and build synergy to address
conservation challenges.

e Expand Regional partnerships and increase collaboration with other agencies
focused on landscape or local conservation issues related to habitat conservation.

Ongoing investment in existing productive partnerships will be a priority for the Partners
Program in the Pacific Southwest Region. These partnerships are certainly a key to past
success and will be as important going forward. Concepts in this planning process such as
using Conservation Standards to an Ecoregion-based program design and using an SHC
framework Region-wide will open opportunities to stronger and broader collaboration and
partnerships. These program changes will develop new tools, data sets, and opportunities
related to restoration project planning and implementation while drawing wider attention
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to successes at the landscape-scale. This will facilitate the development of new
collaborative partnerships on projects as well as on other aspects of conservation.

There are about 139 Native American tribes in the Pacific Southwest Region. Successful
habitat restoration efforts require maintaining and building strong partnerships with
tribes. Tribes manage or influence some of the most important terrestrial and aquatic
ecosystems both on and off reservations. The Partners Program has unique opportunities
to build lasting partnerships around restoring Federal trust species habitat, protection of
cultural resources and spiritual land values, and integrating traditional land ethics and
management approaches across a broad landscape. In this capacity the Partners Program
plays a critical role in providing Service support to tribes as they exercise their sovereignty
and management of fish and wildlife resources. The Partners Program is especially
committed to increasing restoration capacity at Native American Tribes in the Klamath
Basin.

Partnerships with private landowners, conservation stakeholders, tribes, and others on
projects will continue to be the mainstay for the Partners Program in the Region. The
number of partners engaged over the term of this plan will be an indicator of success for
this objective. This demonstrates the complexity and engagement of partner organizations
across the Region. It is a reflection that conservation projects are most effective when
implemented with a diverse group of project partners.

Goal 2 Performance Targets

e Establish at least 250 cooperative agreements with private landowners or other
cooperators during the five-year period.

e Engage with more than 350 total non-landowner partners during the five-year
period.

e Establish a formal collaboration with ongoing landscape conservation efforts within
the Region to ensure overlapping priorities with the Partners Program: Klamath,
Central Valley, Warm Desert, and Great Basin.

e Establish data sharing relationships with at least four new groups that will enhance
our ability to understand project effects across the landscape.

e Strive to maintain a 10:1 match Region-wide for partner and other agency funds to
Partners Program funds.

e Increase Tribal Partners restoration capacity by supporting restoration positions
and increasing tribal capacity within the Klamath Ecoregion.

Goal 3: Improve Information Sharing and Communication

A fundamental tenet of any partnership is effective communication, which includes both
providing and receiving information successfully. It is essential that important information
is shared with partners, decision-makers, the scientific community, and the public, but it is
also critical that we listen to and consider the priorities and needs of others. Partners
Program project managers are skilled listeners and effective communicators. They will
continue to build trust with landowners and other key partners.
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Goal 3 Objectives

Objective 3.1. Improve internal communication within the Partners Program and across
programs within the Service.

Key Strategic Activities

e Regularly assemble and engage Partners Ecoregion working groups to collaborate
and communicate common objectives and project success pointed toward
landscape-scale accomplishments and successes.

e Develop meaningful summary reports and presentations of program direction
accomplishments for sharing with Program Biologists, Project Leaders, and other
program personnel at least once per year.

e Continually communicate and engage other Service programs and integrate with
their activities related to habitat restoration on private lands.

e Accurately enter project information into HabITs database to ensure that project
details and accomplishments are recorded and available for sharing and
summarizing.

This objective includes defining and formalizing ecologically and geographically distinct
areas that will be referred to as Ecoregions and tracking project selection decisions in the
context of this plan in the year that they are funded. Operating within Ecoregions will
enable the Partners Program to better function at the landscape-scale as well as the
Regional-scale. Activities to accomplish this objective are focused on: (1) improving project
(and agreement) tracking and analysis within the Ecoregions; (2) sharing and
communicating within and across the Ecoregions to ensure that the Partners Program is
compatible with the ongoing landscape-scale conservation efforts within the Region while
continuing to collaborate within the Partners Program and with other Service programs.

Objective 3.2. Improve communications with partners, the public, the scientific community,
and Congress.

Key Strategic Activities

e Improve outreach with concerted entities through increasing social media presence
by distributing and highlighting project specific efforts.

e Maintain traditional outreach efforts with partners, the public, and Congress such as
fact sheets, conference attendances, meetings, etc.

e Seek out, establish, and utilize data sharing opportunities that will be created as the
adaptive management framework evolves.

e C(reate data management structures in each Ecoregion that facilitate connections
with other entities that can integrate Partners program data sets into their
restoration, climate, habitat, or other analyses.

Outreach communications remains a critical component of a successful Partners Program
in the Pacific Southwest Region. The world of communication is changing rapidly, and we
will strive to use the most effective communication tools to deliver messages to the public
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and our partners going forward. This includes sharing project stories through traditional
means as well as utilizing social media outlets.

Goal 3 Performance Targets

e Collaborate with External Affairs to highlight project postings at least twice
monthly.

e Collaborate with External Affairs to highlight newsworthy projects and events at
least once quarterly.

¢ Find new collaborative project opportunities with other Service programs at least
twice per year.

e Create annual and other presentations and reports summarizing and describing
project- and landscape-scale efforts.

e Seek or attend at least three Congressional visits or interactions within the Region.

Goal 4: Enhance Our Workforce

Successful implementation of the Partners Program requires a diverse and highly skilled
workforce that is motivated and inspired by their jobs. Partners Program project managers
deliver habitat restoration projects in close cooperation with private landowners and other
non-governmental and private entities. These relationships involve extensive interaction
and respectful negotiation. Therefore, Partners Program project managers must have a
unique skill set enabling them to act with integrity to build trust and successful
partnerships as well as have the necessary technical skills to lead the design and
implementation of habitat restoration projects in often complex and sensitive sociopolitical
environments.

Goal 4 Objectives

Objective 4.1. Strategically align program workforce to improve cost effectiveness, reduce
administrative complexity, and maximize resources directed toward restoration project
implementation in priority Ecoregions.

Key Strategic Activities

e Evaluate the results of the Ecoregion adaptive management frameworks and the
resultant priorities to ensure Partners Program success and effectiveness.

e Put forth every effort to strategically establish new (and refill) positions with people
possessing the right skill sets in the right place at the right time.

e Continue to develop ideas and mechanisms encouraging healthy dialogues that
promote success with Project Leaders and Assistant Regional Directors and others
in supervisory chains managing program personnel and resources.
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Objective 4.2. Continue to foster and develop existing workforce skill sets to ensure that the
Partners Program maintains the most current institutional knowledge of habitat restoration
science.

Key Strategic Activities

e Provide Program Project Managers with access and opportunity to attend relevant
training and development courses.

e Coordinate with field station Project Leaders to ensure that the right personnel are
attending the right courses for them.

e Ensure that training opportunities and institutional knowledge is shared among
field stations.

e Share this expertise with other Service programs where private lands or restoration
expertise is needed and valued. This also promotes development for Program
Project Managers offering a view of other Service programs.

Goal 4 Performance Targets

e Project data analysis will be compared with strategic objectives to make program
decisions on location and objectives.

e All program personnel will attend at least 40 hours of relevant training per year.

e Partners Program personnel will attend and host teleconferences, webinars, and in-
person informative presentations quarterly or more often as opportunities arise.

e Regional Office personnel will organize and help facilitate Regional-level sharing of
technologies and tools among field offices.

Goal 5: Increase Accountability

With the institution of an adaptive management framework described in Goal 1, a series of
new accountability measures at the field station, Ecoregion, and Regional levels will be
established to evaluate whether habitat restoration projects are meeting their objectives or
not. Projects will be tracked and evaluated in a more scientific manner under this design
using Ecoregion conservation business plans. This is in addition to the traditional program
accountability that will be enhanced due to this proposed redesign of Goal 1. We began this
framework and tracking process in 2016 with success. However, we will continue to
develop it and analyze the data in more effective ways for the 2022-2026 period.

Goal 5 Objectives

Objective 5.1. Conduct or oversee project evaluations in each Ecoregion that investigate the
degree to which projects and project types meet stated objectives in accordance with the
current state of the adaptive management framework.

Key Strategic Activity
e Each Ecoregion will develop a monitoring and evaluation protocol for its
conservation business plan during the period of this strategic plan as stated in Goal
1. These protocols will include clear objectives, specific monitoring protocols,
organized data management structures, and targeted evaluation processes.
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Monitoring and research are a key part of the adaptive management framework as
described by the U.S. Geological Survey (2006) and later by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(2008). This was historically somewhat of a controversial topic as it relates to the Partners
Program in this Region. Going forward, project success and program-level monitoring will
be included in a framework to be instituted under the adaptive management framework.
This is in addition to the monitoring that partner entities are conducting across the Region
that should also be considered in project development and success.

Monitoring for this objective includes simple and directed project follow-up in an
organized manner to capture whether projects are meeting stated objectives
(implementation monitoring). This will create an Ecoregional monitoring protocol that
utilizes implementation and compliance monitoring (as much as possible) as a source to
measure success across the Ecoregion. As part of Goal 1, monitoring protocols will be
established during the conservation business plan development in each Ecoregion. These
protocols will be designed in such a way that all projects conducted for the same purpose
will be monitored and tracked in the same manner within the Ecoregion. Data will then be
compiled and stored in a common database. These data can then be analyzed to evaluate
and determine project performance using implementation monitoring information as much
as possible. Project performance measures will then be tracked by geography, project type,
or other parameters to feed an adaptive management process as per the adaptive
management framework. This monitoring effort will be designed to be commensurate to
restoration project complexity and expense. For example, simple and inexpensive projects
will use simple monitoring metrics, and more complex and expensive projects will be more
involved. As the adaptive management protocols develop, we intend to add elements of
landscape-scale program effects and biological outcomes.

Objective 5.2. Institute accountability measures that track Partners Program project results in
relation to funding and other administrative aspects of the Partners Program.

Key Strategic Activities

e Track spending annually in concert with field stations to ensure that funding targets
are met according to Partners Program policies.

e Produce an annual accomplishment report that describes: (1) restoration project
accomplishments; and (2) provides program and administrative data to summarize
the status of the Partners Program Region-wide.

e Ensure that accomplishment reporting (into HabITs) is accurate, thorough, and
consistent across the Region.

Tracking and reporting progress using Partners Program accomplishment, funding,
partnership, and administrative data is an important component of program management
and success. This strategic plan and the metrics described herein will serve as the
foundation for tracking program progress. In many cases, more specific accountability
measures will be established further in the conservation business plans developed in each
Ecoregion.
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Goal 5 Performance Targets

¢ Implementation and compliance monitoring will be completed for each project.

e Each Ecoregion will establish a conservation business plan inclusive of key elements
necessary to evaluate project results at the project and landscape scales for
biological outcomes. This effort will be based on the Conservation Standards
method used to develop the restoration strategies in Goal 1.

e One comprehensive restoration project evaluation (involving the review of many
projects) will occur in one Ecoregion within the period of this plan following a
modified Post Project Appraisal method described by NewFields and Kondolf
(2012) or the Beaver Restoration Assessment Tool model.

Strategic Planning Methods: Developing Program Priorities and Focus
Areas

Restoration Priority Identification

Introduction

Habitat conservation needs in the Pacific Southwest Region are many and diverse. Listed
species, Refuges, water availability, catastrophic wildfire, among others are the
conservation challenges the Program faces across the Region. Habitat restoration on
private lands is the mainstay of the Partners Program, and our goal in creating this
strategic plan was to create a scope that identified and aligned national and regional
conservation need with the Partners Program capabilities that also meet the Service’s key
priorities. There is a specific need to narrow the scope of the problem by clearly identifying
the Partners Program role in this Region to include habitat restoration on private lands in
reversing key threats and supporting the important conservation priorities for the Service
overall. In short, at the outset of developing this plan, we recognized the need to develop
specific priorities. We defined “priorities” for the purposes of this plan as those
Conservation Targets, Threats, and Restoration Strategies on which the Partners Program
will strive to expend 80% its respective resources on privately-owned lands. The analysis
that we conducted using our collaborative Conservation Standards process guided our
development program-specific priorities.

In the 2016-2021 strategic plan version, we found narrowing the scope of the Partners
Program to be one of the biggest challenges, and we used our previous efforts to inform
this current plan. We also decided to incorporate an adapted version of the Open Standards
for the Practice of Conservation (Conservation Standards). This decision support
framework was developed by the Conservation Measures Partnership, which is a broad
partnership of conservation non-governmental organizations and funders. This group
seeks ways to better design, manage, and monitor the impacts of conservation actions to
learn and improve collective conservation efforts, and out of that, they developed
Conservation Standards. Conservation Measures Partnership used existing best practices,
evidence-based research, adaptive management, and decision support tools to create a
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robust and standardized method for conservation planning, implementation, and
monitoring. This enables outputs and results to be more shareable across programs and
scales (Conservation Measures Partnership 2020)

We chose to use Conservation Standards as our primary framework and process because:
(1) it is widely accepted around the world (2) it allows planning across scales; (3) many of
our closest partners utilize it in their own processes; and (4) it provides a systematic
framework and structured decision-making tool that enabled us to break-down the
complexities of the conservation need in this region and apply it to Partners Program
capabilities specifically.

Operationally, we used the Conservation Standards process to establish Targets, Key
Ecological Attributes, Threats, and Restoration Strategies. We used these parameters to
develop situation models that identify the relationships among these elements. Then, we
used the outputs to define the conservation scope of the Partners Program efforts for the
next five years. This process will eventually enable us to build and incorporate a more
sophisticated, well-organized monitoring program and more detailed work plans that are
better focused on conservation outcomes.

We collaborated at two scales to complete the Conservation Standards process: one within
the Service; and one that incorporated the expertise of our closest partners. We created a
“Pacific Southwest Region Field Guide to Strategic Planning” (Appendix C) that outlines
how the Partners Program adapted and tailored the Conservation Standards process to
meet the Partners Program and the Service’s needs. This field guide also described how our
Ecoregional groups operated to complete the process using internet-based collaboration
tools. This guide broke the collaborative meetings into six two-hour online sessions. It also
outlined all the collaborative tools to be utilized to implement the process. Those tools
included various MS Excel spreadsheets, Microsoft Forms, spreadsheets, Miro, and others.

Conservation Standards

According to the Conservation Measures Partnership, “The Conservation Standards are a
widely adopted set of principles and practices that bring together common concepts,
approaches, and terminology for conservation project design, management, and
monitoring. Developed by the Conservation Measures Partnership and regularly updated in
collaboration with the broader community, this open-source, strategic process helps
conservation teams achieve lasting impact.” (Conservation Measures Partnership 2020)

The Conservation Standards have been in development and evolving since 2002. They are
open-source, shared, used, and adapted by organizations and entities worldwide. The
Conservation Standards describe ideal practices for planning and implementing
conservation using a “mutually defined lexicon” that draws on standards and practices
across several fields that have been adapted over time. One of the key aspects to utilizing
Conservation Standards is that they are customizable for individual circumstances.
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The primary elements of Conservation Standards are: Assess, Plan, Implement, Analyze and
Adapt, and Share. A perfectly complete Conservation Standards outcome will include all the
elements in the process. However, this is a goal to work towards rather than an expectation
that all steps will be completed at one time. There is no right place to start, and
practitioners are encouraged to begin the process at an appropriate step for their work.
Then build at an appropriate scale.

For this strategic plan, we utilized Conservation Standards to focus on the Assess, Plan, and
Implement phases. We built our plan to fit within the confines of the Partners Program in
particular, where Service-priority habitat restoration projects on privately-owned lands
are the focus of these efforts. That did not restrict our thinking and consideration of outside
factors and forces. One of the primary benefits to utilizing Conservation Standards is that it
enables improved consideration of conservation and economic concerns operating at the
periphery of the Partner Program efforts to better enable collaboration and role
identification on bigger conservation problems. We clearly identified the Partners Program
role in the conservation efforts in this Region at the outset and considered how other
collaborative opportunities might intersect with these Partners Program efforts to help us
identify our focal points and set priorities.

Partners Program Field Guide to Strategic Planning Using Conservation Standards
Implementing a Conservation Standards based planning process is part science and part
art. Therefore, we adapted the framework as we needed to accomplish the goals of the
Partners Program strategic planning process. The structure of the Partners Program in the
Pacific Southwest Region is somewhat complex. Clarifying a working process as well as
roles and responsibilities is important. We viewed the Regional role as guiding the process,
setting Regional priorities, and ensuring that the national priorities were met in the
outcomes. This resulted in identifying the need for a regionally-developed framework into
which Partners Program Project Managers establish and incorporate their local priorities
and strategies. The Regional framework included the utilization of Conservation Standards
to organize and prioritize the locally developed conservation targets.

The focus of this effort was strategic planning, which drew our focus to begin the
Conservation Standards process at “Assess” and focus on the “Plan” element. To add to this,
the Partners Program has a solid reputation for “Implementing” projects. That leaves us to
look forward to advancing our “Analyze and Adapt” portion of the Conservation Standards
process to progress on during the next five-year period as is stated in the Goals sections of
this plan.

Ecoregional Groups and Facilitators

The State and Regional Coordinators for the Program created a Sharepoint site and a Field
Guide to Strategic Planning that organized the process and the framework. The process was
implemented within the Ecoregions that were established in 2016 and have been the
functional units for the program since that time. These groups were facilitated by their
respective Regional Coordinator, and the Conservation Standards implementation process
was divided into six two-hour virtual sessions during which Program project managers
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were guided through a series of evaluations to solicit necessary elements to complete the
Conservation Standards process.

Table 1. Ecoregion Conservation Standards meeting and sessions organization showing group
setup and facilitators.

Ecoregion Primary Support
Facilitator Facilitator*

Klamath Basin Mike Edwards Samantha Marcum

Great Basin/Southern Nevada Susan Abele Varies

Pacific Flyway/Sierra Meadow Matt Hamman Mike Edwards

Coastal Program/Coastal California Samantha Marcum | Matt Hamman

Each of the elements of the process were selected based on the needs of the strategic
planning process and aligned with the appropriate steps in Conservation Standards. These
were also tailored by Ecoregion and there was slight variation by Ecoregion depending on
circumstances and available data and information. The primary elements described below
are the process by which we arrived at those elements. Outputs from each session were
recorded on a group Miro board and ultimately in the Excel workbook that was established
for each Ecoregion. The data, outputs, and restoration strategies for each Ecoregion from
these sessions are described in the Ecoregions sections that follow in this plan.

Purpose and Scope

Identifying a scope is an essential first step to successfully implement Conservation
Standards. This was addressed during the first session for each Ecoregion. While the
overall purpose for the Partners Program may seem somewhat obvious based on program
parameters and policies, each Ecoregion developed their own purpose that encompassed
the overall scope of this effort for their Ecoregion specifically. This is functions as a mission
statement articulating the purpose and intent for the Ecoregion to serve as a guide for the
process and future of the Partners Program in each Ecoregion.

Planning Teams and Collaboration

Collaborative planning is a critical element to both the Partners Program success and the
Conservation Standards process. For the purposes of this plan, each Ecoregion established
three types of teams: a core team; an advisory team, and a group of stakeholders.

Core Team

The Core Team was defined as the primary group responsible for creating the data
associated with establishing the elements of the plan. This group did the actual work
following the Conservation Standards process that we established. They were regularly
engaged at gathering information and data as well as making decisions to support this
planning effort. This group was comprised almost entirely of Partners Program Project
Managers and the State Coordinator.
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Advisory Team

The primary purpose of the Advisory team was to provide technical support and input into
the process where needed by the Core Team. This team was not an actual functioning team,
rather it consisted of a list of key contacts who provide technical species or habitat
information. Throughout the process, Recovery plans, refuge CCP’s or other technical
sources informed the development of targets, thresholds, and current and future
conditions. Members of the Advisory Team were asked to be available to provide technical
input to various parts of the process as they were developed depending on interest and
needs. Members of this group were also able to provide input on drafts for technical
adequacy.

Stakeholders

Other internal or external partners that have an interest in the outcomes and ultimately
need to accept and support the ultimate outcomes were valued as stakeholders in this
process. Their input on various drafts were solicited at less frequent occurrences
throughout the process. Members of this team were consulted on draft work products, and
their input was seriously considered as the process unfolded. The stakeholders needed to
buy-in to the products and the plan overall. If outcomes differed from stakeholder desires,
there was clear justification and documentation of why decisions were made in contrast.
Stakeholder input was solicited regularly during the planning phase in some instances, but
participation was likely limited to brief conversations or review of the prior week’s
developments. We created a survey that formed the basis for having conversations with
stakeholders that provided early input to the process. Partners Program project managers
held conversations to gather this input early on the process in most cases.

Conservation Targets

According to Conservation Standards, Conservation Targets are defined as: “specific,
tangible entities that the project is working to conserve that represent and encompass the
ultimate aims of the project. They form the basis for setting goals, selecting actions, and
measuring effectiveness” (Conservation Measures Partnership 2020).

There are many types of Conservation Targets that enable a practitioner to select their
specific scales and themes. For the Partners Program in the Pacific Southwest Region, the
scale and themes were defined by habitat restoration on private lands in support of the
Service’s priorities. The Project Managers selected place-based Conservation Targets that
were defined by either an ecosystem or habitat type or specific species. In many cases,
these were interchangeable but defined by one or the other: species or habitat type
essential to that species.

Within each Ecoregion, Conservation Targets (“Targets”) were carefully identified based on
the ecosystems, habitat types, or species that will become the priorities focal points for the
remainder of the planning process. Each Ecoregion established several Conservation
Targets that were ranked and considered according to their importance to the Service as
fulfilling the Regional or national priorities. We ultimately focused on species or habitats
that support local, regional, and national priorities. Those species and habitats were
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defined as potentially benefitting from habitat restoration on private lands and were
considered as: (1) habitats that support species which are listed (or at risk for being listed)
under the Endangered Species Act; (2) habitats or species that support National Wildlife
Refuge Purposes; or (3) habitats or species that support interjurisdictional (ie.
anadromous) fish.

The identification of Conservation Targets was a multi-step process originating at the Field
Office level. The first step in the process was a data gathering exercise where biologist
placed proposed targets into one of three regional /Program priority categories:
Threatened/Endangered Species, Refuge Purpose, and Interjurisdictional Fish Species.
Proposed targets outside of these categories were placed in their own categories titled
‘other’ for further consideration and discussion. The list was discussed and considered
extensively by the Core Teams and narrowed into a semi-final list of Targets based on their
collective perceptions regarding importance and relevance, which was then ranked.

Target Ranking: Establishing Tier 1 Targets

The primary goal of the Target ranking process was to establish Tier 1 priority Targets for
the Partners Program. These Tier 1 Targets became the foundation for the rest of the
Conservation Standards process. We followed the 80/20 rule and set a goal for the
program whereby 80% of the Region’s resources are dedicated to these Tier 1 Targets. The
purpose behind setting this goal was to focus the Partners Program efforts on a short list of
priorities to increase the program effectiveness overall by targeting certain priorities that
align with the Service’s Regional and National priorities.

The Target ranking process was challenging in that Partners Program Project Managers
had thorough discussions grappling with the importance of each habitat type and the
effectiveness of habitat restoration projects to support those habitat types. After and
during these discussions, the State Coordinators developed a ranking tool that was
intended to operationalize the ranking process based on a set of criteria. Project Managers
used the ranking to individually prioritize the habitat types in their areas, and the ranking
results were compiled and evaluated by the State Coordinators to establish a draft set of
Target ranks.

The ranking criteria utilized were:

e The Target habitat provides documented benefits for ESA listed and/or At-Risk
species in this Ecoregion.

e The Target habitat provides documented benefits that support National Wildlife
Refuge fundamental purposes or goals as stated in the Ecoregion Section.

e Project Leaders and other Service Programs in the local field stations currently have
efforts dedicated to conservation of this target.

e Conservation partners in the local area for this Target rank this as a high priority
conservation need exhibited through conservation plans, conservation efforts,
and/or other documented efforts.

e Habitat restoration is an appropriate tool identified in citable and documented
sources (or by citable experts).
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e Opportunities exist for habitat restoration relevant to the Programs (e.g., on private
lands for the Partners Program) and are identified as an high priority tool for this
Target.

e Target condition impacts local community economic and social conditions.

e Probability for improving overall Target status using habitat restoration.

Core Team members’ ranking results were collected and subsequently evaluated using one
quantitative and one qualitative method to identify potential bias and inconsistencies that
may have arose. Other considerations, such as statistically weighting the ranking criteria,
were used to evaluate the effects of the more important ranking criteria. Our analysis
determined that weighting ranks had no significant effect on the overall rank outcomes.
That led us to use both a statistical averaging method (that calculated an average rank
score for each target) and a ranked score method. The statistical averaging method
calculated the proportion of Core Team members that scored a particular ranking target as
“High” or “Yes” for a given criteria and Target. For example if 10 out of 10 Core Team
members responded that “Habitat Restoration is an appropriate tool . .."” for a Target as
“High”, that averaged 100% for that criteria and Target. Those averages were summed
across Targets, and those results were compared and ranked. For the rank score method,
proportional results for each criterion were sorted high to low for each Target. The number
of times a Target scored as the highest rank for a criterion were summed across all criteria.
This was repeated for the second highest scores, which were summed across the criteria as
well. As an example, if a Target had the top score for all eight criteria, it would score eight.
Those scores were compared across the Targets until they were in rank order. We then
compared the rank score method with the statistical average method to identify differences
in the two methods. We did not detect differences between the two methods that were not
explainable, but those noted differences were points of discussion, which informed the final
ranks and Tier 1 Target establishment. Ultimately, the ranking and establishment of Tier 1
Targets was a decision that was made by the Core Team, and the ranking results and
analyses were tools used to guide that decision.

Target Viability

Target Viability was defined by the current status and estimated the desired future status
of the established Targets. We conducted a Target Viability assessment for the selected Tier
1 Targets based on existing literature and current state of knowledge of the Core Team
members. Advisory Team and Stakeholders were also consulted on this when necessary
and desirable. Results from the viability assessment were recorded, compiled, and used to
further establish restoration potential as well as set five-year and future goals for each
Target.

Key Ecological Attributes

Defining the Target attributes that are influential, relevant, and measurable is a key step in
the Conservation Standards method. Key Ecological Attributes are the vital signs of the
Targets that can be used to evaluate Target Viability now and into the future. The main
point in identifying these attributes for the purposes of this strategic plan was to
quantitatively assess the Target Viability and to establish a basis for a future monitoring
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plan that will operate at the Key Ecological Attribute scale at first. We will return to refine
and build on these Key Ecological Attributes when we formally pursue a monitoring plan
for the program that will evaluate restoration effects on the Tier 1 Targets as measured by
their Key Ecological Attributes.

Direct Threats

Threats, or Direct Threats (“Threats”), are defined by Conservation Standards as primarily
human activities that degrade the Conservation Targets, but Threats can also consist of
natural phenomena altered by human activities. Climate change effects on hydrology that
causes flooding can be example of this type of threat.

For this strategic plan, we considered the Threats as the key factors that habitat restoration
will reverse if successful. We developed a list of Threats for each Conservation Target.
These threats were considered and ranked (in some Ecoregions) to facilitate the
development and ranking of Restoration Strategies. In other words, we used the Threats
and their ranks to help inform which restoration projects will be most important and have
the greatest effect on Conservation Targets.

Restoration Strategies

The Partners Program has a long history in the Pacific Southwest Region of implementing
projects, and the program is filled with restoration practitioners that are experts in
developing habitat restoration projects that reverse Threats and support Conservation
Targets. As part of this plan, we identified restoration strategies that will be implemented
over the next five years. These strategies then have specific treatments which are project
types that will focus on improving conditions for Conservation Targets and the species that
depend on them. These Restoration Strategies were both discussed and developed as a list
and later incorporated in Situation Models to ensure that they are clearly linked to the
Conservation Target and addressing the appropriate Threats.

Situation Models

We developed Situation Models to identify and depict the relationships between Targets,
Threats, and Restoration Strategies. These models are simplified and presented in the
Ecoregion sections of this plan. They provide the basis for further conversations and
analysis about the decisions made throughout this process and the restoration project
planning process. These models serve as our working hypotheses for how the restoration
strategies we identified will influence the Threats and Targets. Going forward, these will
enable us to improve our understanding about each Conservation Target and the impact
that the Partners Program may have in these conservation situations. These are adaptable
and dynamic based on future implementation and evaluations that we may conduct related
to Program effectiveness.

Internal and External Input

Internal and external partners were consulted throughout this planning process. A
standard set of “interview questions” (Appendix D) were developed and intended to
initiate and guide discussions with partners about the current and future Partners Program
priorities. Partners Program Project Managers met with various groups to collect input by
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completing the interviews using the interview questions as a guide. Meetings were held
with: Service field station leadership and personnel from across the Region (e.g., Project
Leaders and other program leads including from Service offices without Partners Program
employees); Regional Office program leads (Refuges; Ecological Services; Science
Applications; External Affairs; and the Director’s Office); local external partners such as
private non-profit conservation organizations, landowners, resource conservation districts,
state agencies among others. These interviews and discussions provided valuable input
that better informed all elements of the Conservation Standards process. This component
also allowed Program project managers with an opportunity to reconnect with their
partners about their priorities.

Focus Areas

Geographic Focus Areas are a key requirement of this strategic plan. For this revision, we
made key adjustments to our Focus Areas that link them to the Conservation Standards
design that we implemented. We defined these Focus Areas as aerial depictions of locations
where restoration projects should be targeted to support the Tier 1 Conservation Targets.
As aresult, these Focus Areas aim to capture 80% of the restoration project effort for the
next five years.

As such, Focus Area maps were developed and established by Partners Program Project
Managers by applying the outcomes of the Conservation Standards process to the
geography in their areas. The revised areas are very similar to previous Focus Areas in
some cases and very different in others. Quantitative establishment of these Focus Areas
was possible in some Ecoregions (Appendix D) and were created based on best
professional judgment in others. Our goal was to adaptively adjust these Focus Areas based
on adaptive learning about implementation effects on Targets, Threats, and Restoration
Strategy.

Summary: The Basic Strategy

Overall, this document defines the strategy for the Partners Program for each Ecoregion
within the Pacific Southwest Region. It sets a very clear goal that 80% of the Program’s
resources will be directed at the Tier 1 Targets, which were selected based on Regional
conservation needs and prioritized using Conservation Standards. Established outcomes
will help simplify our decision-making when it comes to selecting and prioritizing
restoration projects and determining their relevance.

This plan represents a renewed focus for the Partners Program aimed at four or five
specific Conservation Targets within each Ecoregion. We evaluated the potential for the
Partners Program to be effective in addressing the conservation needs associated with
these Targets through habitat restoration of private lands in cooperation with landowners
and other partners. Within each Ecoregion, these Targets are linked now to Threats,
Restoration Strategies, and techniques intended to offset Threats and improve conditions
for the Targets. Our efforts in this plan were to connect those local strategies with
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anticipated effects on Threats that are relevant at the Regional and national scales and
defined by the Service’s priorities at those scales.

This document also ensures that the Tier 1 Conservation Targets identified represent
specific priorities for the Partners Program in this Region and that these align with the
Service’s goals and mission. We took great care in developing this plan to incorporate rigor
and base decisions on the best available scientific information. To accomplish this, we
followed the protocols and process established by Conservation Standards. The outcomes
and results that we produced will facilitate the establishment of improved accountability
and adaptive management.
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Ecoregional Summaries, Targets, and Strategies
This section contains for each Ecoregion (presented north to south):
e An overview description of the Ecoregion
e A map showing the Focus Area within the Ecoregion
e A description of the results from the Conservation Standards process executed for
each Ecoregion including:

@)

O O 0O O O

Habitat Targets including Tier 1

Threats affecting those Targets

Key Ecological Attributes

Restoration Strategies

Accomplishment Goals

Supporting Documents referenced for the development of the Ecoregional
sections are in Appendix C
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Klamath Basin Ecoregion
Introduction

Ecological Setting

The Klamath Basin Ecoregion is situated in northern California and southern Oregon and
encompasses the entire Klamath River watershed (Figure KE-1). The Upper Klamath Basin
has a high-elevation semi-arid climate and consists of broad fault bounded valleys with
large shallow lakes and wetlands including numerous spring-fed streams and rivers. The
Middle Klamath Basin is dominated by mountains with steep slopes and alluvial valleys
with grasslands, chaparral, and mixed conifer forest and woodlands. The Lower Klamath
Basin is comprised of the mainstem Klamath River and all tributaries downstream of the
Trinity River confluence, encompassing a drainage area of approximately 450 square miles.

There are four dams situated in the Klamath River that are slated for removal in 2024.
These dams block fish passage for salmonids and affect the water quality in the mainstem
Klamath River. A major event such as dam removal will likely force revision of various
aspects of this plan. Those changes will be incorporated into the office actions plans for the
Klamath Basin and likely affect the Focus Area for the mid-Klamath especially.

The Klamath Basin Ecoregion contains numerous priority species and critical habitats
including federally listed coho and Chinook salmon, Pacific lamprey, Lost River and
shortnose suckers. Fresh water wetlands (natural and managed), marshes, and wet
meadow habitats within the ecoregion are critical for the waterbirds of the Pacific Flyway.

Partners Program Overview

The Partners Program in the Klamath Basin is delivered by approximately 12 Project
Managers located across four field stations; the Klamath Falls Fish and Wildlife Field Office;
the Klamath Basin National Wildlife Refuge Complex; Yreka Fish and Wildlife Field Office;
and the Arcata Fish and Wildlife Field Office. The Partners Program in the Klamath
Ecoregion is the largest in the Pacific Southwest Region accounting for over two-thirds of
the Regions funding with an estimated annual allocation of $1.8 million. In fiscal years
2020 and 2021 the Klamath Ecoregion received and additional $5.1 million in funding to be
directed towards Klamath River restoration efforts. Additionally, the Program in the
Klamath Ecoregion currently supports Tribal restoration capacity in supporting restoration
positions with The Klamath Tribes and the Yurok Tribe, with plans to expand this capacity
to two additional Tribes (the Hoopa and the Karuk Tribes) within the Ecoregion.

Conservation Planning

Ecoregion Scope and Vision

In the development of this plan Core Team members agreed that a Target-based scope for
this plan is most appropriate for the Partners Program. This means that Service priorities
are best met within the geographic focus of the Klamath River Watershed (excluding the
mainstem of the Trinity River, which has its own restoration program) using a Target-
based approach for setting habitat restoration priorities. The scope sets the boundaries of
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Figure KE-1. Map of the Klamath Ecoregion with field office Focus Areas.
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the Partners Program work for the life of the plan and the vision statement describes what
the Partners Program will strive to achieve. The Klamath Ecoregion vision statement is:

To restore and create habitats across the Klamath Ecoregion that support Federal
Trust Resources such that prioritized habitats and species show improved conditions
at the end of the plan's timeframe.

Conservation Targets

In the Klamath Ecoregion eight habitat types and 32-species were proposed for
consideration as priority Conservation Targets. Proposed targets were analyzed with two
methods, one habitat-based and one species-based. Using two methods were used to add
rigor and enable us to consider bias based on species targets or habitat targets. The goal of
this analysis was to refine this proposed list of targets based on Service and Program
priorities, resulting in the identification of the highest priority targets (Tier 1. Conservation
Targets) for the Program.

The identification of Tier 2. targets was used to document all the habitat/species that were
considered during the prioritization process. Our goal for this plan is that over course of its
five-year period, 80% of project efforts and funding will be directed towards Tier One
targets. This enables the Program Project Managers to focus on the targets while retaining
flexibility desired to meet many conservation needs in the Klamath. Program Policy still
applies to the remaining 20% efforts. We did not prioritize within the Tier 1. Conservation
Targets nor did we develop all the details for the Tier 2. or other targets.

The habitat-based target selection process is detailed in the methods sections of this plan
and resulted in four Tier 1. targets for the Klamath Basin, Instream, Semi-Permanent
Wetlands, Permanent Wetlands, and Riparian. The Instream Habitat and Semi-permanent
Wetland Habitat scored the highest in the habitat-based process (0.71) and the remaining
target scores ranged from 0.56 to 0.13 Table KE-1 shows the Targets and the results of the
ranking process.

Table KE-1. Results of two Conservation Target ranking
processes used to establish Tier 1. and Tier 2.
Conservation Targets for the Klamath
Ecoregion.

Species Habitat

Lo Lo LIRS Scoring  Scoring

(in Rank order)

Instream Habitat 0.62 0.71
Semi-permanent Wetland Habitat 0.52 0.71
Seasonal Wetland Habitat 0.56 0.56
Riparian Habitat 0.54 0.51
Tier 2. Targets

Forested Habitat 0.29 0.33
Wet Meadow Habitat* 0.56 0.31
Rare-declining Habitat 0.41 0.13
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The proposed species targets were ranked using a SMART (Specific, Measurable,

Achievable, Realistic, and Anchored within a Timeframe) Survey Prioritization Tool
developed by the Pacific Southwest Region Inventory and Monitoring Program. The State
Coordinator established criteria categories and individual criteria within each category

(Table KE-2) to rank species targets.

Table KE-2. Criteria categories and individual criteria used to rank proposed species
conservation targets for the Klamath Ecoregion. Mean criteria scores
were used to calculate target ranks and percentage of maximum

standard deviation indicates agreement among biologist on the weighing

of each criteria (grater the percentage = less consensus).

economy and or social conditions

% of
o o Mean | Maximum
Criteria Category Criteria Weight | Standard
Deviation
Target is or supports a threatened or
endangered species or Region 8 at 76.00 22
risk species
. , Recovery plans identify habitat
LISte_d and At Risk restoration as recovery task 80.33 11
Species . " o
Majority of critical habitat is on
. 72.00 15
private lands
Immediacy of restoration needs for 83.67 15
target
Con'servatllon. Partners identify target 62.00 30
o as high priority
Partner Priorities ) 5 X
Conservation Partners implementing 62.00 17
restoration actions on target '
Target is identified and consistent
. . 65.00 27
with Refuge purpose as stated in CCP
NWR Purpose -
Current Refuge management actions 70.71 24
are directed at Target '
Target is or supports IJ fish species 69.33 25
Interjurisdictional | Fisheries & Aquatic Conservation
Fish Species Program actions are directed at 65.33 26
target
Office leadership considers target 56.00 18
high priority for habitat restoration '
Additional Criteria Opportunity for habitat restoration 82.00 12
to affect target
Target condition affects local 4700 30
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Partners Program Project Managers assigned individual weighs to each individual criterion
and the Prioritization Tool calculated mean weight for each criterion which was used in
establishing the final score for each species target. Additionally, the Prioritization Tool
calculated the percentage of maximum standard deviation across the individual weighting
scores (greater the value = less consensus), there was notable agreement on most criteria
weighting except for two: (1) target condition effects on local economy; and (2)
conservation partners identify target as a high priority. These criteria weights were in the
bottom third of all weights and did not appear to influence the final target scores and their
weights were not adjusted.

Partners Program Project Managers provided a score for each of the 14 individual criteria
per species resulting in a calculated score ranging from 0-10 for each target. The list of
species was grouped under the seven habitat types used in the habitat ranking process and
then the average score by species per habitat type were calculated, where appropriate
species were included in multiple habitat types. All raw data are shown in Appendix F.

The Tier 1. Conservation Targets were determined by comparing the two sets of target
scores, all targets with a score above 0.50 in both habitat and species score were identified
as Tier 1. Conservation Targets (Table KE-1).

Across all targets there was agreement between the two ranking scores for all targets
except the Wet Meadows habitat type. The Wet Meadows species score was 0.56, and this
score was heavily influenced by Sage Grouse. After discussions with the Project Managers,
it was determined that efforts directed towards this species should not be considered a
Tier 1. priority for the Klamath Basin. Sage grouse was to Tier 2. because of the highly
localized nature of that species and previous restoration completed. Tier 1 targets
established through this process includes: Instream Habitat, Semi-permanent Wetland
Habitat, Seasonal Wetland Habitat, and Riparian Habitat.

National and Regional Priorities

The process used to select Conservation Targets and the implementation of habitat
restoration projects directed at Tier 1. targets over the lifespan of this Plan will ensure that
the Partners Program is working in support of both National and Regional Partners
priorities.

Target Viability Assessment (Current Conditions)

In assessing the current conditions of the Conservation Targets Key, Ecological Attributes
were established for each. (Table KE-3). Biologists were surveyed to determine the current
condition of the targets using best professional judgement. Indicators that the highest
percentage of Project Managers selected were chosen as the current condition rating for a
given Conservation Target. Instream, Seasonal Wetland, and Riparian Habitat were all
considered to be in fair condition, which is outside of the acceptable range of variation and
requiring actions. The Semi-permanent Wetland Habitat was determined to be in poor
condition indicating that restoration of the target is more challenging than the other
targets.
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Table KE-3. Assessment of current conditions using Key Ecological Attributes (KEA) of the
Conservation Targets for the Klamath Ecoregion. Indicator rankings are based on
the percentage of biologists who scored the ranking categories using their best
professional judgement.

Conservation KEA KEA Type Indicator Indicator Ranking
Target
Poor Fair Good
Instream Habitat ~ Extent of functioning Miles of
. . Landscape .
spawning, rearing, and Context unimpacted 60%
migratory habitat habitat
Seasonal Wetland  Extent of habitat available Landscape Acres of
Habitat during key life stages of Context p functioning 56%
Pacific Flyway Waterbirds habitat
Riparian Habitat Extent of functioning Acres/miles of
. Landscape )
habitat Context unimpacted 80%
habitat
Semi-permanent Acres of functioning Acres of
. . Landscape ..
Wetland Habitat wetland habitat functioning 56%
St habitat

Ideally indicator ratings would be quantified with existing data to add rigor. For example,
we would estimate acres/miles of habitat necessary to support healthy targets, and there
would be quantifiable metrics for the future desired condition of the targets. These data are
currently lacking at the Ecoregional scale in the Klamath Basin and this data gap has been
identified as a goal to be addressed during the life of this plan.

Threats to Conservation Targets

Program Project Managers initially identified over 80 items as threats to the Conversation
Targets during threats assessment planning sessions. These threats were summarized
down to eight human caused threats, and the resulting biophysical effects on the targets
were identified (Table KE-4).
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Table KE-4. Direct threats and biophysical factors for Klamath Ecoregion Conservation

Targets.

Threats

Biophysical Factors

Instream Habitat

Channel modification

Loss of floodplain connection, stream incision, loss
of overbank flooding, loss of fluvial processes

Dredging

Loss of instream habitat, loss of fluvial processes,
loss of spawning habitat

Incompatible grazing

Sedimentation, loss of riparian vegetation, loss of
woody vegetation recruitment, invasive plants,
stream incision

Riparian Logging

Sedimentation, loss of riparian vegetation, loss of
woody Vegetation recruitment

Improper road-stream
crossings/incompatible roads

Habitat fragmentation, sedimentation, loss of
instream habitat

Riparian Habitat

Incompatible grazing

Sedimentation, loss of riparian vegetation, loss of
woody vegetation recruitment, invasive plants,
stream incision

Riparian Logging

Sedimentation, loss of riparian vegetation, loss of
woody vegetation recruitment

Land use conversation

Loss of wetlands, loss of riparian habitat

Hydrology alteration

Subsidence, draining/shallowing of wetlands,
removal of beaver/dams, loss of fluvial processes,
loss of riparian habitat

Semi-permeant Wetland Habitat

Incompatible grazing

Sedimentation, loss of riparian vegetation, loss of
woody vegetation recruitment, invasive plants,
stream incision, degradation of wetlands

Land use conversation

Loss of wetlands, loss of riparian habitat

Hydrology alteration - water availability,
timing of water availability

Subsidence, draining/shallowing of wetlands, loss
of wetland type

Fire suppression-no Prescribed fire

Increased wetland plant density

Seasonal Wetland Habitat

Incompatible grazing

Sedimentation, loss of riparian vegetation, loss of
woody vegetation recruitment, invasive plants,
stream incision, degradation of wetlands

Land use conversation

Loss of wetlands, loss of riparian habitat

Hydrology alteration - water availability,
timing of water availability

subsidence, draining/shallowing of wetlands,
removal of beaver/dams

Fire suppression-no Prescribed fire

Increased wetland plant density
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A Threats-Ranking analysis was conducted on the direct threats which indicated that all
Conservation Targets are very highly or highly threatened (Table KE-5). The threats
analysis also indicated most threats were rated either high or very high. Channel
modification was rated a medium threat while fire suppression (lack of prescribe fire)
rated as a low threat.

Table KE-5. Threat ranking scores for individual threats and conservation targets for the
Klamath Ecoregion. Threats and targets scores are very high (VH), high (H),
medium (M), or low (L).

Summary
Direct Threat Conservation Targets Threat
Rating
Semi-
o Seasonal
Instream Riparian  permanent wetland
habitat habitat wetland habitat
habitat
Channel modification H M L L M
Dredging H H L L H
Incompatible grazing H H M M H
Riparian Logging H H L L H
Improper road-stream
crossings/incompatible H H L L H
roads
Land use conservation M H H H
Hydrology alteration H H H H
Fire suppression-no L L L L L

Prescribed fire

Target Summary q H
Ratings

Strategies, Objectives, and Goals

A total of six restoration strategies were identified during the planning process (Table KE-
6. ecoregion table, Appendix F). These strategies will guide the development of specific
restoration projects aimed at remediating the effects of the threats to the Conservation
Targets. Table KE-6 provides an overview of the connection between the Conservation
Targets, restoration strategies, and some key treatments to be implemented under a given
restoration strategy.
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Table KE-6. Summary tables showing five-year performance goals and key elements
associated with the Conservation Targets that were developed and utilized to
create Situation Models for the Klamath Ecoregion.

Conservation Restoration Five-
Target Threats Strat Treatments Year
(Key Species) rategy Goals
Inst Channel modification
nstream- :
Riverine Dre.dglng . Channel realignment,
Incompatible grazing Instream . .
(Lost o . . instream habitat 65
. Riparian logging Habitat . .
River/Shortnose . enhancement, floodplain miles
S . Improper road-stream | Restoration .
uckers, native . I bl reconnection
salmonids) crossings/Incompatible
roads
Riparian . ]
. Uost Incompatible grazing, Riparian Grazing Management, 3 miles
River/Shortnose riparian logging, land ) : i
) ¢ Habitat Fencing, Plantings, -135
Suckers, native use conversion, channel Restorati Vegetation M t
salmonids, Oregon modification estoration egetation Managemen acres
Spotted Frog)
Hydrology alteration -
Semi-permeant | Wwater availability and
Wetlands timing of water Wetland
) o Wetland . .
(Dabbling Duck availability, land use Habitat establishment/restoration, 1,578
species, Oregon conversion, Restoration restore wetland hydrology, acres
Spotted Frog, sedimentation, Prescribed fire
Shorebird species) subsidence, invasive
plant species
Seasonal
Wetland Hydrology alteration -
Habitat water availability and
(Shorebird species, tl_mn?g of water Wetland Wetland establishment,
Lost availability, land use ) ) ) 1,649
. . Habitat increase hydrologic
River/Shortnose conversion, . . acres
. . Restoration retention,
Suckers, Oregon sedimentation,
Spotted Frog, subsidence, invasive
Yellow Rail plant species
Shorebird species)

Additionally, Table KE-6 identifies key species associated with the Conservation Target and
the 5-year performance goals per Conservation Target. Appendix F provides in-depth detail

of treatments and the biophysical condition the treatments are designed to remediate.

Situation models were collaboratively developed to guide discussions and graphically

present the connection between contributing factors, their direct threats to the target and
the restoration strategies (Figure KE-2). These models align the logic pathways between
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national, regional, and local priorities demonstrating connections between higher level
threats and restoration strategies.

Klamath Ecoregion Conservation Targets

Instream/Riverine Habitat
Instream/Riverine habitat was identified as one of the most important resources

biologically, socially, and economically in the Ecoregion. This habitat type supports several
species of anadromous and resident fish that are of cultural and economic significance and

provides critical ecosystem services. Project Managers working in these habitats are

focused on reestablishing geomorphic process, providing in-stream habitat complexity, off-

channel habitat, and improving water quality.

Key Species:
Shortnose Sucker Lost River Sucker Bull Trout
Chinook Salmon Redband Trout Coho Salmon

Riparian Habitat
Riparian habitats are the critical interface between our riverine and upland habitats and

when fully functioning, mediate negative impacts to the aquatic resources of the Ecoregion.

Additionally, these habitats provide a variety of ecosystem services such as, delivering
allochthonous productivity to aquatic systems, stabilizing stream banks, and providing
habitat for a variety bird, mammal, and plant species. Project Managers restore these
habitats by developing grazing plans, installing fence, planting native trees, shrubs, and
grasses, and removing invasive species.

Key Species:
Shortnose Sucker Lost River Sucker Bull Trout
Chinook Salmon Redband Trout Coho Salmon
Oregon Spotted Frog

Semi-permanent Wetland Habitat

Semi-permanent wetlands are shallow aquatic systems dominated by emergent and
submergent hydrophytes. They do go through periodic drying however, the period
between drying events can be long depending on climate cycle and location within a
watershed. These wetlands occur independently or as part of other aquatic systems
including lakes, rivers, streams, and both open and terminal basins. Permanent wetlands
provide important ecosystem services including ground water recharge, stream
attenuation, wind abatement, flood control, sediment deposition, carbon, and nutrient
sequestration. Their presence on the landscapes provides important climate and
hydrologic resiliency. Semi-permanent wetlands are a subclass of permanent wetlands.
These wetlands have a much shorter wet/dry cycle but during drying events, the soils
remain saturated. Semi-permanent wetlands can occur as part of a permanent wetland
system where drying is more common or independently as well as part of other aquatic
systems. Semi-permanent wetlands are critical habitat for fish, waterbirds, herptiles,
aquatic mammals and other wetland obligate species. Project Managers restore these

Pacific Southwest Region: Partners Program Strategic Plan 2022-2026

47



habitats by developing water management plans, implementing disturbance regimes every
5-10 years via fire or pesticide application, removal of levees, refurbishment of levees,
installation of water control structures, construction of macro- and microtopography,
excavation of filled or plugged channels, and reversal of channel incision.

Key Species:
Dabbling Duck species Oregon Spotted Frog Shorebird species
Coho Salmon Bull Trout Chinook Salmon

Shortnose/Lost River Suckers Yellow Rail

Seasonal Wetland Habitat

Seasonal wetlands go through annual periods of flooding and soil saturation a portion of
which occurs during the growing season. Plant communities include seasonal and
perennial grasses, sedges, and rushes as well herbaceous perennial and annual plants.
These wetlands can occur independently or as part of other aquatic systems including
lakes, rivers, streams, both open and terminal basins, and permanent/semi-permanent
wetlands where annual drying occurs. Seasonal wetlands provide soil saturation, sediment
deposition, and flood control. Because of water depth and robust plant growth, these
wetlands provide important energetic resources (plant and invertebrate) for migratory
waterbirds and important seasonal habitat for herptiles, fish, and other wetland species.
Project Managers restore seasonal wetland habitat by developing water management
plans, implementing disturbance regimes every 5-years via disking or fire, installation of
water control structures, development or refurbishment of levees, laser leveling to reduce
the water budget, excavation of filled or plugged channels, removal of levees, and reversal
of channel incision

Key Species:
Dabbling Duck species Oregon Spotted Frog Shorebird species
Coho Salmon Bull Trout Chinook Salmon

Shortnose/Lost River Suckers Yellow Rail
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Pacific Flyway Ecoregion
Introduction

Ecological Setting

The Pacific Flyway Ecoregion extends 400 miles through the state of California, and is
largely comprised of three main hydrologic basins, including the Sacramento River Basin,
the San Joaquin River Basin, and the Tulare Basin. California’s Mediterranean climate,
paired with the unique geology of the Coastal and Sierra-Nevada Mountain ranges, and the
gentle slopes of the valley floor, has developed a unique checkerboard of historically
flooded wetlands, uplands, and dynamic riparian systems. This diverse combination of
habitats provides a uniquely valuable resource for both resident and migratory wildlife
that depend on it (Figure PFE-1).

The Pacific Flyway Ecoregion is one the most threatened landscapes in the Pacific
Southwest Region. Approximately 95% of the wetlands within this ecoregion have been
modified for urban development (CA population expected to grow from 39 million to 44
million by 2025), wind and solar development, and conversion to non-compatible
agriculture (orchard and vineyard). These direct habitat losses and degradations amplify
concerns about species resiliency and mobility throughout the valley in the face of climate
change. Restoration and enhancement of priority habitats within this ecoregion are critical
to mitigating the effects of climate change by reducing habitat fragmentation, maintaining
habitat connectivity, and promoting fish and wildlife migration or movement to adapt to
climate-change- induced habitat dynamic.

Partners Program Overview

The Partners Program in the Pacific Flyway is implemented by six Project Managers located
within the Ecoregion on National Wildlife Refuges (Modoc, Sacramento, Stone Lakes, San
Luis and Kern) and the Habitat Restoration Division (Auburn). Of these six Project
Managers, four operate exclusively within the Pacific Flyway Ecoregion and two function
across other ecoregions as well. Approximately $450,000 are obligated annually to habitat
improvement projects within the ecoregion.

Conservation Planning

Ecoregion Scope and Vision

The scope of the Pacific Flyway Ecoregion is to create strategic plan to guide conservation
efforts by identifying priority habitats and delineating corresponding focus areas to set
measurable objectives for the Partners for Fish and Wildlife Program from 2022-2026. The
scope sets the boundaries of the Partners Program efforts for the life of the plan, and the
vision statement anticipates what the Partners Program will strive to achieve within the
ecoregion. The Pacific Flyway Ecoregion vision statement is:

Within the next five years, we will work with private landowners and partners to
restore and enhance a mosaic of wetland systems connected by healthy riparian and
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Figure PFE-1. Map of the Pacific Flyway Ecoregion with field station Focus Areas.
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priority upland corridors to meet the habitat needs for migratory waterfowl,
shorebirds, and other federal trust species within California's Great Central Valley.

Conservation Targets

The Pacific Flyway Ecoregion proposed several habitat types as Conservation Targets using
the Conservation Standards process. These include the respective species associated with
each Target. As with the other Ecoregions, all proposed habitat type Conservation Targets
were ranked by the Core Team within the ecoregion with consideration of specific criteria
(number of Listed Species, Refuge Purposes, Existing Service Effort, Partner Priority,
Supporting Plans, Restoration Opportunity, Social/Economics, and Ability to Improve
Status) and given an average score. From this process, four conservation targets were
selected as Tier 1. priority and two were considered lower priority targets and identified as
Tier 2. This ranking process is detailed in the methods sections of this plan, and results are
shown Table PFE-1. As mentioned previously, one key goal for this plan is that 80% of
Partners Program efforts during the plan will be directed towards Tier 1. Targets. Tier 2.
targets that were considered are still eligible to be considered for projects, but effort will
be made to limit effort to 20% while still adhering to existing Partners Program policies.

Table PFE-1 Results of Conservation Target ranking processes
used to establish Tier 1. and Tier 2. Conservation
Targets for the Pacific Flyway Ecoregion.

Tier 1. Targets Habl.t at
Scoring
Managed Seasonal Wetlands 0.61
Stream/Riparian 0.63
Perm/semi-permanent Wetlands 0.49
Grasslands 0.51
Tier 2. Targets
Vernal Pools 0.33
Ponds 0.25

Target Viability Assessment (Current Condition)

In assessing the current conditions of the conservation targets, Key Ecological Attributes
were established for each target (Table PFE-2. viability assess table). Partners Program
Project Managers were surveyed to determine the current condition of the targets using
best available data and professional judgement, and indicator rankings were selected as the
current condition rating for each Conservation Target based on group consensus. The
conservation targets Managed Seasonal Wetland, Permanent/Semi-Permanent Wetlands,
Stream/Riparian, and Grasslands were all considered to be in fair condition, outside of the
acceptable range of variation, and requiring actions.
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Table PFE-2. Assessment of current conditions using Key Ecological Attributes (KEA) of the
Conservation Targets for the Pacific Flyway Ecoregion. Indicator rankings are based
on the percentage of biologists who scored the ranking categories using their best

professional judgement.

Conservation KEA KEA Type Indicator Indicator Ranking
Target
Poor Fair Good
Managed Seasonal Extent of available Landscape Acres of
Wetlands wetlands during Context p functional 20% 80%
migration (Oct 1-March 1) habitat
Permanent/Semi- Extent of available
. Acres of
permanent wetlands during key Landscape L.
: functioning 100%
Wetlands Spring/Summer months Context habitat
(April 1 - Aug 1)
Stream/Riparian Extent of functioning Landscape Acres/miles of
habitat p unimpacted 33% 67%
Context .
habitat
Grasslands Extent of functioning Landscape Acres of
habitat p functioning 33% 67%
Context :
habitat

Ideally, the indicator ratings would be quantifiable with data for current and future
conditions. However, much of this data is not available at the Ecoregional scale. The lack of
quantifiable data to establish current and desired conditions during this planning process

represents a data gap, and we set a goal to fill during the span of this plan.

Threats to Conservation Targets

Program managers initially identified over 18 items as threats to the Conversation Targets
during planning sessions. These threats were summarized to 11 human caused threats and
linked to their respective habitats and species (Table PFE-3. Direct threat table).
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Table PFE-3. Direct threats for Pacific Flyway Ecoregion Conservation Targets.

Habitat

Managed Seasonal
Wetland

Permanent/Semi-
Permanent Wetlands

Stream/Riparian

Native Grasslands

Species

wintering waterfowl,
migratory shorebirds, wading birds

Giant Garter Snakes, Tricolored
Blackbirds, migratory waterfowl,
resident breeding and post
breeding waterfowl, overwater
nesting birds

Western yellow-billed cuckoo, valley
elderberry longhorn beetle, least
Bell's vireo, riparian brush rabbit,
Central Valley steelhead, winter-run
chinook, spring-run

Chinook, native pollinators/
monarchs

San Joaquin kit fox,

CA tiger salamander, blunt-nosed
leopard lizard, Tipton’s kangaroo
rat, native pollinators/monarchs, CA
condors, Alameda whipsnake, giant
kangaroo rat, T&E herbaceous plants

Direct Threat

Land use conversion, lack of funding
and staff to purchase

easements, water availability, water
delivery timing, Agriculture, invasive
plant species, disturbance, lack of
staff/funding to update
infrastructure, water quality

Land use conversion, water
availability, water delivery

timing, agriculture conversion,
invasive species, disturbance, lack of
staff/funding to update
infrastructure, water quality,
mosquito abatement costs, high water
pumping costs

Land use conversion, invasive plant
species, herbicide/pesticide drift,
altered hydrologic regime

Lack of fire, invasive plant species,
land use conversion,
herbicide/pesticide drift, lack of
appropriate grazing management,
altered hydrology

Strategies, Objectives, and Goals
Seven restoration strategies were identified during the planning process (Table PFE-4,
Appendix G). These strategies will guide the development of projects aimed at remediating
the effects of the threats to the Conservation Targets. Table PFE-4 provides an overview of
the connection between the Conservation Targets, restoration strategies, and some key
treatments to be implemented under a given restoration strategy. Additionally, Table PFE-
4 identifies key species associated with the Conservation Target and the five-year
performance goals per Conservation Target. Appendix G provides in-depth detail on
treatments and the biophysical condition the treatments are designed to remediate.
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Table PFE-4. Summary tables showing five-year performance goals and key elements
associated with the Conservation Targets that were developed and utilized to
create Situation Models for the Pacific Flyway Ecoregion.

Conservation Target Restoration Five-Year
. Treatments
(Key Species) Strategy Performance Goals
Managed Seasonal Wetlands Wetland

Wetland restoration, wetland

(wintering waterfowl & Habitat 2,670 acres
; . . . enhancement
shorebirds, wading birds) Restoration
Permanent/Semi-Permanent
Wetlands
(giant garter snakes, Wetland .
southwestern pond turtles, tri- Habitat Wetlande;(}elsatrtl)é‘::rllc;rrll,twetland 195 acres
colored blackbirds, nesting Restoration
waterfowl, overwater nesting
birds)
Grasslands
(CA tiger Salamander, San
Joaquin kit fox, blunt-nosed
. . Upland
leopard lizard, Buena Vista Lake | Grassland . .
. , . establishment/restoration,
shrew, Tipton’s kangaroo rat, Habitat . 1,775 acres
. . . grazing management,
monarchs/native pollinators, | Restoration : i
. . Prescribed fire
Alameda whipsnake, giant
kangaroo rat, T&E herbaceous
plants)
Stream/Riparian
(least Bell’s vireo, yellow-billed
cuckoo, valley ?Ideil‘berry Riparian | Riparian Restoration, stream
longhorn beetle, riparian brush . . .
o } Habitat channel restoration, modify 215 acres
rabbit, winter-run chinook, . . .
Restoration instream infrastructure

spring-run chinook, Central
Valley steelhead,
monarchs/native pollinators)

Situation models were developed to graphically present the connection between
contributing factors, their direct threats to the target and the restoration strategies. The

situation models for each Conservation Target are shown in Figure PFE-2.

Pacific Flyway Ecoregion Conservation Targets

Managed Seasonal Wetland Habitat
The managed seasonal wetlands found in the Pacific Flyway Ecoregion provide critical
habitat for millions migrating waterfowl and shorebirds. Moist soil vegetation and aquatic
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invertebrates produced by the water management of these wetlands are the vital food
source for migratory birds. Additionally, the annual spring drawdown of these wetlands
provide important foraging areas for non-migratory wading birds and threatened reptiles
such as giant garter snakes. These wetlands also function as filters to improve the water
quality and help to recharge the groundwater aquifers. Project Managers restore and
enhance wetland habitats by providing a more open water habitat type, creating a diversity
of water depths, improving water management capabilities, and increasing hydrologic
connectivity.

Key Species:
Migratory Waterfowl Migratory Shorebirds Resident Wading Birds
Giant Garter Snakes

Regional Priority: Refuge Purposes, Listed /At Risk
National Priority: Species Conservation, Resilient Ecosystems

Permanent/Semi-permanent Wetland Habitat

Permanent/semi-permanent wetlands remain flooded during the summer months. Because
of California’s Mediterranean climate and lack of summer precipitation, permanent and
semi-permanent wetland habitats play a key role in sustaining resident wildlife
populations during the dry-hot season. Many of these species are threatened, endangered,
and/or are in decline. These wetland habitats are typically much deeper and generally less
productive than the managed seasonal wetlands but are often the only water sources found
in the summer. Dense emergent vegetation associated with permanent wetlands also
serves as thermal cover to migratory bird species in the colder winter months. Water
availability and reliable water delivery can be an issue when restoring these wetlands. Due
to these factors, Project Managers prioritize restoring these wetlands in strategic locations.

Key Species:
Giant Garter Snakes Tricolored Blackbirds Western Pond Turtles
Locally Nesting Waterfowl Overwater Nesting Birds California Red-legged Frogs

Regional Priority: Listed /At Risk, Refuge Purposes
National Priority: Species Conservation, Resilient Ecosystems

Stream/Riparian Habitat

Instream/Riverine habitat is one of the most important resources biologically, socially, and
economically in the Ecoregion. This habitat type supports several species of anadromous
and resident fish that are of cultural and economic significance and provides critical
ecosystem services. Project Managers restoring and enhancing these habitats are focused
on reestablishing geomorphic process, providing in-stream habitat complexity, off-channel
habitat, and improving water quality.
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Key Species:

Chinook Salmon Central Valley Steelhead Yellow-billed Cuckoo
Least Bell’s Vireo Overwater Nesting Birds California Red-legged Frogs
Locally Nesting Waterfowl

Regional Priority: Listed /At Risk, Interjurisdictional fish
National Priority: Species Conservation, Habitat Connectivity, Resilient Ecosystems

Grasslands Habitat

Native grassland habitats contain some of the greatest diversity of federally threatened and
endangered species in the Region. Nearly 90 percent (197) of California’s rare and
endangered species inhabit the State’s grassland ecosystems (California Native Grasslands
Association, http://www.cnga.org). Degradation of these habitats occurs through changes
in plant composition and structure from encroachment by conifers, fire suppression, urban
development, and the conversion of land to agriculture. Project Managers commonly use
prescribed burns, mowing, controlled grazing, and hand removal to control the overload of
annual grass thatch and/or the spread of non-native invasive plant species.

Key Species:
San Joaquin Kit Fox California Tiger Salamander Giant Kangaroo Rat
Alameda Whipsnake Tipton’s Kangaroo Rat Buena Vista Lake Shrew
Blunt-nosed Leopard Lizard CA Condor Monarch Butterfly
Native Pollinators Listed Herbaceous Plants

Regional Priority: Listed /At Risk Species
National Priority: Species Conservation, Resilient Ecosystems
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Sierra-Cascades Ecoregion
Introduction

Ecological Setting

The Sierra-Cascades Ecoregion encompasses most of the westward-draining Southern
Cascade and Northern Sierra Nevada Mountain ranges and separates the Central Valley to
the west and Great Basin to the east (Figure SCE-1) This Ecoregion is a significant source
water area to the California Central Valley and San Francisco Bay Delta through a system of
stream and river corridors. Low gradient and broad valley meadows and floodplains are
diversity hotspots of the Sierra-Cascades Ecoregion. Although these meadows and
floodplains make up a disproportionately smaller area than surrounding forested habitats,
they have unique hydrology that supports habitat areas and migration corridors for high
concentrations of aquatic, terrestrial, avian, and plant species. These two environments
also provide important ecosystem services including water storage, groundwater recharge,
flood attenuation, fertile soils, and carbon sequestration.

Meadows and floodplains of the Sierra-Cascades Ecoregion are generally characterized by
low gradient areas of finer grained soils, frequent periodic flooding, and migrating stream
channels. They additionally have greater productivity and herbaceous cover than the
surrounding mountainous grassland and forested landscape. These unique conditions
result in habitat areas that shift between terrestrial and aquatic with a high diversity of
plants and animals including sensitive species and migratory birds. Degradation of these
ecosystems have resulted from a variety of past land management practices and naturally
occurring disturbance events causing stream channel incision, disconnections between
stream and riparian areas, and overall dryer meadow and floodplain conditions. Since the
late 1800’s over-grazing, road building, mining, logging, ditching, urbanization, water
management, levee construction and climate change have contributed to a decline in
habitat quality and hydrologic function of these ecosystems. Restoration actions will focus
on identifying and addressing causes of degradation at the watershed and project site
scales and restoring components of dynamic fluvial and ecosystem process along stream
and river corridors.

Partners Program Overview

The Partners Program in the Sierra-Cascades is implemented by three Project Managers
located within the Ecoregion at Modoc NWR and the Habitat Restoration Division in
Auburn. Two of the three project managers work exclusively within the Sierra-Cascades
Ecoregion and one works across multiple ecoregions. Approximately $225,000 are
obligated annually to habitat improvement projects within the ecoregion.
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Figure SCE-1. Map of the Sierra-Cascades Ecoregion with field station Focus Areas.
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Conservation Planning

Ecoregion Scope and Vision

Sierra-Cascades Ecoregion Core Team agreed that the scope of this plan would be target-
based and focused on the conservation of high priority habitats found in the northern
Sierra Nevada and southern Cascade Mountain ranges. The scope sets the boundaries of the
Partners Program the duration of the plan and the vision statement describes what the
Partners Program will strive to achieve, The Sierra-Cascades Ecoregion vision statement is:

Over the next 5 years, we will work collaboratively with landowners and stakeholders
to restore hydrologic function and sediment processes in degraded meadow complexes
and stream habitats within the Sierra-Cascades Ecoregion for the benefit of habitat
diversity and resiliency; water quality and quantity; and wildlife refugia during and
after wildfires.

In the Sierra-Cascades Ecoregion, four habitat types were proposed for consideration as
Conservation Targets. All proposed habitat type Conservation Targets were ranked by the
Partners Program Project Managers within the Ecoregion by considering specific criteria
including number of listed species; refuge purposes; U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service effort;
partner priority; supporting plans; restoration opportunity; social/economics; and ability
to improve status. Each Target was rated against these criteria and scored following the
description in the Methods section of this plan. From this process, three conservation
targets: Meadow Complexes, Streams, and Riparian were selected as Tier 1 priorities and
one Target (Timber) was determined to be a Tier 2 priority. The ranking process is detailed
in the methods section of this plan, but Table SCE-1 illustrates the results from the ‘average
rank’ method. The goal of this plan is to direct 80% of the Partners Program efforts
towards Tier 1 Conservation Targets. Tier 2 Targets can still be considered on an as needed
basis with the remaining 20% of Program efforts.

Table SCE-1 Results of Conservation Target ranking processes used
to establish Tier 1 and Tier 2 Conservation Targets for
the Sierra-Cascades Ecoregion.

Tier 1 Targets Habl.t at
Scoring

Meadow 0.72

Stream 0.65

Riparian 0.47

Tier 2 Targets

Timber 0.26

National and Regional Priorities

The processed used to select Conservation Targets and the implementation of habitat
restoration projects directed at Tier 1 targets over the lifespan of this plan will ensure that
the Partners Program is working in support of both National and Regional Partners for Fish
and Wildlife Program priorities.
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Target Viability Assessment (Current Condition)

In assessing the current conditions of the Conservation Targets, Key Ecological Attributes
were established for each target (Table SCE-2. viability assessment table). Biologist were
surveyed to determine the current condition of the targets using best professional
judgement. The current condition rating with the highest number of votes was selected as
the Indicator Ranking for each Conservation Target. Instream and Riparian Habitat types
were considered to be in fair condition, outside of the acceptable range of variation and
requiring actions. Wet meadow habitat was determined to be in poor condition indicating
that restoration of the target is more challenging than others.

Ideally, the indicator ratings would be quantifiable data (i.e., acres/miles) and there would

be quantifiable metrics for the future desired condition of the targets, this data is lacking at

the Ecoregional scale. The lack of quantifiable data to establish current and desired

conditions data-gap identified during this planning process is a goal to be addressed during

the life of this plan.

Table SCE-2. Assessment of current conditions using Key Ecological Attributes (KEA) of the
Conservation Targets for the Sierra-Cascades Ecoregion. Indicator rankings are based on the
percentage of biologists who scored the ranking categories using their best professional

Jjudgement.
O aauon KEA KEA Type Indicator Indicator Ranking
Target
Poor Fair Good
Wet Meadow Number of meadows with Landscape Acres of
Habitat connected floodplain p functional 60%
Context .
habitat
Riparian Habitat Extent of habitat available
. . Acres of
during key life stages of Landscape ..
e functioning 56%
Pacific Flyway Context habitat
Waterbirds
Instream Habitat ~ Extent of functioning Acres/miles of
. Landscape )
habitat unimpacted 80%
Context .
habitat

Threats to Conservation Targets

Program biologist initially identified over 25 threats to the Conversation Targets during
planning sessions. These threats were summarized to 12 human caused threats and linked
to their respective habitats and species (Table SCE-3. Direct threat table).
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Table SCE-3. Direct threats for Sierra-Cascade Ecoregion Conservation Targets.

Habitat
Meadow Complexes

Riparian

Instream

Species
Cascades frog, beaver,
Sandhill cranes, mountain
yellow-legged frog (northern
DPS), Sierra Nevada yellow-
legged frog, southwestern
willow flycatcher, wolves,
locally nesting waterfowl,
wintering waterfowl

southwestern willow
flycatcher, migratory birds

Central Valley steelhead,
spring-run chinook, foothill
yellow-legged frog, CA red-
legged frog, beaver, Shasta
crayfish,

Direct Threat
Stream/ ditch incision, over
grazing, infrastructure
constrictions, undersized
culverts, undersized bridges,
loss of natural disturbance
regimes(i.e., fire), reduced
ground water capacity,
conifer encroachment

Over grazing, cattle trampling
of bank form, catastrophic
fire, riparian clearing, altered
hydrology

Cattle trampling and nutrient-
loading, infrastructure
constrictions (under-sized
culverts, undersized bridge,
stream diversions, stream
barriers, altered hydrology

Strategies, Objectives, and Goals

Six restoration strategies were identified during the planning process (Table SCE-4),
Appendix D), these strategies will guide the development of projects aimed at remediating
the effects of the threats to the Conservation Targets. Table SCE-4 provides an overview of
the connection between the Conservation Targets, Restoration Strategies, and some key
treatments to be implemented under each restoration strategy. Additionally, Table SCE-4
identifies key species associated with Conservation Targets and the five-year performance
goals per Conservation Target. Appendix H provides in-depth detail on treatments and the
biophysical condition the treatments are designed to remediate.

Pacific Southwest Region: Partners Program Strategic Plan 2022-2026 65



Table SCE-4. Summary tables showing five-year performance goals and key elements
associated with the Conservation Targets that were developed and utilized to
create Situation Models for the Sierra-Cascades Ecoregion.

. . Five-Year
Conservation Target Restoration
. Threats Treatments Performance
(Key Species) Strategy
Goals
Wet Meadow
L Channel
(Cascades frog, Stream incision, water Lo
; : : Instream |reactivation, reconnec
mountain yellow- diversions . .
. . Habitat |t floodplains, manage | 1,500 acres
legged frog, Sierra over grazing, faulty . . .
. Restoration | grazing, prescribed
Nevada yellow-legged infrastructure fire
frog, sandhill crane)
L Stream incision, water o Reconnect floodplain,
Riparian diversion Riparian razing management
(Southwestern Willow f . o Habitat |58 5¢! ’ 2 miles
over grazing, riparian clea ) riparian fencing,
lycatcher) ; Restoration o :
ring riparian plantings
Instream Channel realignment,
(Shasta crayfish, Stream incision, water Instream . s ’
. . . . instream habitat .
Central diversion, over grazing, Habitat 3 miles
. ) . ) enhancement, flood
Valley steelhead, spring|  altered fire regime Restoration . .
. plain reconnection
-run chinook)

Situation models were developed to graphically present the connection between

contributing factors, their direct threats to the target and the restoration strategies. The
situation models for each Conservation Target and presented in Figure SCE-2.

Sierra-Cascades Ecoregion Conservation Targets

Wet Meadow Habitat

Wet meadows in the Sierra-Cascades Ecoregion are the headwaters to major rivers flowing
into the San Francisco Bay Delta. Meadows contain shallow water tables that support
wetland, riparian, stream, and lacustrine habitats. These areas are essential for most
sensitive species in the high elevations and are also critical areas of climate change refugia.
There are approximately 191,000 acres of mountain meadows throughout the high
elevations of the Sierra-Cascades Ecoregion, of which an estimated 90,000 acres, or nearly
50%, are in a degraded state. Nearly half of these degraded meadows are estimated to be
on private lands, providing excellent opportunities for Partners Program to support
restoration and enhancement efforts.
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Meadow stream channels change over time and maintain meadow vegetation and habitat
diversity through processes of erosion and deposition as stream channels migrate across a
meadow. Past management actions often resulted in excessive straightening and
downcutting of meadow streambeds leading to a lower local water table and successional
changes to drier and less dynamic meadow systems. A variety of restoration actions are
currently utilized to restore these habitats including removing or modifying infrastructure
such as culverts or road berms to open stream corridors and restore wet meadow
hydrology and channel migration; grazing management that promotes diverse riparian
vegetation communities; and beaver restoration approaches that increase water and
sediment storage and encourage greater stream channel and meadow floodplain
interaction.

Key Species:
Mountain Yellow-legged Frog Sandhill Cranes Cascades Frog
Sierra Nevada Mountain Yellow- Southwestern Willow
legged Frog Flycatcher

Riparian Habitat

Riparian areas are the critical interface between our riverine and upland habitats and when
fully functioning, can mediate negative impacts to the aquatic resources of the Ecoregion.
Additionally, these habitats provide a variety of ecosystem services such as, delivering
allochthonous productivity to aquatic systems, stabilizing stream banks, and providing
habitat for a variety bird, mammal, and plant species. Southwestern Willow flycatchers are
dependent on healthy riparian areas within this ecoregion. Project Managers restore these
habitats by developing grazing plans, fence installing fence, planting native trees, shrubs,
and grasses, and removing invasive species.

Key Species:
Southwestern Willow Flycatcher

Instream Habitat

Instream/Riverine habitat is one of the most important resources biologically, socially, and
economically in the Ecoregion. This habitat type supports federally listed species of
anadromous fish and crustaceans that are of cultural and economic significance and
provides critical ecosystem services. Project Managers working in these habitats are
focused on reestablishing geomorphic process through the reconnection of the floodplain,
providing in-stream habitat complexity, off-channel habitat, and removal of faulty
infrastructure.

Key Species:
Shasta Crayfish Spring-run Chinook Central Valley Steelhead

Pacific Southwest Region: Partners Program Strategic Plan 2022-2026 67









Coastal California Ecoregion
Introduction

Ecological Setting

The Coastal California Ecoregion consists of three main components: the San Francisco Bay
foothills primarily Napa, Sonoma, Alameda, Contra Costa, and Santa Clara counties; the
Central Coast ranging from southern Santa Cruz to northern Los Angeles Counties, and the
southern component taking in San Diego and a small portion of Riverside Counties (Figure
CCE-1). The northern area is comprised of anadromous fish-bearing streams, oak
woodlands, annual grasslands, and chaparral covered hillsides. The Central Coast provides
an intact and rural landscape comprised of annual grasslands, vernal pools, oak woodlands,
ponds, wetlands, and riparian habitat types. The southern focus area represents the coastal
watersheds in northern San Diego County, southern Orange County, and southwestern
Riverside County containing coastal sage scrub chaparral, grassland, oak woodland,
riparian and freshwater wetland habitat types.

Across the California coast, Partners Program efforts will focus on identifying, enhancing,
and restoring priority habitats to benefit Federal trust species, improve habitat
connectivity, and restore ecological processes. Restoration and enhancement within the
Coastal California Ecoregion are critical to mitigating the effects of climate change by
reducing habitat fragmentation, maintaining habitat connectivity, and promoting fish and
wildlife migration or movement to adapt to climate-change-induced habitat dynamics.

e The San Francisco Bay focus area provides a unique opportunity
to restore and conserve priority habitats in somewhat densely populated areas
surrounded by large privately owned cattle ranches and formally designated open
space. A mutual desire to preserve the remaining undeveloped lands has led to a
shared goal between private landowners and the conservation community to
preserve the natural viewsheds and the working agricultural lands with the
knowledge that both the economy and fish and wildlife will benefit.

The Central Coast Focus Area consists of 675,000 acres of private lands and spans from
northern Los Angeles County to Santa Cruz County. This focus area is comprised of several
discrete geographic areas that represent the highest priority restoration potential for the
benefit of Federal trust species. These areas include monarch butterfly overwintering
groves, Ventura and Los Angeles County wildlife corridors, Santa Barbara County working
landscapes, and southern San Luis Obispo County watersheds. Restoration efforts in this
Focus Area will center on monarch butterfly overwintering sites, grasslands, freshwater
wetlands, oak woodlands, and riparian corridors. These areas include monarch butterfly
overwintering groves, Ventura and Los Angeles County wildlife corridors, Santa Barbara
County working landscapes, and southern San Luis Obispo County watersheds.
e Within the southern Focus Area, many landscapes remain intact despite the
pressure of urbanization. In collaboration with private landowners to conserve and
restore these private lands, the Partners Program will focus on the areas between
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Figure CCE-1. Map of the Coastal California Ecoregion with field station Focus Areas.
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e mitigation lands and larger regional habitat preserves. In recent years, native
pollinators and monarch butterflies have become important resources to consider
in restoration and public outreach. We have been able to add components to our
restoration work such as expanding existing and restoring new areas with the
appropriate native milk weed plants to help sustain pollinator and Monarch
populations.

Partners Program Overview

The Partners Program in the California Coastal Ecoregion is currently implemented by
three Project Managers, stationed at the Habitat Restoration Division (Auburn), the
Ventura Fish and Wildlife Office (Ventura) and at Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife Office in
Carlsbad. Two of the three (Ventura and Carlsbad) work exclusively within this ecoregion
and one works across multiple other ecoregions. Approximately $225,000 are obligated
annually to habitat improvement projects within this ecoregion.

Conservation Planning

Ecoregion Scope and Vision

In the development of this plan, Core Team members agreed that a Target-based scope is
most appropriate for the Partners Program. This means that Service priorities are best met
within the geographic focus of the California Coast from the San Francisco Bay to the
Mexico border using a Target-based approach for setting habitat restoration priorities. The
scope of the Coastal California Ecoregion is to develop a 5-year strategic plan running from
2022-2026, with goals and objectives for the Partners Program to support voluntary
conservation and resilience of coastal California ecosystems and processes that restore and
protect native habitats and species.

The California Coastal Ecoregion vision statement is:

Through partnerships, the health and climate resilience of coastal California
ecosystems that support diverse native habitats and species will be improved within
the next five years.

Conservation Targets

In the California Coastal Ecoregion, four habitat types and 19-species were proposed for
consideration as priority Conservation Targets. All proposed targets were analyzed by a
habitat-based type analysis. The goal of this analysis overall was to refine this proposed list
of targets based on Service and Program priorities resulting in the identification of the
highest priority targets (Tier 1. Conservation Targets) for the Program.

The identification of Tier Two targets was used to document all the habitat/species that
were considered during the prioritization process. Our goal for this plan is to direct 80% of
project efforts and funding towards Tier 1 targets over the course of its five-year period..
This enables the Program Project Managers to focus on the targets while retaining
flexibility desired to meet many conservation needs along the California Coastal Ecoregion.
Program Policy still applies to the remaining 20% efforts. We did not prioritize within the
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Tier 1. Conservation Targets, nor did we develop all the details for the Tier 2. or other
targets.

The habitat-based target selection process is detailed in the methods sections of this plan
and resulted in three Tier 1. targets for the California Coastal Ecoregion. They are Riparian
and Streams, Freshwater Wetlands and Grasslands. The Riparian and Stream Habitat
scored the highest in the habitat-based process (0.74) and the remaining target scores
ranged from 0.47 to 0.30. Table CCI-1 shows the Targets and the results of the ranking
process.

Table CCE-1. Results of two Conservation Target ranking
processes used to establish Tier 1. and Tier 2.
Conservation Targets for the CA Coastal

Ecoregion.

Tier 1. Targets Habl.tat
Scoring

(in Rank order)

Riparian and Stream Habitat 0.74

Freshwater Wetland Habitat 0.47

Grassland Habitat 0.43

Tier 2. Target

Woodland Habitat 0.30

National and Regional Priorities

The process used to select Conservation Targets and the implementation of habitat
restoration projects directed at Tier One targets over the lifespan of this Plan will ensure
that the Partners Program is working in support of both National and Regional Partners
priorities.

Target Viability Assessment (Current Conditions)

In assessing the current conditions of the conservation targets, Key Ecological Attributes
were established for each target (Table CCE-2). Project Managers were surveyed to
determine the current condition of the targets using best professional judgement. The
highest percentage of Project Managers that selected a particular indicator ranking
determined the current condition estimated rating for each Conservation Target.
Riparian/Stream and Grassland Habitats were considered to be in fair condition, which is
outside of the acceptable range of variation and requiring actions. The Freshwater Wetland
Habitat was determined to be in poor condition indicating that restoration of the target is
more challenging than the other targets.
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Table CCE-2. Assessment of current conditions using Key Ecological Attributes (KEA) of the
Conservation Targets for the California Coastal Ecoregion. Indicator rankings are
based on the percentage of biologists who scored the ranking categories using their
best professional judgement.

Conservation KEA KEA Type Indicator Indicator Ranking
Target
Poor Fair Good
Riparian and Extent of functioning Acres and miles
Stream Habitat habitat available for key Landscape )
. - of functional 57%
species within the Context .
. habitat
Ecoregion
Freshwater Extent of functioning Acres of
Wetland Habitat habitat available for key Landscape .
. s functional 100%
species within the Context .
. habitat
Ecoregion
Grassland Habitat  Extent of functioning
habitat available for key Landscape  Acres of native 839%
species within the Context vegetation 0
Ecoregion

Ideally indicator ratings would be quantified with existing data to add rigor. For example,
we would estimate acres/miles of habitat necessary to support healthy targets, and there
would be quantifiable metrics for the future desired condition of the targets. These data are
currently lacking at the Ecoregional scale for these targets in the Coastal California
Ecoregion. The lack of quantifiable data to establish current and desired conditions does
note a data-gap that was clearly identified during this planning process, which we
established as a goal to be addressed during the life of this plan.

Threats to Conservation Targets

Threats to Conservation Targets

Program managers identified over 27 items as threats to the Conversation Targets during
planning sessions. These threats were summarized to 16 human caused threats and linked
to their respective habitats and species (Table CCE-3, Direct threat table).
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Table CCE-3. Direct threats for Coastal California Ecoregion Conservation Targets.

Habitat/Conservation
Targets

Species

Direct Threat

Riparian and Streams

Freshwater Wetlands
(ponds, springs, vernal
pools)

Grasslands

Coho salmon, Southern CA
steelhead, lamprey,
Monarchs/native pollinators,
Arroyo toad, Least Bell’s
Vireo, Yellow-legged frog, CA
red-legged frog, migratory
birds, unarmored three-spine
stickleback, southwestern
pond turtle, Arroyo chub

CA tiger salamander, vernal
pool fairy shrimp, riverside
fairy shrimp, southwestern
pond turtle, CA red-legged
frog, Monarch butterfly/native
pollinators, migratory birds,
T&E vernal pool plants
Monarchs/pollinators, Quino
checkerspot butterfly, San
Joaquin kit fox, Laguna
Mountain skipper, short-eared
owl, Northern harrier,
Stephen’s kangaroo rat

Invasive plant species, habitat loss,
climate change-drought, pollutants-ag
and urban runoff, invasive aquatic
predators (e.g., bullfrog), catastrophic
wildfire, fish passage barriers, flood
control, altered hydrology,
disconnected floodplain, decrease in
water quality, less water availability

Land use conversion, water
availability, invasive species, habitat
loss, unauthorized access and off-road
vehicle activity, infrastructure altering
hydrology

Invasive plant species, land use
conversion, herbicide/pesticide drift,
poor grazing management

Strategies, Objectives, and Goals
Six restoration strategies were identified during the planning process (Table CCE-4.
ecoregion table, Appendix F). These strategies will guide the development of specific
restoration projects aimed at remediating the effects of the threats to the Conservation
Targets. Table CCE- 4 provides an overview of the connection between the Conservation
Targets, restoration strategies, and some key treatments to be implemented under a given

restoration strategy.
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Table CCE-4. Summary tables showing five-year performance goals and key elements

associated with the Conservation Targets that were developed and utilized to
create Situation Models for the Coastal California Ecoregion.

Conservation Restoration Five-Year
Target Threats Treatments ]
(Key Species) Strategy Goals
Channel realignment,
Riparian/Stream Channel instream habitat
(coho salmon, modification, enhancement, low
Southern CA steelhead, incompatible Riparianand | impact process based
moer) E:Z;E/IZZ;ZZ?ZOFS g:razin.g, dredging, Stre.am restorat.ion techniqu.es, 5 Miles /200
T&E amphibians, leas;.‘ invasive species, Hablta't floodplain reco.nn'ectlon, Acres
Bells vireo, Unarmored improper Restoration road remediation,
Three-spined road/stream grazing management,
Stickleback) crossings native vegetation
planting
Freshwater
Wetlands Agriculture
(CA Tiger ;a_lama”der' conversion, reduced | L. o
southwescomn pona | vdroperiods | Ty |
decrease water . Vegetation management 15 Acres
turtle, CA red-legged uality. human Habitat
frog, monarchs, que L Restoration
migratory birds, ) dlst_urbance.,
western spadefoot invasive species
toad)
Grasslands Land use
(Quino checkerspot conversion, Grazing management,
butterfly, CA condor, incompatible Unland promote land
monarch butterfly, grazing, altered Hgbi tat stewardship, Prescribed 200 acres
San Joaquin Kit fox, hydrology, R . fire, plant native
Laguna Mountain herbicide/pesticide estoration vegetation, remove
skipper, short-eared | rift, invasive plant invasive plant species
owl, northern harrier) species

Additionally, Table CCE-4 identifies key species associated with the Conservation Target
and the 5-year performance goals per Conservation Target.

Situation models were collaboratively developed to guide discussions and graphically
present the connection between contributing factors, their direct threats to the target and
the restoration strategies. These models align the logical pathways between national,
regional, and local priorities demonstrating connections between higher-level threats and
restoration strategies. Situation models are shown in Figure CCE-2.
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Coastal California Ecoregion Conservation Targets

Riparian/Stream Habitat

Riparian/stream habitat was identified as the most important biological resource in the
Ecoregion. This habitat type supports three species of anadromous fish, of which two are
federally listed and one federally listed freshwater fish. Project Managers working in these
habitats are focused on reestablishing geomorphic process, controlling invasive plant
species, reconnecting the streams with their floodplains, replacing faulty infrastructure,
and improving water quality.

Key Species:
Coho Salmon Southern CA Steelhead Pacific Lamprey
Unarmored Three-spined Least Bell’s Vireo Monarch Butterfly
Stickleback

Freshwater Wetland Habitat

Freshwater in California is an extremely valuable resource biologically, socially, and
economically. The Partners Program will focus on restoring and enhancing vernal pools,
freshwater ponds and marsh, wet meadows, and springs. These wetlands provide habitat
for priority species including the western pond turtle and the California red-legged frog, as
well as various migratory bird species. Vernal pools provide habitat for many rare, state,
and federally listed plant species including California tiger salamander and federally listed
fairy shrimp species. Project Managers restore, enhance and establish these habitats by
influencing hydrological processes, adjusting local topography, invasive species control,
fence installation, and developing grazing plans.

Key Species:
CA Tiger Salamander CA Red-legged Frog Vernal Pool Fairy Shrimp
Southwestern Pond Turtle Western Spadefoot Toad Monarch Butterfly

Riverside Fairy Shrimp

Grassland Habitat

In California the areas that are now wide-open grasslands dominated by annual European
grasses were probably a mixed of native perennial grasses and native forbs. These areas
provide habitat for wide range of native species such as the California tiger salamander,
grasshopper sparrow, burrowing owl, San Joaquin kit fox, and giant kangaroo rat. Targeted
restoration projects can improve the biodiversity in these areas by implementing grazing
plans, removing invasive plants, and establishing native grasses and forbs (including
milkweed plants).

Key Species:
Quino Checkerspot Butterfly Laguna Mountain Skipper San Joaquin Kit Fox
Short-eared Owl Monarch Butterfly CA Condor

Northern Harrier
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Warm Desert Ecoregion
Introduction

Ecological Setting

The Warm Desert Ecoregion encompasses 34 million acres in the Mojave Desert and
Colorado Desert (the portion of the Sonoran Desert in California). Gently undulating shrub-
scrub plains with isolated abruptly rising low mountains characterize this ecoregion.
Elevations range from 280 ft. below sea level to 3,000 ft. above in valleys and basins with
elevations around 11,000 ft. in some mountain ranges. The Federal government manages
over 81% of this ecoregion with private land concentrated around areas with water. This is
the driest ecoregion in the U.S. with rainfall ranging on average from 2 to 10 inches
depending on location and topography. Due to the varied topography and isolation of areas
with surface water, this ecoregion has high biodiversity and high levels of endemism.

The Warm Desert Focus Area was delineated within the Warm Desert Ecoregion to align
the Partners Program efforts to deliver critical habitat conservation and restoration efforts
in six habitats that are essential for maintaining biological diversity in the desert as well as
maximizing resilience to climate change (Figure WD-1). These areas have more private
land than the rest of the ecoregion. Las Vegas, the largest City in this ecoregion, is included
in the Focus Area, since it is an Urban Wildlife Refuge Partnership City. There are many
opportunities to collaborate with community groups under the Service’s Urban Wildlife
Conservation Program as well as the Desert National Wildlife Refuge (NWR), which is an
Urban NWR. In addition to Desert NWR, four other NWRs are in or adjacent to the Warm
Desert Focus Area: Ash Meadows NWR, Moapa Valley NWR, Pahranagat NWR, and Sonny
Bono Salton Sea NWR.

Partners Program Overview

The Partners Program in the Warm Desert Ecoregion is implemented from two field
stations within the Service: Southern Nevada Fish and Wildlife Office (FWO), where there is
one full time staff person managing Partners Program projects in the ecoregion. In
addition, there is one full time Partners for Fish and Wildlife Biologist in the Carlsbad FWO,
who occasionally implements projects within the Ecoregion near the Salton Sea.

National and Regional Priorities

Strategies identified for the PFW Program in the Warm Desert directly tie to local, regional
and national priorities. National PFW Program priorities include species conservation,
habitat connectivity, and resilient ecosystems. These are complimentary to the regional
priorities of threatened and endangered species and Refuge purpose. The third regional
priority is interjurisdictional fish but there are none in the Warm Desert ecoregion.
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Figure WD-1. Map of the Warm Desert Ecoregion with field station Focus Areas.
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Conservation Planning

Ecoregion Scope and Vision

Restoration ecology and habitat restoration project implementation are the primary
practices used by the Partners Program to achieve conservation results. Priority is given to
those projects that benefit Federal trust and regional priority species. As such, these factors
were taken into consideration when narrowing the Warm Desert Ecoregion scope to one
that would allow efforts to be focused on those key ecosystems (Conservation Targets)
which provide a benefit to multiple species of interest. The Warm Desert Ecoregion vision
statement is:

For the next 5 years, we will contribute to developing and maintaining resilient
ecosystems and livelihoods through restoration of important habitat for listed and
endemic species via strong partnerships with private landowners.

Conservation Targets

The habitat-based Conservation Target selection process is detailed in the methods
sections of this plan and resulted in six Tier 1. Conservation Targets for the Warm Desert
Ecoregion: Springs and Springbrooks, Rivers and Streams, Marshes and Wet Meadows,
Salton Sea Wetlands, Riparian Forests, and Pollinator/Monarch Habitat. Each of these
habitat types support an array of Federal trust species and carries a unique set of
restoration and project challenges. Over course of the next five years, 80% of project efforts
and funding will be directed towards these Tier 1. Conservation Targets. That enables the
Program Project Managers to focus on the targets while retaining flexibility desired to meet
many conservation needs across the Warm Desert ecoregion. Program Policy still applies to
the remaining 20% efforts.

The delineation of these Conservation Targets was driven by a review of Federal trust,
Refuge, federally listed, and regional priority species occurring within the jurisdiction of
the Southern Nevada FWO and Palm Springs FWO. These species were then designated as
either Tier 1 or Tier 2 species with Tier 1 being priority. Tier 1 species were those where
>10% of their summer range or wintering range occurred within the jurisdiction of these
two offices AND >10% of the range was on private land or there was focal species/data
availability. Tier 2 species were those where <10% of their range occurred within the
FWOs jurisdiction and/or <10% of their range was on private land. Of the 56 species
evaluated, 32 were designated as Tier 1 species with pollinators, migratory birds, and
springsnails also identified as key species.

Tier 1 species were assigned to habitats, evaluated through a species ranking process, and
habitat scores were created by averaging the individual species scores for each habitat.
Ranking criterion were:

e The target is a high priority for the Service because it is a listed species or is
considered at-risk,
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e The target is a high priority for the Service because it directly supports a National
Wildlife Refuge purpose as stated in the founding legislation for that Refuge,

e Project Leaders and other Service programs in the local field stations currently have
efforts dedicated to conservation of this target,

e Conservation partners in the local area for this target rank this as a high priority
conservation need exhibited through conservation plans, conservation efforts,
and/or other documented efforts,

e Habitat restoration is an appropriate tool identified in citable sources (or by citable
experts),

e Opportunities exist for habitat restoration relevant to the PFW program (e.g., on
private lands) and are identified as a high priority tool for this target,

e Target condition impacts local community economic and social conditions, and

e Probability for improving recovery status or transition to ‘good’ status using habitat
restoration.

Table WD-1. Results of the Tier 1. species ranking process used to establish Tier One
Conservation Targets.

Tier 1. Conservation Targets Hab1.t at
Scoring
Springs and Springbrooks 5.7
Rivers and Streams 5.6
Marshes and Wet Meadows 5.5
Salton Sea Wetlands 6.1
Riparian Forests 5.7
Pollinator/Monarch Habitat 4

Warm Desert Ecoregion Conservation Targets

Springs and Springbrooks

The Nevada portion of the Warm Desert Ecoregion has over 465 documented springs. In
this dry landscape, these springs are critically important to a variety of wildlife species.
Springs can discharge water into a stream (springbrook) or into a pool and the water can
be cold, warm, or hot. Most of these springs are isolated or are grouped into a small spring
fed system(s). This isolation has allowed many endemic species to evolve, including
springsnails, aquatic insects, fish, amphibians, and plants. These species have adapted to
each spring’s unique habitat based on temperature, water chemistry and flow. Four of
these endemic fish are listed as endangered under the Endangered Species Act. Some of
these springs are tied to a deep carbonate aquifer fed by water from the Pleistocene. Other
springs are more dependent on seasonal flows and recharge and can be impacted by
climate change.

These distinct habitats are most threatened by surface water diversions, excessive
groundwater pumping, drought, and nonnative animal species. Nonnative animals such as
mosquito fish, mollies, bullfrog, snails, and crayfish outcompete and predate upon endemic

Pacific Southwest Region: Partners Program Strategic Plan 2022-2026 83



fish. Conservation actions in desert springs include moving the point of diversion away
from the springhead, improving water delivery systems, instream habitat improvements,
fencing, native plantings, and invasive plant species removal.

Key Species:
Amargosa toad Oasis Valley Speckled dace Shoshone pupfish
Hiko White River springfish Pahranagat speckled dace Springsnails
Migratory Birds Pahrump poolfish White River Springfish
Moapa dace Relict Leopard Frog

Rivers and Streams

The major river systems in the Warm Desert Ecoregion are the Colorado River and its
tributaries, the Amargosa River, and the Mojave River. Aquatic habitats in these systems
vary tremendously with isolation in some systems giving rise to unique aquatic species
assemblages. Five endemic stream fish are listed under the Endangered Species Act. Stream
segments are generally disconnected segments that may be seasonally ephemeral, such as
along Meadows Valley Wash and the Amargosa River or are small spring fed systems such
as the Muddy River and Pahranagat Creek. Rivers and streams are also movement
corridors for migrating birds and insects passing through the landscape.

There are many opportunities to work with partners to protect and improve these areas
for fish and wildlife. These systems are heavily impacted by water diversions, dams or
impoundments, excessive groundwater withdrawal, drought, and nonnative animal
species. Restoration projects in these habitat types typically include improving instream
habitat, improving water delivery systems, improving channel geomorphology, native
plantings, invasive plant species removal, fencing, and providing off-site water for
livestock.

Key Species:
Amargosa Canyon speckled Meadow Valley Wash speckled  Relict Leopard Frog
dace dace Virgin River chub
Arizona toad Moapa dace
Big Springs spinedace Pahranagat roundtail chub

Marshes and Wet Meadows

Marshes and wet meadows may be small and widely dispersed in this ecoregion, but they
provide important habitat for migratory birds and several endemic species. Marshes and
wet meadows are associated with springs, seeps, rivers, streams, and man-made ponds.
The Amargosa River system provides several important marsh and wet meadow areas that
support the endemic Amargosa toad and Endangered Amargosa vole. The endangered
Yuma Ridgway’s rail and other cryptic marsh bird species use marshes throughout the
ecoregion. In addition, flood irrigated pastures in historic floodplains creates wet meadow
habitat which is important to a variety of migratory birds.
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These important habitats are most threatened by excessive groundwater pumping,
drought, invasive plants, and nonnative animal species. Restoration projects include
enhancing/restoring the natural flow regime, native plantings, invasive plant species
removal, fencing, and providing off-site water to livestock.

Key Species:
Amargosa niterwort Migratory birds Tecopa bird's beak
Amargosa toad Pollinators Yuma Ridgway’s rail
Amargosa vole Spring loving centaury

Riparian Forests

The Warm Desert Ecoregion is a dry shrub desert with trees occurring only in the
mountains and along rivers, streams, and springs. Although small in extent, riparian forest
communities are very important to wildlife diversity across the landscape. The riparian
forests are critical to migrating birds and to riparian nesting birds. These forests are
dominated by cottonwood, Gooding’s willow, velvet ash, coyote willow, and honey and
screwbean mesquite. Three federally endangered birds nest in these riparian forests.

Riparian forests are heavily impacted by water diversions, excessive groundwater
withdrawal, drought, and invasive plant species. In particular, the invasive salt cedar tree
has done well in riparian areas where the river hydrology has been modified and can form
dense monocultures with low plant diversity. Common restoration projects include native
plantings, invasive plant species removal, vegetation management, improving channel
geomorphology, fencing, fuel breaks, and providing off-site water to livestock.

Key Species:
Least Bell's vireo Pollinators Yellow-billed cuckoo
Migratory birds Southwestern willow flycatcher

Salton Sea Wetlands

The current Salton Sea was formed in 1905 when Colorado River floodwaters breached the
Imperial Irrigation Canal, which was then under construction. For a while, water levels
were sustained by agricultural runoff from the Imperial Valley and inflows from the New
and Alamo rivers. Since 2000, water levels have been declining and salt levels have been
rising. With over 90 percent of California’s original wetlands gone, the Salton Sea is still one
of the most important nesting sites and stopovers along the Pacific Flyway. In the past, 90
percent of American white pelicans, 50 percent of ruddy ducks and 40 percent of Yuma
Ridgeway’s rails used the Salton Sea. Often found along the sides of irrigation ditches,
around 70 percent of burrowing owls in California occur around the Salton Sea and
Imperial Valley.

The biggest impacts to the Sea are declining water levels and corresponding decreases in
water quality. Agricultural drainage water sustains the Sea and comes with salts, fertilizers,
and pesticides. Coupled with a decline in freshwater that comes to the area, the Sea will
likely become too saline for fish populations. Additional threats include invasive plant
species and nonnative animal species. Restoration strategies include improving wetland
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infrastructure (such as dike, levees, pipes), improving water delivery systems, developing
new irrigation schedules, constructing vegetated swales to trap sediments and pollutants,
manipulating wetland habitat, and removing invasive plants.

Key Species:
American white pelican Desert pupfish Western grebe
Burrowing Owl Migratory birds Western snowy plover
California black rail Shorebirds Yuma Ridgway'’s rail

Pollinator/Monarch Habitat

Pollinators use all terrestrial habitats in the Warm Desert Ecoregion, but it is important to
focus on their habitats around the City of Las Vegas, the largest city in the ecoregion.
Working with the Desert NWR, the Service’s Urban Wildlife Conservation Program, and
community partners, the Partners Program can establish pollinator gardens in urban and
suburban areas. Since these areas are often near buildings with water and electricity,
gardens can receive supplemental water, increasing and prolonging flowering of native
plants. During dry years when there is almost nothing flowering in the desert, these urban
and suburban native habitats can provide important resources for pollinators. Other
priority habitats are wet meadows and riparian areas where there are more water
resources for flowering plants. Native milkweed species are found in these moister areas.

Threats in urban areas include tropical milkweed, invasive plant species, and nonnative
animals. Threats in rural areas include drought, wild horses and burros, and degradation of
wet meadows and riparian areas. Restoration projects include native plantings, irrigation,
fencing, and invasive plant removal.

Key Species:
Blue butterflies Monarch butterfly Queen butterfly
Cactus bees Native solitary bees Sphinx moths
Costa's hummingbird Native milkweeds Swallowtail butterflies

Target Viability Assessment (Current Conditions)

In assessing the current conditions of the Conservation Targets, Key Ecological Attributes
(KEAs) were established for each target. Ideally, the indicators would be quantifiable with
data for current and future conditions. However, much of this data is not available at the
Ecoregional scale for the Warm Desert. The lack of quantifiable data to establish current
and desired conditions during this planning process represents a data gap that can
hopefully improve during the span of this plan. Meanwhile, the selected KEAs will be used
at the project level to determine local site condition, set restoration objectives, and
measure project success.
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Table WD-2. Key Ecological Attributes and Indicators for the Warm Desert Ecoregion
Conservation Targets.

Conservation Target KEA Indicator

Springs and Springbrooks Physical integrity Degree of physical alteration
Rivers and Streams Instream condition Healthy aquatic habitat
Marshes and Wet Meadows Wetland vegetation Acres of functioning habitat
Salton Sea Wetlands Wetland vegetation Acres of functioning habitat
Riparian Forests Forested vegetation Acres of functioning habitat
Pollinator/Monarch Habitat Native flowering plants Acres of functioning habitat

Threats to Conservation Targets

Sixteen threats to the Conversation Targets were identified. These included threats that the
Partners Program cannot mitigate very well such as drought and development, but we felt
it is important to document, since many stakeholders identified these threats as concerns.
These threats and the resulting biophysical effects on the targets are documented in Table
WD-3.

Table WD-3. Direct threats and biophysical factors for Warm Desert Ecoregion Conservation

Targets.

Habitat Primary Threats Biophysical Factors
Surface Water Diversions
Dams and Impoundments

Loss of hydrologic features
Channel Modification b q |
; ecreased water volume
Spr?“gs and Excessive Groundwater Withdrawal
Springbrooks Loss of channel habitat

Nonnative Animal Species _ _ _
_ _ Decrease in species survival
Invasive Plant Species

Wild Horses and Burros

Channel Modification

Surface Water Diversions Loss of hydrologic features

Dams and Impoundments Decline in bank stability

Rivers and Streams . . . Loss of instream or off channel
Incompatible Grazing Practices .
habitat
Nonnative Animal Species . . :
Decrease in species survival
Invasive Plant Species

Marshes and Invasive Plant Species

Decline in resilience
Wet Meadows Altered Fire Regime
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Excessive Groundwater Withdrawal
Wild Horses and Burros

Surface Water Diversions

Decreased native plant
diversity

Loss of hydrologic features

Increased tree invasion

Salton Sea Wetlands

Invasive Plant Species
Nonnative Animal Species

Surface Water Diversions

Decline in water quality
Declining water levels
Increased contaminants
Increased salinity

Loss of hydrologic features

Animal die-offs

Riparian Forests

Invasive Plant Species

Altered Fire Regime
Incompatible Grazing Practices
Wild Horses and Burros
Surface Water Diversions

Excessive Groundwater Withdrawal

Increase of invasive plants

Increased fire frequency and
intensity

Decreased native plant
diversity

Decline in alluvial aquifer

Pollinator/
Monarch Habitat

Invasive Plant Species
Altered Fire Regime

Wild Horses and Burros
Surface Water Diversions
Nonnative Animal Species

Horticultural Species

Increase of invasive plants

Increased fire frequency and
intensity

Decreased native plant
diversity

Decline in wet meadows

A Threats Ranking analysis was conducted on the 14 threats which indicated that all
Conservation Targets are very highly or highly threatened except for Pollinator and
Monarch Habitat, which is moderately threatened. The threats analysis also indicated that
the highest threats across all targets were excessive ground water withdrawal, surface
water diversions, invasive plant species, nonnative animal species, and drought.
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Table WD-4. Threat ranking scores for individual threats to conservation targets for the
Warm Desert Ecoregion. Threats and targets scores are very high (VH), high (H),
medium (M), or low (L).

Summary
Direct Threat Conservation Targets Threat
Rating

Springs Marshes & Pollinator

/Monarch
Meadows Habitat

and Rivers and Wet Salton Sea  Riparian
Spring- streams Wetlands Forests

brooks

Altered Fire
Regimes

Invasive
Plant Species
Nonnative
Animal
Species
Incompatible
Grazing
Practices
Wild Horses
and Burros
Mining and
Energy

Development

Surface
Water
Diversions
Channel
Modification
Operation
and Presence
of Dams or M H M
Impoundmen
ts

Excessive
Ground
Water
Withdrawal
Barriers to
Movement

Drought
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Incompatible
Recreation L L L L L
Use

Strategies, Objectives, and Goals

Restoration strategies were identified during the planning process (TableWD-5), and these
strategies will guide the development of projects aimed at remediating the effects of the
threats to the Conservation Targets. Table WD-5 provides an overview of the connection
between the Conservation Targets, restoration strategies, and some key treatments to be
implemented under a given restoration strategy. Additionally, Table WD-5 identifies key
species associated with the Conservation Target and the 5-yr performance goals per
Conservation Target.

Situation models were developed to graphically present the connection between

contributing factors, their direct threats to the target and the restoration strategies. (Figure
WD-2)
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Table WD-5. Summary of Conservation Targets, objectives and restoration strategies that will
be employed to achieve five-year goals in the Warm Desert Ecoregion.

. L. . Five-Year
Conservation Target Objective Restoration Strategy Geoali
Enhance aquatic habitat at
desert springs and Aquatic habitat
Springs and springbrooks to make Restoration; .
. . . . 1 mile
Springbrooks populations of endemic improve/enhance
species more sustainable and hydrology
resilient over time
Create and restore conditions
. that su.pport self—susjcalr.ung River & stream .
Rivers and Streams populations of endemic fish in . . 5 miles
. restoration techniques
perennial reaches of desert
rivers and streams
Enhance and create marshes
and wet meadows to make Restore hydrology,
Marshes and Wet populations of Amargo.sa voles improve/enhance
Meadows and toads more sustainable hydrology, veg & 5 acres
and resilient over time and grazing management,
improve habitat for marsh native planting
birds
. . . Veg & grazing
Provide good quality breeding .
. . o management, native
o and migratory bird habitat in .
Riparian Forest - . planting, 25 acres
riparian areas, particularly for .
. improve/enhance
the 3 endangered birds
hydrology
Restore and/or enhance Wetland restoration,
managed wetlands to support Infrastructure
Salton Sea Wetlands migratory waterfowl, improvements, water 40 acres
shorebirds, and other wetland efficiency
obligate species. improvements
Pollinator/Monarch Create native habltat' gardens ' .
Habitat to educate the public about Native planting 5 acres
pollinators
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Great Basin Ecoregion
Introduction

Ecological Setting

The Great Basin Ecoregion (Great Basin) encompasses more than 72 million acres of
semidesert in the western United States. It covers the area from the east slope of the Sierra
Nevada, across much of Nevada, and to the Wasatch Mountains of the western Rocky
Mountains in central Utah. It is characterized by its basin and range topography with more
than 300 mountain ranges interspersed among long, broad valleys.

Salt desert scrub and sagebrush shrublands cover the valleys and lower slopes. Rising
above the valley floors, ecological systems include pinyon-juniper woodlands, mountain
sagebrush, open conifer forests, and alpine areas in the mountain ranges. Scattered across
the landscape are important aquatic, riparian, wetland, badland, and dune habitats. These
small, isolated areas highlight the Great Basin’s unique biological diversity: more than 280
plants and animals are considered endemic to the ecoregion. The Great Basin is home to
many sagebrush ecosystem dependent Federal trust species, including the Bi-State and
Greater Sage-grouse.

Although much of the area is managed by federal land management agencies, over 50% of
wet meadows, important habitats for fish and wildlife, occur on private lands. Private lands
tend to be located along areas with accessible water due to the preferred areas selected
during western settlement in the 1800’s. Partnerships with private landowners are
essential for conservation efforts to benefit Federal trust species.

Partners Program Overview

The Partners Program in the Great Basin is implemented from the Reno Fish and Wildlife
Office (FWO) with staff in Reno, Winnemucca, Elko and Modoc National Wildlife Refuge.
There are three full time staff and one State Coordinator managing Partners Program
projects in the ecoregion.

National and Regional Priorities

Strategies identified for the Partners Program in the Great Basin directly tie to local,
regional and national priorities. National Partners Program priorities include species
conservation, habitat connectivity, and resilient ecosystems. These are complimentary to
the regional priorities of threatened and endangered species, Refuge purpose, and
interjurisdictional fish.

Conservation Planning

Ecoregion Scope and Vision

Habitat restoration is the primary approach by the Partners Program to achieve
conservation results. Priority is given to projects that benefit Federal trust and state
priority species. Several factors were taken into consideration when narrowing the Great
Basin Ecoregion scope to one that would allow efforts to be focused on key ecosystems
(Conservation Targets) within Partners Program Focus Areas that provide a benefit to
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multiple species of interest (Figure GB-1). The Great Basin vision statement developed by
Partners Program staff is:

For the next five years, we will restore habitat and increase ecosystem resiliency for
wildlife and people through collaboration with private landowners and other
partners.

Conservation Targets

In the Great Basin, four ecosystem/habitat types were designated as Conservation Targets:
sagebrush shrublands, wet meadows and wetlands, intermountain rivers and streams, and
springs and springbrooks.

The delineation of these Conservation Targets was driven by a review of Federal trust,
Refuge, Threatened & Endangered, and regional priority species occurring within the
jurisdiction of the Reno FWO. These species were then designated as either Tier 1 or Tier 2
species with Tier 1 being priority species for the Partners Program in the Great Basin. Tier
1 species were those for which:

e >10% of their range occurred within Nevada/Reno FWO jurisdiction AND
e >10% of the range was on private land OR
e there was focal species/data availability and justification from Service staff and
partners for inclusion
Tier 2 species were those that <10% of their range occurred within Reno FWO jurisdiction
and/or <10% of their range was on private land. Of the 55 species assessed, 21 were
designated as Tier 1 species.

Tier 1 species were then nested within the habitats in which they occur with some species
occurring in multiple habitats. Of the eight key habitats identified, four were selected as
Tier 1 Conservation Targets as they had multiple Tier 1 species co-occurring on the
landscape and so face similar threats. Tier 1 species were assigned to habitats, evaluated
through a species ranking process, and habitat scores were created by averaging the
individual species scores for each habitat. Ranking criterion were:

e The target is a high priority for the Service because it is a listed species or is
considered at-risk,

e The targetis a high priority for the Service because it directly supports a National
Wildlife Refuge purpose as stated in the founding legislation for that Refuge,

e Project Leaders and other Service programs in the local field stations currently have
efforts dedicated to conservation of this target,

e Conservation partners in the local area for this target rank this as a high priority
conservation need exhibited through conservation plans, conservation efforts,
and/or other documented efforts,

e Habitat restoration is an appropriate tool identified in citable sources (or by citable
experts),

e Opportunities exist for habitat restoration relevant to the PFW program (e.g., on
private lands) and are identified as a high priority tool for this target,
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Figure GB-1. Map of the Great Basin Ecoregion with field station Focus Areas.
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e Target condition impacts local community economic and social conditions, and
e Probability for improving recovery status or transition to ‘good’ status using habitat
restoration.
Table GB-1. Results of the Tier 1 species ranking process used to establish Tier One
Conservation Targets.

Tier 1. Conservation Targets Habl.tat
Scoring
Sagebrush Shrublands 4.8
Wet Meadows and Wetlands 5.1
Intermountain Rivers and Streams 6.5
Springs and Springbrooks 6.0

Great Basin Ecoregion Conservation Targets

Sagebrush Shrublands

The sagebrush ecosystem is comprised of almost 24 million acres in the Great Basin and
occurs between 4,500 - 10,000 feet, from valley bottoms to higher elevations in the
mountains. Several species evolved specifically to thrive in sagebrush and include sage-
grouse, pygmy rabbit, pronghorn, and several migratory songbirds. In the Great Basin,
invasive annual grasses and fire are the largest threats to the persistence of the ecosystem.
Other pressures, if not managed appropriately, include energy development, incompatible
ungulate grazing, and recreation. While management of sagebrush uplands is
predominately by federal land management agencies in the Great Basin, particularly within
Nevada, there are still many opportunities to work with private landowners to enhance and
restore sagebrush uplands. Some of the common projects include removal of encroaching
pinyon-juniper, post wildfire herbicide treatments/seeding, and grazing management.
Project objectives are focused on improving or maintaining sagebrush uplands that also
support an undergrowth of native grasses and forbs.

Key Species.
Brewer’s Sparrow Dark Kangaroo Mouse Webber’s Ivesia
Sagebrush Sparrow Mule Deer Steamboat Buckwheat
Sage Thrasher Pronghorn Greater Sage-grouse
Pinyon Jay Greater Sage-grouse

Bi-state DPS

Wet meadows and wetlands

Wet meadows can be associated with rivers, streams, and springs in the Great Basin. In
addition, flood irrigation in historic floodplains creates habitat for wildlife species. Eight
counties across northeast California, northwest Nevada, and southwest Oregon were
identified by the Intermountain West Joint Venture as some of the most productive land on
the continent for livestock and wetland birds. Because 75 percent of the freshwater
emergent wetlands in this region are privately owned, these lands are essential for
strategic bird conservation efforts. Wet meadows across the Great Basin have been a focus
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for other large scale conservation efforts including the Natural Resources Conservation
Service’s Sage Grouse Initiative. While sage-grouse evolved to feed on sagebrush, they
move to wet meadows, springs, and streamside riparian areas in mid to late summer while
hens are raising their growing broods. Leafy plants and insects provide much needed
nutrition to sage-grouse and other wildlife species.

Grazing management and juniper removal are examples of strategies for enhancing and
restoring wet meadows. Removing the trees, thereby reducing the amount of water they
use, can increase water availability to a meadow. Additional techniques for restoration are
discussed in the following sections for Intermountain Rivers and Streams and Springs and
Springbrooks.

Key Species:
Greater Sage-grouse Carson Wandering Skipper Mule Deer
Greater Sage-grouse; Columbia Spotted Frog
Bi-state DPS

Intermountain Rivers and Streams

Intermountain rivers and streams include riparian areas, floodplains, and wetlands
adjacent to streams and rivers. Nevada’s Wildlife Action Plan notes that more than 75% of
Nevada’s species are associated with riparian vegetation. Many of the stream systems are
isolated with variable aquatic habitat characteristics which resulted in their support of
unique aquatic species assemblages across the landscape. Although extremely small in
extent, riparian communities are areas with increased numbers in wildlife diversity. The
presence of water either at or near the surface contributes to riparian systems being the
most productive habitats. They provide food, nest and den sites, cavity sites, hiding cover,
thermal cover, and corridors for migration and wildlife movements.

Threats to rivers and streams in the Great Basin include non-native invasive
plants/animals, surface water diversion, river channel modification, and other impacts that
result in nonfunctioning hydrologic regime. There are many opportunities to work with
partners to protect and improve these areas for fish and wildlife. Some of the ongoing
efforts of the Partners Program include enhanced grazing management systems (e.g., off
site water, fencing riparian, grazing plan), active stream restoration, integrated weed
management, and fish passage projects.

Key Species:
Independence Valley Speckled Cui-ui Columbia Spotted Frog
Dace Lahontan Cutthroat Trout

White River Spinedace

Springs and Springbrooks

Dotted across the arid Great Basin are springs which are vital to not only fish and wildlife
but are also important sources of water for livestock and other land uses. A spring occurs
where deep or shallow ground water flows from bedrock or natural fill onto the land
surface and forms surface flow (springbrook) or a body of water. Nevada has the most
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springs in the United States at over 25,000 springs. These spring systems provide habitat
for 165 of Nevada’s 173 endemic fish and aquatic invertebrates.

Water diversion, excessive ungulate grazing, groundwater depletion, recreation, mining
(de-watering activities), and establishment of non-native species are all threats to spring
systems in the Great Basin. The Partners Program is working with landowners to protect
and, when appropriate, restore spring systems. Projects include enhanced grazing
management (e.g., off site water and fencing), integrated weed management, and
restoration of hydrologic regime.

Key Species:
Relict Dace, DPS Independence Valley Speckled Columbia Spotted Frog
Dace
Clover Valley Speckled Dace Railroad Valley Springfish Springsnails

Viability Assessment (Current Condition) of all targets

In assessing the current conditions of the Conservation Targets, Key Ecological Attributes
(KEAs) were established for each target. Ideally the indicators would be quantifiable with
data for current and future conditions. However, much of this data is not available at the
ecoregional scale for the Great Basin. The lack of quantifiable data to establish current and
desired conditions during this planning process represents a data gap that can hopefully
improve during the span of this plan. In the near term, the selected KEAs will be used at the
project level to determine local site condition, set restoration objectives, and measure
project success.
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Table GB-2. Key Ecological Attributes (KEAs) and Indicators for the Great Basin Ecoregion
Conservation Targets.

Conservation Target KEA Indicator

Composition of native
Sagebrush Shrublands Vegetation perennial grasses, forbs, and
woody species

0 ) :
Sagebrush Shrublands Vegetation % cover of invasive annual

grasses*

Wet Meadows and Wetlands Vegetation % ground cover
Wet Meadows and Wetlands Vegetation Native plant species diversity
Wet Meadows and Wetlands Vegetation Productivity*
Wet Meadows and Wetlands Hydrologic connectivity Acres surface water*
Intermountain Rivers and . . s

Hydrologic regime Resilience*
Streams
ISrtlizzrrrrllzuntam Rivers and Hydrologic regime Floodplain connectivity
[ntermountain Rivers and Aquatic biota Nonnative aquatic species
Streams
Springs and springbrooks Physical integrity Degree of physical alteration
Springs and springbrooks Groundwater Surface discharge
Springs and springbrooks Aquatic biota Nonnative aquatic species

Diversity of riparian plant
species, functional groups and
age classes

Springs and springbrooks Native aquatic vegetation Presence/absence
*Measurable by evolving remote sensing techniques

Vegetation composition and

Springs and springbrooks structure

Threats to Conservation Targets

Through Service cross program coordination and partner meetings, Partners Program
biologists identified 13 primary threats to the Conversation Targets. Threats to the
Conservation Targets and the biophysical factors are outlined in Table GB-3.
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Table GB-3. High and very high (primary) threats and biophysical factors for Great Basin
Conservation Targets.

Habitat Primary Threats Biophysical Factors
Increase of fuels/invasive
annual grasses

Altered fire regime Increased fire frequency
J and intensity
Sacebrush Invasive plant species Decrease in native plant
Sh%ublan ds Mining and energy structural and species
Incompatible grazing practices diversity
Drought Decrease in vegetative
ground cover
Decrease/elimination of
native plant species
Decrease in extent of native
plant structural and species
Altered fire regime diversity
Invasive plant species Decrease of wetland -
_ associated plant species

Wet Meadows and Wild horses and burros o
Decline in wet

Wetlands Surface water diversions

Incompatible grazing practices

Drought

meadow/wetland resilience

Loss of hydrologic
topographic features

Increase in conifer
encroachment

Intermountain Rivers
and Streams

Surface water diversions
Channel modification

Dams and artificial barriers
Nonnative animal species
Incompatible grazing practices

Drought

Decline in bank stability

Loss of hydrologic
topographic features

Loss of instream habitat
Loss of off-channel habitat

Decrease in species survival

Springs and
Springbrooks

Wild horses and burrows
Surface water diversions

Channel modification

Decline in spring source
integrity

Loss of hydrologic
topographic features
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Dams and artificial barriers Loss of instream habitat

Excessive groundwater Loss of off-channel habitat

withdrawal Decreased flow

Nonnative animal species . :
Decreased species survival

Incompatible grazing practices

Drought

A threats assessment was conducted which highlights the level each threat affects the
Conservation Targets (Table GB-4). Partners Program restoration strategies will be
directed at reducing high and very high threats to Conservation Targets in the Great Basin.
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Table GB-4. Threat ranking scores for individual threats to Conservation Targets for the Great
Basin. Threats to targets are scored very high (VH), high (H), medium (M), or low

(L)
Direct Threat Conservation Targets
Sagebrush Wet Meadows In:g;x;:;u;:gin Springs and
Shrublands and Wetlands Streams Springbrooks
Altered Fire Regimes H M M
Invasive Plant Species H M
Wild Horses and Burros M H M H
Mining and Energy H M M M
Development M M M M
Surface Water Diversions H H
Channel Modification H
Dams and Artificial Barriers H H
Withdrawal M 7 :
Incompatible Recreation Use M L L L
Nonnative Animal Species L H H
Incompatible Grazing Practices H H H H
Drought H H H H

Strategies, Objectives, and Goals

The final stages of the conservation planning process included development of objectives
and restoration strategies for Conservation Targets (Table GB-5). The strategies will guide
the development of Partners Program projects aimed at improving current condition and
remediating the effects of the threats to the Conservation Targets. Appendix D provides an
overview of the connection between the Conservation Targets, objectives, restoration
strategies, and 5-year goals. Additionally, Table x identifies key species associated with the
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Conservation Target and the 5-year performance goals for the Partners Program in the

Great Basin.

Situation models were developed to graphically present the connection between
contributing factors, their direct threats to the target and the restoration strategies. (Figure

GB-2)

Table GB-5. Summary of Conservation Targets, objectives and restoration strategies that will
be employed to achieve five-year goals in the Warm Desert Ecoregion.

Conservation Target

Objective

Restoration Strategy

Five-Year
Goals

Sagebrush Shrublands

Native plant structural and

species diversity

Weed treatments
Fuel breaks
Prescribed grazing
Native planting
Grazing management

Brush management

12,300 acres

Wet Meadows and
Wetlands

Increase in wet
meadows/wetlands

Extend hydroperiod

Weed treatment
Native planting

Active and processed-
based restoration

Grazing management

Improve water control
structures

Brush management

7,500 acres

Intermountain Rivers
and Streams

Resilient riparian areas

Active and processed-
based restoration

Water crossings

Dams and
impoundments
(removal)

Nonnative fish barrier
Fish screens

Grazing management

15 miles

Springs and

Functioning springs that

Active and process-
based restoration

5 miles

Springbrooks support native biodiversity
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Dams and
impoundments
(removal)

Nonnative fish barrier
Fish screens
Grazing management

Exclusion fencing

Great Basin Focus Area Delineation

The Reno FWO Partners for Fish and Wildlife Program used a three-phase approach when
identifying Focus Areas (Figure GB-3). Delineation of the Focus Areas relied on the
development of a spatial model based quite heavily on landscapes that support a large
percent of focal species as well as a high percentage of private lands. The process also
included a vigorous in-reach and out-reach effort. This led to the selection of seven priority
areas within the Great Basin Ecoregion Focus Area (Figure GB-1).

Phase I: Focal Species

Identification of Focal Species: A list of focal species from the Conservation Target selection
process was compiled using several sources including: species listed under the ESA,
Federal trust and at-risk species, Birds of Conservation Concern, Nevada Department of
Wildlife, and California Department of Fish and Wildlife priority species. The scope of focus
area delineation included the Great Basin Ecoregion within the jurisdiction of the Reno
FWO. Only species from these sources occurring in this scope were used as part of the
analysis.

Evaluation of Species Range and Private Land Opportunities: Each of the focal species was
evaluated based on the percentage of their known range (not critical or priority) that
occurs within the scope and their presence on private lands. Spatial population or range
data available for the focal species were then evaluated to assess the proportion of the
population or habitat occurring on private lands as the Partners Program cannot fund on-
the-ground activities on federal or state lands. In some cases, species, or distinct population
segments for a species, occur primarily on public lands, and a different program or entity
would be necessary to work on conservation delivery.

Designation of Species Tiers: After evaluation of each species, they were designated as a Tier
1 or Tier 2 focal species. Of the 55 species reviewed, 21 were designated as Tier 1 species,
those species where 210% of their range occurred within the scope and >10% of the range
was private land OR there was focal species/data availability. The remaining 34 species
were designated as Tier 2 species, those species where <10% of their range occurred
within the scope and/or <10% of their range was on private land.

Phase II: Spatial Model
Data Collection: Spatial datasets were obtained that represented where Tier 1 species are
known or believed to occur, i.e., range-wide datasets.

Pacific Southwest Region: Partners Program Strategic Plan 2022-2026 106



Calculation of Species Richness: Species range-wide polygons were overlaid with a fishnet
grid created at a 2 km x 2 km (~1.24 mi) scale. Species richness was determined by
calculating the number of species within each grid cell. Species richness heat maps were
then created for each Conservation Target: sagebrush shrublands, wet meadows and
wetlands, intermountain rivers and streams, and springs and springbrooks. As well as a
map including all Tier 1 species. The Tier 1 species richness heat map (Figure GB-4)
provided the best depiction of priority species within the scope of the Reno Fish and
Wildlife Office.

Identification of Species Priority Areas: Priority areas were determined by selecting HUC 8
watersheds that aligned with the highest number of species. Conservation efforts focused
on these watersheds would benefit multiple species.

Phase llI: Focus Areas

Landscape Scale Assessment: Overlaying species priority areas (e.g., species richness heat
map) with priority areas for other conservation efforts in the area helped to fine-tune areas
and leverage our efforts. Examples of conservation efforts within our scope included:

e 4 Bird Spp Prioritization - Tack et al. (in review) dataset: Percent core habitat
prioritization values for four sagebrush obligate birds (Sage Sparrow, Sage
Thrasher, Brewer's Sparrow, Greater Sage Grouse) of the Sagebrush Biome. Data
Source: Jason Tack jason tack@fws.gov - USFWS, et al. ; Subsequent Data Processing
(simple dissolve operations): Matt Heller matthew heller@fws.gov - USFWS

e Secretarial Order 3362 - Improving Habitat Quality in Western Big-Game Winter
Range and Migration Corridors

e Nevada Shared Stewardship (https://forestry.nv.gov/natural-resource-
management/shared-stewardship) - A collaborative effort to expand working
relationships, jointly set priorities and implement projects at the appropriate scale,
co-manage risk, and share resources for the betterment of habitat and watersheds.

e Greater Sage-grouse core, priority and general habitat - U.S. Geological Survey,
Western Ecological Research Center, Dixon Field Station, Dixon. CA. Nevada
Sagebrush Ecosystem Program, Carson City, NV; Composite Management Categories
for Greater Sage-grouse in Nevada and northeastern California;
https://doi.org/10.5066/F7CCOXRV

e Greater Sage-Grouse Bi-State DPS - U.S. Geological Survey, Western Ecological
Research Center; General Habitat Areas within the Bi-State Distinct Population
Segment defined by modeling resource selection functions and utilization
distributions for greater sage-grouse populations. Data Source: Peter Coates,
pcoates@usgs.gov

e Lahontan Cutthroat Trout priority areas identified in the Updated Goals and
Objectives for the Conservation of Lahontan Cutthroat Trout (Oncorhynchs clarkii
henshawi) (2019)

Final Focus Areas: Focus Areas were delineated based on the above analyses and
assessments. Considerations were also given to present and projected budget and realistic
staff levels expected during this planning and conservation delivery timeline.
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Figure GB-3. Focus Area delineation process for the Great Basin Ecoregion within the Reno

FWO jurisdiction.
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Figure GB-4. Species richness heat map for Tier 1 species in the Reno Fish and Wildlife
Office jurisdiction in the Great Basin Ecoregion.
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Informational Boxes

Box 1. Strategic Habitat Conservation. Strategic Habitat Conservation.

Strategic Habitat Conservation (SHC) is an adaptive management framework that supports
the Service in delivering conservation through a more strategic and adaptive process
(https://www.fws.gov/landscape-conservation/shc.html). The SHC framework provides an
iterative process that guides management decisions on where and how conservation
actions should be delivered effectively and efficiently (Figure 1). A key component of the
SHC framework is the continued assessment of actions through an adaptive management
process to guide future conservation actions.

Functioning under the SHC framework, the Partners Program will be positioned to support
larger landscape efforts identified by Landscape Conservation Cooperatives and be
integrated into Landscape Conservation Designs as they are developed.

Figure 1 Strategic Habitat Conservation Process.
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Box 2. Ecoregional Conservation Business Plans.

The Region 8 Partners Program Strategic Plan calls for the development of a Conservation
Business Plan within each Ecoregion. These plans will provide the operational structure for
the Program across the region.

Over the past decade the conservation community has embraced the concept of
conservation business models (Keen and Oureshi 2006). In order for a business to remain
successful and relevant they must develop a business model that explains their purpose,
identifies markets, establishes how they’ll operate in these markets, and provides feedback
on their activities (Prahalad and Hamel 1990, Drucker 1994, Keen and Qureshi 2006). A
conservation business plan can be viewed in the same manner as a business plan.

Structurally, the Conservation Business Plans are the mechanisms from which the goals of
the regional plan are met through the action items identified within the individual office
action plan (see Figure 5 in the text).

These conservation business plans are intended to establish basic processes for moving
toward a more rigorous and unified Program within Ecoregions, which will contribute to
creating an enhanced landscape-scale based, strategic, and ideally, successful restoration
program for the Service and its partners. Ecoregions will have the flexibility in the
development of their plan to ensure it works for their geographic area, but it is expected
that all plans contain the same key components.

Key components contained within each plan will be:

e The identification of landscape level resource priorities and objectives necessary to
address these priorities

e The establishment of an ecoregional data management process and an ecoregional
project monitoring process

e A description of funding allocations from the Regional Office to each ecoregion

e An ecoregion-wide Workforce Plan

e Development of accountability measures; reporting needs; coordination and
decision rules; and approaches to revise processes that require changes

References
Drucker, P.F. 1994. The theory of the business. Harvard Business Review 70:96-104.

Keen, P. and S. Qureshi. 2006. Organizational transformation through business models: a
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Appendix

A. Klamath Business Plan 2014

B. Pacific Southwest Region Partners and Coastal Program Field Guide to Strategic
Planning 2021-2026

C. Supporting Documents referenced or consulted in the development of Ecoregional
sections of the Strategic Plan

D. Worksheet and interview questions for discussing priorities with Service leadership
and external partners.

E. Pacific Flyway Focus Area Development Analysis (2021 Dylan Wilder Report)
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Purpose and Scope

The Klamath Basin has a rich history of conflict surrounding water resources and conservation
issues. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (the Service) has a key role in protecting and
restoring trust resources in the Klamath, and often the Service’s efforts contribute to helping
resolve these conflicts. The Service’s Partners for Fish and Wildlife Program (Partners Program)
in the Basin is focused on restoring habitat on privately owned lands in partnership with others.
That responsibility is no small task and is critically important in the Klamath Basin since many
of the best opportunities for habitat restoration and conservation exist on private-lands. To add
to this, there is a cultural complexity and social dynamic in that geography that create substantial
obstacles at times for conservation efforts. This situation has been dramatically improving in
recent years, but the future is uncertain.

This document offers and solidifies several changes to the Partners Program in the Klamath
Basin compared to prior years. These changes are designed to improve Partners Program
implementation at the field station level as well as advance efforts toward integrating the
Partners Program with other Service programs and project partners across this landscape. This
Plan transfers more Partners Program responsibility and accountability to the field stations in the
Klamath yet requires more strategy and reporting at the Basin-scale. It charts a course for
eventually operating within a framework that further builds on the existing scientific basis the
Partners Program habitat restoration efforts by committing to adapting future projects to a
Strategic Habitat Conservation design to be developed collaboratively for the Basin overall. In
so doing, this plan actively anticipates the Partners Program role in the Service’s future strategy
and efforts in the Basin. Finally, this document attempts to clarify expectations regarding
funding, roles, and responsibilities for those functioning within the Service. This is an effort to
collectively manage the Partners Program in conjunction with the Service’s Ecological Services,
Refuges, and Fisheries Programs in the Basin. This Plan’s intent is to help position the Partners
Program a direction that is more easily coordinated with other programs thereby minimizing the
periodic confusion, controversy, and contention of the past. The collective efforts of all Service
Programs to more strategically and scientifically implement important habitat restoration, species
recovery, and monitoring projects in the Basin will have greater chance for success by all
programs and offices working together.

The intent is that this is a living document, and the ideas herein will evolve. When the landscape
related to habitat restoration in the Klamath Basin changes, this document will adapt after
collaborative solutions are developed. Discussions will be held about this document’s efficacy
on annual basis, and revisions will follow to best accommodate the situations in the Basin.
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1. Introduction

The Klamath River Basin (the Basin) is a priority conservation area for the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (the Service), and the Partners for Fish and Wildlife Program (Partners
Program) is one of the Service’s key programs in the Klamath Basin. The Partners Program
focuses on voluntary habitat restoration with private landowners but also collaborates with a
wide variety of stakeholders in the Klamath Basin. Program Project Managers, located in
Service field stations, implement dozens of habitat restoration projects each year within the
Basin. Original sources of habitat restoration funds in the Klamath Basin were derived from
Acts of Congress via both the Klamath River Basin Fishery Resources Restoration Act (1986)
and the Oregon Resources Conservation Act (1996). Funds provided to the Service from the
Northwest Forest Plan (1994) were also a source of habitat restoration support in the Basin from
1995-2005. These bills and the Northwest Forest Plan (in part) were intended to support the
Service’s involvement in projects targeting “ecological restoration”, economic stability, and
reduce the impacts of drought. Both pieces of legislation have since expired, but some funding
from their appropriations continues to support the Partners Program’s habitat restoration efforts
with private landowners. Despite the lack of organic legislation, habitat restoration in the
Klamath Basin represents a high priority solution for all types of water-related interests. This is
reflected in the Klamath Basin Restoration Agreement (KBRA; the Agreement) that was
negotiated over the course of many years by dozens of stakeholders, where habitat restoration is
a foundational principle and a key to the agreement’s success. While lack of Congressional
support likely caused the KBRA to expire, broad stakeholder agreement emerged through the
process of developing the Agreement that highlighted habitat restoration as a central tenant to
resolving the contention associated with the Klamath Basin’s water and fisheries issues
regardless of the fate of the Agreement. The Department of the Interior and the Service remain
committed to upholding their trust responsibilities in the Basin, and habitat restoration is a key
strategy to that end.

The Service has invested over forty million dollars in the Klamath Basin on habitat restoration
planning, project implementation, and monitoring via the Partners Program since 2007. This
investment has resulted in a long list of successes ranging from acres and miles of habitat
restored to social changes resulting in collaborations with historically unwilling landowners and
stakeholders. Throughout the Service’s history in the Klamath Basin, many sources of funds
other than Partners Program funds were directed toward restoration which resulted in the
Partners Program itself being influenced by various philosophies and perspectives from other
Service programs, field stations, and outside partners. Perhaps because of this, there is a record
of mixed success. Some long-standing criticisms and difficulties continue to impede progress to
some degree. This Program Plan (Plan) is intended to establish basic processes for moving
toward a more rigorous and unified Partners Program in the Klamath Basin, which will
contribute to creating an enhanced landscape-scale based, strategic, and ideally, successful
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restoration program for the Service and its partners. Key elements of this Plan are: the
development of an overall strategic plan for the Partners Program in the Klamath Basin; a new
funding allocation structure for field stations; a Basin-wide Workforce Plan; updated project
funding distribution; accountability measures; reporting needs; coordination and decision rules;
and approaches to revise processes that require changes. The establishment of an operational
structure and clarification of roles and responsibilities in this document is designed to enable
Service employees to work better as an integrated unit within the Klamath Basin.

2. Program Overview: Current Status (2015)

In 2015, the Service invested more than $4 million dollars to deliver habitat restoration projects
with private landowners in the Klamath Basin via the Partners Program. This includes project
implementation from three Service field offices (Arcata, Yreka, and Klamath Falls) and the
Klamath Basin Refuge Complex. Program funding to these field stations was either distributed
directly (for employee salaries or projects) or available for project funding in the Basin-wide
“Flex Fund”. This Flex Fund has traditionally been available to the offices for projects on a
competitive basis. In 2015, the Flex Fund was approximately $1 million.

Priorities and opportunities for habitat restoration projects vary across this landscape, creating a
suite of needs and issues that require some program flexibility. However, operating as a
contiguous Basin-wide Program can maximize effectiveness and efficiency. This Basin-wide
concept includes establishing tight links between the Partners Program and the other key Service
program priorities since habitat restoration is an important conservation tool in the Klamath.
Other Service programs with a strong presence in the Basin are: Ecological Services, Refuges,
and Fisheries. Various efforts over the years have attempted a Basin-wide design but with
varying success. The Basin-wide perspective could enable the Service to respond to changing
needs or opportunities that may arise in particular aspect of the Basin in a given year or funding
cycle. As in many watersheds, a landscape-scale perspective is necessary in the Klamath Basin
because many aspects of the Basin’s resources are inextricably linked.

3. Strategic Direction and Linkages to Other Conservation Plans

In FY 2016, the Partners Program will be developing the third generation of the program’s five-
year strategic plan. The latest planning effort will help the Partners Program to clearly
communicate its goals and objectives to our internal and external partners while demonstrating
that our restoration actions are delivered strategically within the a landscape context. Based on
the national requirements, the plan must contain landscape conservation design, Strategic Habitat
Conservation, and population objectives, where feasible. Exactly how Region 8 will meet these
requirements will be determined over the coming year, and for the Klamath Basin, it will depend
on the other similar planning efforts that are ongoing. As part of the Regional Partners planning
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effort, the Basin will be considered one of eight Partners Program Priority Ecoregions in Region
8. Establishing these eight Ecoregions for the Partners Program across Region 8 will better
enable the Program to function at the landscape scale.

Under the Partners Program Regional Strategic Plan, each Ecoregion (including the Klamath
Basin) will be required to develop a strategic plan for the Partners Program for the next five
years. In the Klamath Basin, this Ecoregional Partners Program Strategic Plan will step down to
individual office needs via action plans. It will consider existing office strategic plans, and will
eventually link tightly with the (KBRA) Fisheries Restoration and Monitoring Plan being led by
the Fisheries Program and the Landscape Conservation Design process being initiated by the
Science Applications Program. ldeally, the Partners Program Strategic Plan for the Basin will be
developed after these other efforts in collaboration with the Project Leaders, Project Managers,
and Regional Partners, ES, and Refuge staff. In concept, the Partners document will be a
Partners Program specific plan that will commit the Partners Program to focus on the habitat
restoration aspects of the Fisheries Restoration and Monitoring Plan and the Landscape
Conservation Design. It will identify the specific priorities and actions to be addressed by the
Partners Program under these other plans. It is expected that the Strategic Habitat Conservation
Team may have various roles in supporting such a strategy, and it too would also be closely tied
to the Landscape Conservation Design process. We recognize that these other documents and
efforts are early in development. However, the primary end goal is that the Partners Strategic
Plan for the Klamath Basin will be tightly linked to these other landscape-scale efforts where
they require implementing habitat restoration projects on private lands. The Partners Program
Strategic Plan and field office action plans will be amended to this Program Plan upon
completion.

The Partners Program strategic planning process will also contemplate the creation of a
“Restoration Needs Analysis” that should be developed for the whole Basin collaboratively with
Partners, Refuges, ES, and Fisheries involved. The outcome of this analysis will be a necessary
tool specific to the Partners Program and will eventually fit within and help inform the other
plans for the Basin. The Restoration Needs Analysis will be a collaborative review and analysis
of the types of restoration strategies that are most appropriate and effective in the various aspects
of the Basin. It will highlight locations where habitat restoration is most needed according to the
best available information at the time. For example, a review of LiDAR data could determine
the locations of levees within the Basin that should be addressed; California and Oregon could be
consulted to review the locations of fish migration barriers that need addressed; a GIS analysis
and field reconnaissance could identify locations of riparian fences and needed fences could be
identified and prioritized. This type of analysis will help inform Project Managers who
implement the projects and improve the ability to select projects based on existing information
founded in data.
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3.1. Interim Priorities

Recognizing that the Basin Partners Strategic Plan, Fisheries Restoration and Monitoring Plan,
and the Landscape Conservation Design will take substantial time and effort to develop, existing
Klamath Basin priorities will serve as interim Program priorities. That is, the Partners Program
will continue to support regional leadership priorities by emphasizing projects that support
restoration activities that were collaboratively identified by an array of partners in the KBRA.

These interim priorities will be subject to revision during the Regional Strategic Plan
development process that is currently underway. Priority should be given to those projects that
restore, conserve, enhance and/or protect aquatic systems in support of the recovery of aquatic
priority species (Lost River and shortnose sucker, Pacific salmon, steelhead, Pacific lamprey,
redband trout, bull trout, and Oregon spotted frog) and NWR purposes in the Klamath Basin. In
addressing regional priorities, field offices will take a tiered approach in developing and funding
projects. Tier one projects would be those supporting the above priorities with the goal of
improving water quality and quantity; restoring and maintaining healthy riparian habitats;
restoring function to aquatic systems; reconnecting aquatic habitats, including wetlands
(especially those supporting Pacific Flyway water-birds); providing stream bank stabilization and
other restoration efforts. Field Offices will make a concerted effort in developing and cultivating
projects that benefit these aquatic habitats to the degree possible given program policy and
available partners. The overall objective is that at least 70% of program funds across the basin
are obligated towards these tier one objectives. When field stations are unable to direct funds
towards tier one type projects, they will work towards habitat restoration, enhancement, or
protection projects that would support other priority species and actions identified in each
office’s strategic action plan. Even with these specific regional priorities, all habitat restoration
activities must be consistent with the Partners Program's policies, as well as with National and
Regional Strategic Plans, and contribute to specific performance measures in those plans.

3.2. Strategic Habitat Conservation

The Assistant Director for Science Applications has identified what constitutes the basic pillars
of Strategic Habitat conservation (SHC): strong science-base; measurable outcomes; engagement
with states and partners; and cross-program integration. All programs in the Region are expected
to contribute to successful implementation of SHC. The Partners Program in the Klamath should
be considered a key conservation delivery arm of the Strategic Habitat Conservation (SHC)
process. The Partners Program funding supports more than two-thirds of the Basin’s SHC
Team, and seamless integration with the SHC Team and the Basin-wide SHC framework is
expected eventually. The Project Leaders, Regional Office Program Leads, and the SHC Team
should work collaboratively to establish a Basin-wide approach to project implementation,
monitoring, data management, success evaluation, and adaptive management that focuses on
Partners-based restoration projects (not to exclude other programs that are completing restoration
projects). The Partners Program role will only be a piece of the overall Basin-wide SHC
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construct. The design of this effort for the Partners Program could be based upon the Past
Project Analysis of Restoration Projects in the Sprague River Basin (2011) . This study serves as
an example of how the Partners Program can potentially benefit from using a more scientific
approach within an SHC framework once all the elements of SHC for the Basin are in place. A
complete SHC framework includes Conservation Planning, Conservation Design, Conservation
Delivery, and Assumption Driven Research and Monitoring. Ultimately, these will be designed
and functioning at the Basin-wide scale inclusive of all Service programs and partners. The
Partners Program will be one element operating within that framework, and the Partners Program
implementation protocols will need to adapt to enable a better fit within the SHC framework.
Further, Partners funds can and will only support a portion of these activities directly; while
others will be funded by other programs or match funding. Those that can be funded with
Partners funds are identified either in Partners policy or below in Sections 4 and 5, where the
main focus is on habitat restoration projects (for 35% of the office funding). Some key elements
of the Partners Program that are anticipated to need development specifically for that purpose
will be (but not limited to):

@ Program and Project Goals and Objectives that eventually fit into and are driven by the
SHC conservation plans and design for the Basin.

(b) Implementation data collection standards that provide consistency in restoration project
implementation across the Basin for a specific project type.

(©) Monitoring protocols that are consistent (as much as possible) among projects and
designed to provide data that can be analyzed for whether restoration project types are
effective at meeting Conservation Design goals within the Klamath Basin landscape.

(d) A Data Management Structure that enables monitoring data to be reviewed and analyzed
in the context of the overall Conservation Design as well as available for assumption-
based research by partnering entities. Storage and management of project-associated data
must be linked to project scoping, design, implementation, as-built surveys,
implementation monitoring, and biological monitoring data is needed for project reviews
to be successful.

(e) Restoration project and project-type reviews and investigations that provide a thorough
evaluation of restoration project types enabling a more scientific approach to habitat
restoration efforts.

These elements within the Partners Program will begin to be developed during the Partners
Strategic Planning process that must be completed by July 2016. This plan will only identify the
above elements as necessary to be established for the Program during the 2016-2021 timeframe.
During that time (as motioned above), the Partners Program will participate in and ultimately
adopt the SHC design created through the Fisheries Restoration and Monitoring Plan
development or the Service’s Landscape Conservation Design process (that is currently
underway) or both. At this time, this Program Plan recognizes that much of this is subject to
change since these other Basin-wide plans are early in their development process as well. The
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bottom line is that SHC will be a key to in the LCD and Fisheries Restoration and Monitoring
Plan development in the Basin, and the Partners Program will participate in those efforts and
modify the Partners Strategic Plan to accommodate them once they are completed.

4. Annual Funding Allocation Method

Field station allocations have varied over the years, and the FY2015 model was formulaic with a
fixed amount directed to salary and project funds (respectively). That is, funds were allocated
based on the number of Partners Program staff within a station. Additional restoration project
funds were available to the Basin field stations via the Flex Fund that was about $1 million in
2015. This approach provided some improvement over the prior but still exhibits some unclear
expectations related to funding and hiring decisions. Confusion arose when a position was
vacated in an office, and funds for that position were (temporarily in some cases) placed back to
the Flex Fund to be made available to all offices for projects until such time that a decision was
made to rehire the position. This process involves too many decision steps and highlights the
need to simplify and establish local control and accountability for the field stations.
Additionally, the dynamic nature of the Flex Fund annually creates confusion and unclear
expectations for Project Managers developing projects for that fiscal year.

Table 1 shows the new funding allocation method for 2016-2020. The emphasis here is that the
Regional Office no longer distinguishes between salary and project dollars in allocating funds.
Project Leaders and field stations are expected to make these decisions locally as long as the
accountability measures are in accordance with Section 9 of this Plan. The implementation of a
new funding method and the establishment of workforce plans will improve intra-Service
communications and transparency that will demonstrate to Regional leadership and outside-
Service partners that there is unified program in the Basin operating under a solid business
model. The additional funds (above 2015 levels) are available for stations to request one
additional position each plus some project dollars for that position. The Partners Program support
for the Basin’s SHC Team will not be reflected as part of the Arcata Field Office Partners
allocation but will be shown as a separate line item independent of any office in budget tables.
The separation of Partners funding for the SHC Team more accurately depicts the Arcata Field
Office Partners funding as well as emphasizes that the SHC Team efforts are Basin-wide.
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Table 1. Klamath Basin Partners for Fish and Wildlife Field Station Funding Allocations
Compared to FY 2015 Distributions.

2015 Allocation

Allocation 2016-2018

Arcata
Team Lead / 2 Project
Managers $537,300
SHC Team $250,000
Space Overhead $16,497
Office Allocation $803,997 $678,997
Klamath Refuge
1 existing Project Manager $240,000
1 Demonstration Biologist $65,000
Office Allocation $305,000 $482,797
Klamath Falls
2 Project Managers $480,000
1 Pending Project Manager $120,015
1 Biological Technician $115,000
1 Schoolyard Habitat $42,899
Admin and Overhead $172,070
Office Allocation $929,984 $1,107,781
Yreka
3 Project Managers $720,000
Office Allocation $720,000 $927,797
Basin Offices Total
Allocation $2,758,981 $3,197,372
Flex Funds $1,131,187 $492,796*
SHC Team $200,000
Field Office Total $3,890,168 $3,890,168
Regional Office Support $649,228 $649,228
Klamath Basin Total $4,539,396 $4,539,396
* Not a fixed amount, subject to dramatic annual variability
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5. Workforce Planning

In 2015, each office in the Basin identified staffing needs to successfully deliver the Partners
Program within their field station’s area. Needs varied with most stations seeking additional
staff. Absent a comprehensive Basin-wide restoration strategy that prioritizes needs across the
entire Basin, there was no obvious way of prioritizing one station’s request over another. Station
funding requests were weighed against available funds. The most sensible resolution was to
distribute a portion of the Flex Fund equally across the stations enabling each to address their
proposed staffing needs. The fiscal year (FY) 2016 allocation (Table 1) increases funding to the
field stations compared to FY2015. This also means that funding amounts allocated to the field
stations are “fixed” for the next couple of years. A fixed allocation empowers the field stations
to make local decisions regarding amounts of funding for salary, projects, and overhead. This
leaves decisions related to personnel-to-project dollar ratios as well as types of personnel more to
the discretion of the Project Leaders. This approach should afford each station that ability to
adapt to the circumstances it faces rather than being bound to the “one-size-fits-all”” approach
that came with the formulaic approach of prior years.

As part of this Plan, each station developed a 5-year workforce plan for its Partners Program that
was assembled into a Basin Partners Workforce Plan in December 2015. This workforce plan is
intended to align the Partners Program with primary Service priorities in the Basin. It should
also identify high priority and unmet resource needs and establish a plan to address them.
Identifying workforce needs based on resource demands will provide the offices and the Program
a method to evaluate success, assist in workforce placement (through attrition), and provide a
defensible, resource based, rational for staffing requests. Most importantly, the Workforce Plan
needs to be based on the resource needs. That is, there should be a tight connection between the
amount of restoration work needed in each area and the number of landowners willing to start
projects and the anticipated project load. Workforce plans from each office will be synthesized
into a single Basin-wide Partners plan and is amended to this Program Plan as an appendix. The
collective Workforce Plan will provide a solid justification to fill immediate and future vacancies
in the Program at the field stations. Requests to fill vacancies will be pursued collaboratively by
relevant program ARDs with hiring process requests to be initiated by the field stations. For
example, a vacancy in the Yreka field office will be initiated by the field office supervisor and
submitted to both the Deputy ARD for Ecological Services and the Regional Partners
Coordinator, and both the ES ARD and Refuge Chief would approve the request with the Refuge
Chief presenting the vacancy request to the Regional Director.

6. Flex Funds

The Klamath Basin is a priority area for regional leadership, and the Partners Program is funded
such that after base allocations, Flex Funds are accessible to all basin offices are available. In
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2015, these Flex Funds totaled approximately $1 million. These funds were distributed to the
field stations on a competitive basis depending on individual station needs for restoration
projects. The process of distributing Flex Funds for projects has varied over the years with the
most recent approach coordinated by the Klamath Partners Coordinator. This approach removed
some discord associated with previous methods but has not fully addressed restoration at a
landscape scale. An ideal landscape approach involves shifting the focus of the Flex Funds from
an individual project based approach to a more initiative based approach which allows us to
“move the needle” on a larger conservation scale than the project level. In FY2016, we will use
a hybrid approach to the Flex Funds, a call for initiative based projects will go out early in FY16,
if a suitable initiative based project is not identified we will distribute FY2016 Flex Funds in the
same manner as FY15 with project proposals submitted to the Klamath Coordinator.

The Flex Funds will remain as a buffer for the Program in the Basin by absorbing annual budget
cuts and general funding needs for all field stations collectively, if necessary. For example, if a
5% budget cut occurs in 2016, the Flex Funds will be reduced rather than the funds allocated to
the field stations. As another example, if funds are needed to complete the Basin-wide strategic
plan, that effort would serve all field stations, and therefore the cost would be covered with Flex
Funds. Eventually, the Flex Funds will be allocated entirely to the field stations on a priority
basis. That is, once the Fisheries Restoration and Monitoring Plan and the Landscape
Conservation Design are completed as well as the other deliverables associated with this Plan
(e.g., the strategic plan), the Flex Funds will be distributed on a priority basis according to
prescriptions in those plans. When the Flex Funds are fully allocated to field stations, budget
cuts and other collective Basin-wide projects will need to be funded by field station allocation
dollars and either required (as for budget cuts) or mutually agreed upon by all Project Leaders in
advance.

6.1. Flex Fund Options and Decision Process

The goal of the initiative-based approach with the Flex Funds is to demonstrate success within a
given geographic location or specific restoration treatment across the Basin, and then move the
funds to a different focus. For example, a field office identifies a lack of riparian vegetation as a
resource threat in a specific geographically bound area (sub-basin, specific stream reach) and
proposes to fence all riparian habitats within 3-4 years or multiple offices could propose to
address an issue like fish screens and propose to address all known water diversions in a specific
area. In the absence of completed planning efforts to guide the distribution of the Flex Funds,
the following options will be considered and a process selected collaboratively by Project
Leaders and Regional Office Program leads annually.

Option 1: Competitive/Collaborative Single Purpose Flex Fund: This option enables the Flex
Funds to be used for “big” conservation outcomes without the expectation that it will go to any
one office. A single or multiple offices could develop ideas and proposals for this fund in any
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year. An independent committee will review the proposals and selects one for the year that
includes all the Flex Funds for one initiative.

Option 2: Modified Status Quo Flex Fund: This option utilizes a call for initiative based projects
similar to Option 1, if a suitable initiative-based project is not identified (approval process
outlined below) field stations will submit proposals to use Flex Funds on individual restoration
projects that adhere to Basin objectives but not collectively as an initiative.

In FY 2017 and subsequent years, a review panel comprised of Service personnel from ES,
Refuges, Fisheries, and others will be established to review proposals. The panel will be
facilitated by the Partners Program Regional Coordinator and will provide recommendations to
the Ecological Services and Refuges ARDs (or their designee) to mutually agree on the selection
a Flex Fund project/s. This approach will remove the perception of any biases on the part of the
Klamath Coordinator or Partners Program personnel and will solidify intra-Service collaboration.

7. Accountability, Roles, and Responsibilities

7.1. Station Funding Accountability

Nationally, the Partners Program recommends targets for funding implementation. They are that
at least 70% of funds must be spent on project-based tasks and 30% or less on administrative
overhead; it stands to reason that the Basin field stations must meet these targets on an annual
basis. To further ensure that a minimum amount of funding is directly supporting restoration
project implementation, each field station will a target 35% of annual station funding is
specifically obligated to fund priority habitat restoration projects only via Financial Agreements
with cooperators. In the event that it is anticipated that this amount may drop below 30%, the
office Project Leader, ES Deputy ARD or Refuge Supervisor, and the Regional Partners
Coordinator will mutually agree on a solution. For example, if $100,000 is allocated to a field
station, that station must allot at least $35,000 obligated in cooperative agreements with
landowners or cooperators in that same year with the intent to implement habitat restoration
projects. If that amount falls below $30,000, meetings and discussions must be held to resolve
the situation in a mutually agreeable manner. These proportions (35% and 30%) will likely also
be revised when the Flex Fund is allocated entirely to the field stations on a priority basis as is
described in Section 6 paragraph 2. PCS move costs should be considered for each vacant
position on a case-by-case basis. It is preferred that PCS move costs associated with positions
are funded by the offices with cost savings from vacant position salaries enabling the ratios to
remain in tact for the year. However, these costs may be incurred with project dollars or flex
funds as a one time cost if necessary. Regional Partners Coordinators and Project Leaders
should meet and confer on PCS fund sources as necessary.
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7.2. Program Project Managers

Program Project Managers are the cornerstone of Partners Program and provide the on-the-
ground habitat restoration delivery. Detailed roles and responsibilities for each Project Manager
are outlined in Appendix A. The core responsibility shared by all Project Managers is that they
provide technical and financial assistance to private landowners and other conservation partners
who voluntarily wish to improve habitat for federal trust species on their land. Program
Managers (maximum of two per field station) will serve on the Basin Project Managers Working
Group. This group facilitated, by the Klamath Partners Coordinator, will assist with Flex Fund
concepts, strategic planning efforts, and provide overall program feedback to Project Leaders and
regional office staff. Additionally, it is expected that Project Managers communicate directly
and frequently with Project Leaders, regional office staff, other Basin Project Managers, other
PFW staff regionally and nationally in delivering the Program. Furthermore, Project Managers
should make every effort to attend the annual regional program meeting and complete Partners
for Fish and Wildlife Program 101 training.

7.3. Project Leaders

The Project Leaders are responsible for overseeing the delivery of the landscape-level Service
mission on-the-ground through the field office personnel. They are knowledgeable about and
involved in local issues and provide leadership and vision for their projects. Project Leaders are
responsible for working with regional program staff to ensure all Partners Program activities are
conducted according to program and all other Service policies. Project Leaders are accountable
for Partners Program performance metrics (GPRA) including overseeing their station’s:
deliverables associated with this Plan; within-station project prioritization; the successful
development of cooperative agreements; project compliance; reporting to regional program leads
on the expenditures of Partners funds annually, monitoring of financial assistance agreements to
minimize Partners funds being deobligated and returned to Treasury among others.

Project Leader role in Basin-wide decisions related to the Partners Program are: selection of
Flex Funds process (as per Section 6.1), organize their station’s submittal to the Flex Fund, assist
Klamath Partners Coordinator in developing an approval process and timeline Flex Funds,
attending an annual Partners-focused decision and review meeting hosted by Klamath
Coordinator.

7.4. Klamath Basin Partners Coordinator

The Klamath Partners Coordinator is responsible for ensuring the successful implementation of
the components of this Plan at the Regional level by facilitating the collaboration of four stations
within the Basin at various levels. The Klamath Partners Coordinator is responsible for
overseeing the development of various elements of this Plan including (but not limited to): the
five-year strategic plan, the 5-year workforce plan, the annual program accomplishment report,
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and other reporting tools. The Klamath Partners Coordinator represents the Partners Program on
Basin-wide issues and concerns with Regional Office and Headquarters staff and supports the
mission and objectives of other Service programs by supporting the delivery of the Partners
Program at the Basin-scale by generating and overseeing the deliverables in this Program Plan.
The Coordinator provides support and assists in training and development of Project Managers
and coordinates program activities across field offices when necessary. The Klamath Partners
Coordinator works with the Project Leaders, Administration Staff, and Contracting and General
Services to improve and streamline the delivery of habitat restoration on the ground. The
Coordinator serves as facilitator of the biologist-level group established in Section 7.2 and
reports group functions and progress to the Project Leaders and Regional Program leads as
necessary. The Coordinator will facilitate Flex Fund meetings/conference calls and the
establishment of a selection process and timeline as well as other Basin-wide Partners related
meetings such as the annual meeting identified in Section 8.

7.5. Partners Program Regional Coordinator

The Regional Coordinator establishes regional program priorities and policy and represents the
program at the region and national level. The Regional Coordinator works with the Klamath
Partners Coordinator, the Project Leaders, and other Service program leads to develop and
distribute program budgets, report program accomplishments and set program performance
targets.

8. Unanticipated Decision and Plan Revision Process

Project Leaders and respective supervisors are responsible for local decision-making to plan and
oversee the selection and implementation of habitat restoration projects using Partners Program
funds adhering to the collaborative objectives and strategy mentioned herein. Additionally,
Project Leaders and supervisors will keep the Regional Office personnel informed and seek
assistance with items such as hiring waivers at the Regional office. Major decisions and changes
to this program document will be discussed annually at a focused meeting with attendance from
Project Leaders, relevant office Partners staff, and relevant Regional Office personnel from ES,
Refuges, and Partners. This annual meeting will be a forum to discuss the Basin priorities,
Partners Program directions, Flex Fund, active and proposed projects, annual report, and will be
organized and hosted primarily by the Klamath Partners Coordinator with input from Project
Leaders, office staff, and Regional Office personnel from ES and Refuges. Changes to this
Business Plan must be mutually agreeable to all involved in administering the Partners Program
within the Basin prior to solidifying this document or making any future changes or revisions.
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Appendix A. Roles and Responsibilities of Partner for Fish and Wildlife Program Mangers.

(1) Provide technical and financial assistance to private landowners and other conservation
partners who voluntarily wish to improve the habitat for federal trust species on their
land.

(2) Select and implement habitat improvement projects in accordance with program policies
and strategic plans, with concurrence from the State Coordinator, field station project
leaders, or other appropriate authorities.

(3) Serve as the project officer for landowner and cooperative partnership agreements and
ensure fulfillment of our federal stewardship responsibilities.

(4) Ensure substantial involvement when there is a financial investment or when the PFW
Program will document any accomplishments in HabITS.

(5) Provide technical assistance to USDA on the development, delivery, and evaluation of
Farm Bill and other conservation programs or initiatives, such as participating on the
Natural Resource Conservation Service’s State Technical Committee or Farm Service
Agency conservation easement and Debt for Nature Contract Review Teams.

(6) Monitor habitat improvement projects to ensure that they achieve their biological goals,
structural intent, and landowner objectives.

(7) Enter PFW Program technical and habitat improvement accomplishments into the
HabITS. Ensure accurate documentation of Service investments, field staff
responsibilities, and project conservation benefits.

(8) Develop and manage community partnerships that facilitate habitat conservation and
improvement projects.

(9) Participate in technical committee and workgroups in support of Service programs and
priorities.

(10) Coordinate Program activities, and provide technical assistance and outreach to other
Service programs and entities outside the Service, including state and community
conservation programs.

Prepare performance and outreach information that reports on PFW Program state
accomplishments, costs, and benefits.
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Appendix B. Deliverables and Meetings Associated with this Program Plan
Deliverables

Long term:
e Klamath Basin Ecoregion Strategic Plan
e Field Station Action Plans
e Flex Fund selection and approval process
e Five-year program review report
Annual:
e Revision request and memo/addendum that addresses to the functionality of this
document
e Program accomplishment report
o0 Biological accomplishments from previous fiscal year
0 New projects obligated and expected results
o0 Program financial update

Meetings

e Flex Fund process selection — March-April (select upcoming FY process)
e Basin Project Managers Working Group — Quarterly

e Program Status Review — Annually. Preferably in conjunction with Flex Funds
meeting
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Strategic Planning Background

1. Purpose of Strategic Plan
2. Region 8 Approach
3. Current Version of Plan 2017-2021
4. Revision focus for 2022-2027
a. Ouroverall approach
b. Revising the priorities via Conservation Standards
c. Revising the Focus Areas
5. Conservation Standards Process Overview
a. Define the Purpose
Identify the Team
Develop a Scope
Establish Conservation Targets
Conduct Viability Assessment
Develop Situation Model
Identify and Prioritize Strategies
Establish a Theory of Change and Results Chains
6. Timeline

S®m 0 oo T

a. Six total sessions with some work between in collaboration with outside entities and
experts.
b. Sessions will be two weeks apart; process should take about three months.

Instructions for Using this Guide

This guide is intended to be just that: a guide. If you find that elements of this are not working for your
Ecoregion or your Ecoregion is struggling with one element or another, your group should adapt and
document your adaption. This is especially true for the time estimates. It will take however long it
takes, and the times listed are intended to be used as a guide. Facilitators may at times choose to
complete pieces of tasks between sessions and present draft elements for group review at times when
the group may struggle with various discussions.

The main goal for this process is to complete the tabs in the Habitat Restoration Division Conservation
Standards Planning Workbook (referred to as the Planning Workbook, hereafter). This process will
ultimately end with identifying restoration strategies (project types) that will be aimed at reversing
specific threats to ecosystems that are targets for restoration. This process will tie all these elements
together to enable more effective justifications for why a certain restoration strategy was implemented
for a given habitat target.

Conduct and Respectful Discourse

The overall purpose of this process is to create a strategic plan that is meaningful across a large
landscape. This is no easy task, and disagreements and differences of opinion are sure to arise at times.
In order to be successful, this process will require that all participants are fully engaged and behave in a
respectful and courteous manner to colleagues and other participants. Plan for it to be especially
difficult since the collaborative sessions will be held remotely. Use this as an opportunity to ensure that
you are going the extra mile when it comes to being considerate, engaged, and productive.
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e Seck first to understand, not to be understood. Ask questions to seek clarification when you
don't understand the meaning of someone's comments
e Direct your comments to the group as a whole, rather than to any individual

Ecoregional Groups and Facilitators:

Ecoregion ‘ Primary Facilitator \ Support Facilitator*

Mike Edwards Samantha Marcum
Susan Abele Varies

Matt Hamman Mike Edwards
Samantha Marcum Matt Hamman

Klamath Basin

Great Basin/Southern Nevada
Pacific Flyway/Sierra Meadow
Coastal Program/Coastal California

*Matt Barry will support all the Ecoregions throughout the process.

Ecoregional Session Schedule:

Session | Klamath Basin Great Basin / Pacific Flyway / Coastal Program /
S. Nevada Sierra Meadow Coastal California
July 26 July 28 July 29 August 3
2:30-4:30 1:00-4:00 1:00-3:00 1:00 - 3:00
August 18 August 11 August 12 August 17
2:30-4:30 1:00-4:00 1:00 - 3:00 1:00 - 3:00
September 7 August 25 August 26 August 31
2:30-4:30 1:30-4:30 1:00 - 3:00 1:00 - 3:00
September 21 September 8 September 9 September 14
2:30-4:30 1:00 - 4:00 1:00 - 3:00 1:00 - 3:00
October 19 TBD September 23 September 28
2:30-4:30 1:00 - 3:00 1:00 - 3:00
November 2 TBD October 7 October 12
2:30-4:30 1:00 - 3:00 1:00 - 3:00

Facilitated Sessions:

Session 1: Defining the Scope
(Time estimate: 1.5 to 2-hours)

Planning Process Overview Presentation and Discussion
(Time estimate: 45 minutes)

Content Goal 1.1: Process Background

The purpose of this session is to introduce participants to the process and inform them about the
upcoming elements and sessions. This portion will also provide an opportunity for participants to
provide feedback and identify concerns and questions at the outset.

Operational Task 1.1.1: Process Background
Facilitator presents the following topics via slides and other visuals to the group. The session opens for
questions and concerns at the end.
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1. Introduction
a. Make sure everyone knows everyone especially if new folks are present.
b. Quick statement about the purpose here.
2. Brief process overview (state coordinator)
a. Whole plan revision but field stations will focus on Conservation Targets and
Restoration Strategies
3. Overall goal is to establish priorities and expected outcomes for the programs using
Conservation Standards
a. Conservation Standards Overview Presentation
i. Whatisit?
ii. Why are we using it?
iii. What is our specific process?
1. Describe the main elements (a-h above)
iv. Our main goal with it is to guide and justify our priorities revisions and expected
outcomes to the planned projects.
4. Describe the session break downs
a. Number of sessions expected
b. Using Miro, this field guide, and the Planning Workbook
c. There will be homework for both state coordinators and biologists after each session.

Conservation Standards Step 1: Define the Purpose
(Time estimate: 30 minutes)

Content Goal 1.2: Project Description
Each Ecoregion should develop their own purpose that encompasses the overall scope of this effort for
their ecoregion. This purpose will appear in the report as a mission statement of sorts for the Ecoregion.

Operational Task 1.2.1: Project Description
Fill in the “Description” box on the “Project” tab on the Planning Workbook.

1. This step should be an easy warm up type activity.

2. Example: “Develop a strategic plan (priorities for conservation and restoration actions) for the
Partners for Fish and Wildlife Program in the Pacific Flyway Ecoregion that establishes the
program’s purpose in the area and defines what projects and project types we will pursue and
implement with intent.”

Operational Task 1.2.2: Mission Statement
Write up a “Mission Statement” and type it into the “Scope” tab in the Planning Workbook. This may be
a task that facilitators draft in advance for group review rather than starting from scratch in front of the

group.

Conservation Standards Step 2: Define the Planning Project Teams
(Time estimate: 45 minutes)

Content Goal 1.4: Define Team Members
Define members of the appropriate teams as below. Following the session, various contact will be made
to individuals identified to gauge interest. Making these contacts will be assigned to individuals at the
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meeting. Facilitator gives a brief overview of the Teams and their purpose. This includes an
approximately frequency for check-ins and input gathering.

Operational Task 1.4.1: List Team Members
Fill in the “Teams” data on the “Project” tab in the Planning Workbook.

1. Core Team: Main group participating in developing the ideas for this plan
a. Interested biologists: min. one person from each station

State Coordinator

Regional Coordinator (optional)

Project Leader or Deputy (optional)

Other program lead from stations (refuges or ES; optional)

Other Facilitator (optional)

0 oo T

Involvement: members are fully involved throughout the process and in attendance at all
sessions. Members also regularly interact with the other team members between sessions.

2. Advisory Team: The primary purpose of this team is to provide technical support and input into
the process where needed by the Core Team. This team is not a functional team. It’s more of a
list of folks that will be key contacts that can provide technical information throughout the
process. There are places where recovery plans, refuge CCP’s or other technical sources will be
informative to developing targets, thresholds, and current and future conditions. Members of
the Advisory Team will be asked to be available to provide technical input to various parts of the
process as they are developed depending on interest and needs. Members of this group should
also be able to provide input on drafts for technical adequacy.

Examples members:

a. ESand Refuge Biologists

b. Other Program or species experts at stations
c. Experts at outside partners

d. Key project cooperators

e. Tribal experts

f. Other agency experts

Involvement: Members involvement is requested on an as-needed basis for technical input.
Members are contacted to review technical data and decisions that are made on technical
data.

3. Stakeholders: Other internal or external partners who have an interest in the outcomes and
ultimately need to accept and support the ultimate outcomes. Their input on various drafts will
be collaborative solicited at less frequent occurrences throughout the process. Members of this
team are consulted on draft work products, and their input should be seriously considered as
the process unfolds. The Stakeholders need to buy-in to the products and the plan overall. If
outcomes differ from Stakeholder desires, there should be clear justification and documentation
of why decisions were made in contrast. Stakeholder input may be solicited every two weeks
during the planning phase, but participation is likely limited to brief conversations or review of
the prior week’s developments.

Examples:
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Project Leaders
Regional Reps
Outside partners
Tribes

Other agencies
Landowners

"m0 a0 T

Involvement: Members are consulted on a bi-weekly basis to review interim products and
gather input and feedback on progress. Members should ultimately buy-in to the plan
either because they agree with the outcomes or understand the justifications for the
decisions made.

Conservation Standards Step 3: Define the Scope and Mission
(Time estimate: 30 minutes)

Content Goal 1.5: Define the Scope for the Ecoregion Plan
Facilitator gives a brief overview of the purpose and content for developing a scope and vision
Develop a vision: The vision is a general description of the of the desired state or 5-year condition for
the Ecoregion
1. Whatis the program ultimately aiming to achieve?
a. Should be inspirational and exciting
b. Visionary
c. Relatively general in nature
d. Brief
e. State coordinators later roll these up to establish an overall vision for the Region
2. Define a Scope
a. Start with place-based options: e.g., "Pacific Flyway Ecoregion".
b. Place-based
c. Target based
d. Species
e. Ecosystem

Operational Task 1.5.1: Compose a Mission Statement based on your Scope
Use your Scope discussion to craft a mission statement for the group and write it in the “Description”
box on the “Project” tab on the Planning Workbook.

Operational Task 1.5.2: Introduce Targets

Facilitator provides a brief introduction of the concept of Targets for the group to take back and think
about what to bring to the next session. Members are asked to review previous Landscape Targets
from the 2017-2022 Strategic Plan and be prepared to think at that scale during the next session.

Operational Task 1.5.3: Introduce “Stakeholder Interview for Strategic Planning”

Facilitator provides a brief overview of the Stakeholder interview process. This involves introducing and
describing the survey and its purpose. This will help set expectations that Core Team members return to
add input from the interview questions with key internal and external partners to the planning process.
This enables these internal and external partners to provide input on their perspectives at the outset
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regarding Targets and prioritization in particular. Completed surveys are to be returned completed with

their information incorporated during Session 4.

Considerations for developing initial Conservation Targets list

Review previous Strategic Plan targets
Review progress on previous targets, do you need to continue efforts or are you at the
point of diminishing returns, i.e. can you have more influence on a different target
Are there targets with little to no progress, are they still a priority?

Identify the reasons for limited progress, can you overcome those obstacles
Does the resource/s fit into one of the following Regional Program Priorities?

Refuge Purpose (I think we should provide definitions of these 3 regional priorities)
T&E, including At-risk species

1J fish
Does the habitat/species occur on private lands (PFW only)
What is the potential that PFW-CP can move the needle on the target
Is there a recovery plan and or critical habitat identified for the species/habitat?
Does the recovery plan identify habitat restoration as a recovery action?
Is this species/habitat a high priority for the other Service programs in the local field
station?
Is the species/habitat identified as a priority concern in a State Wildlife Action Plans or
other conservation planning documents?
Is habitat restoration identified as a potential solution that will improve conditions for
this species/habitat?
Are there other local partners that consider this a high priority for habitat restoration
activities?
Is there a history of success where restoration projects are documented to have made a
difference for this species/habitat?
Are the threats to this species clearly identified and documented?
Are there species/habitats identified in NWP planning documents (CCP, Conservation
Summary Reports (product of Chiefs Challenge) that PFW-CP efforts can support?

Summary: Session 1

Before the start of the next session (including the homework), the facilitator should have a clear scope
and a good draft list of team members. The Core Team members leave this session expecting to
approach the recommended team members for the Advisory Team and Stakeholders about their future
participation.

Session 1 Completed Tasks

O

O
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Group is updated on the process and expectations for the upcoming sessions based on
introductory presentation

Purpose and Scope are defined and written in “Project” and “Scope” tabs on the Excel
spreadsheet including the “Description” and “Mission Statement”



[0 Draft members of the three planning teams are identified and listed in the “Project” tab (as
Draft)
0 All have an introductory understanding of Targets.

Session 1 Facilitator Homework
[0 Revise and finalize Scope elements in the Planning Workbook
[0 Clean up draft Team lists in the Planning Workbook

Session 1 Core Team Homework
[0 Members of the Core Team are scheduled to contact potential members that are not present at
the first session
O All members review old targets and expect to return with ideas for new Targets for Session 2.
0 All members review Stakeholder Interview for Strategic Planning to gather information from
their key partners. Members plan to meet with key partners for interviews prior to Session 4.
This is due back before Session 4.
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Session 2: Establishing Conservation Targets
(Time estimate: 1.5-2 hours)

Content Goal 2.1: Finalize Scope, Mission, and Planning Teams
(Time estimate: 45 minutes)

Operational Task 2.1.1: Finalize Session 1 Content
Review Session 1 content and insert additions from Homework. Finalize Scope and Teams Planning
Workbook and Miro Board from Session 1.

Conservation Standards Step 4: Establish Conservation Targets
(time estimate: 1.5-2 hours)

Facilitator reminds the group of the purpose of Targets and provides an overview of the Target
development process. Facilitator can use the slide deck from Session 1 if necessary.

Content Goal 2.2: Identify Targets
Define and prioritize the largest category for identifying the program purpose in this Ecoregion.

Operational Task 2.2.1: Complete Workbook Targets List

Follow the steps to make a list of agreed upon Conservation Targets that are listed in the “Conservation

Targets” tab on the Planning Workbook. Prioritize Conservation Targets using your preferred process
and complete the “Target Ranking” tab in the Planning Workbook.

1. Brainstorm up to 8 (fewer is better) ecosystems or species that represent the biodiversity within

the project scope and encompass what the project aims to conserve.
a. What are you ultimately striving to conserve?
b. What factors are important to consider when identifying targets?
c. Whatis meaningful within the ecoregion?
i. Private land resources
ii. At-risk/sensitive species
iii. FWS priorities (trust species groups)
iv. Local conservation priorities (joint venture, conservation plans)
v. Habitat restoration can improve
Develop scale for target prioritization
. Get more buy-in from stakeholders
f. Other Notes:
i. Can be ecosystems or species, or groups of species.
ii. Strive to select a suite of 8-10 if you have them.
1. Start with ecosystems (there is often nesting)
2. Screen for species that have conservation requirements
iii. Potentially produce or look to create maps for targets
iv. CAUTION: this can be a challenging step
1. Be patient and draw on the last strategic plan for ideas from the last
plan.
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2. Review the conservation targets: Depending on the situation, these steps may be best
completed by the facilitator after the group session for presentation to the group at the start of
the next session.

a. Lump or split them as appropriate to create a final list
i. Lump conservation targets if:
1. Co-occurin the landscape
Share common ecological processes
Share similar threats
Have similar viability
Require similar strategies
ii. Split conservation targets if
1. Face different threats
2. Wide-ranging/migratory species
3. Flagship species that could be used for public support
3. Prioritize the conservation targets
a. Document Target Selection and Prioritization
i. Document rationale and prioritization

“op W

ii. Transparency and objectivity is key
iii. Benefit: assist with decisions about how to allocate limited resources
b. Enter the prioritized Conservation Targets onto the Target Viability tab in preparation
for the next session.

Summary: Session 2

By the end of this session (including the facilitator homework), the facilitator should have a solid draft
list of targets ready for prioritization. A thorough documentation of the thinking and process will be
important such that the facilitator can recap the process and present it back to the group at the start of
session two.

Session 2 Completed Tasks
[0 Draft list of Conservation Targets is generated and “Conservation Targets” tab is completed with
descriptions
[0 Draft target prioritization completed in the “Target Ranking” tab
[0 Enter the Conservation Targets onto the Target Viability tab in preparation for the next session

Session 2 Facilitator Homework
[ Facilitator advanced draft of list Targets by lumping, splitting, and modifying the targets list
[0 Advanced draft Targets on the Miro template should match the Planning Workbook Target list

Session 2 Core Team Homework

O Fill in surveys after consultation with key internal and external partners for feedback on Draft
Targets
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Session 3: Prioritizing Targets
(Time estimate: 1.5-2 hours)

Content Goal 3.1: Finalize Prioritized List of Targets
(Time estimate: 45 minutes)

Review list of Targets from Session and establish final ranked Targets. Facilitator guides the Core Team
through the prioritization process.

Operational Task 3.1.1: Finalize Draft Target List
Discuss and combine synthesized Targets from facilitator’s version of the Targets with input from
Advisory Team and Stakeholders. Combine and discuss list to establish final Targets, descriptions

Operational Task 3.1.2: Discuss and Rank Targets

Discuss Targets and prioritize them using the Target Ranking tab on the Planning Workbook. Document
the prioritization carefully in that tab. Adapt here as necessary given that this discussion may be difficult
for some groups. Utilize the input derived from the partners surveys and the Service’s national and
regional priorities. Document the process and be prepared to step away with an imperfect prioritization
that can be finalized between sessions with more discussions one-on-one.

Summary: Session 3

By the end of this session (including the facilitator homework), the facilitator should have a solid draft of
a list of targets that have been prioritized. A thorough documentation of the thinking and process will
be completed such that the facilitator can recap the process and present it back to the group at the start
of session two.

Session 3 Completed Tasks
0 Final list of Conservation Targets is completed and entered into “Conservation Targets” tab of
the Planning Workbook with descriptions
[0 Target prioritization is mostly completed in the “Target Ranking” tab

Session 3 Facilitator Homework
[0 Facilitator works to resolve any disagreements about ranked Target list based on Service and
Regional priorities. Facilitator may need to have side conversations after the sessions to resolve
any conflicts. Side conversations could be with Advisory Team members or Stakeholders as well
as Core Team members.
0 Update Miro board to reflect final list of prioritized Targets

Session 3 Core Team Homework
[ Circulate draft prioritized list to Advisory Team and Stakeholders as well as other inside and
outside partners for review and discussion.
[0 Discuss thoughts and concerns from Core Team members as well as those gathered from the
Advisory Team and Stakeholders with facilitator before Session 4.
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Session 4: Conducting the Viability Assessment
(Time estimate: 1.5-2 hours)

Content Goal 4.1: Review Session 3 Content and Stakeholder Input: Prioritized Target List
(Time estimate: 45 minutes)

Operational Task 4.1.1: Review and Incorporate Results from Completed Stakeholder Interviews

Facilitator leads the review from the completed “Stakeholder Interview for Strategic Planning” forms to
compare and discuss differences between the draft Targets and those presented during interviews.
Differences should be discussed and either drive changes to the Targets or affect prioritization during
the coming steps. Rationale for differences that may remain after discussion should be documented
and the results considered going forward.

Operational Task 4.1.2: Finalize Prioritized List of Targets

Review prioritized list of Targets from Session 3 and resolve any outstanding concerns. There may never
be consensus, but it’'s a good time acknowledge that this is the final prioritized list and discuss on last
time.

Conservation Standards Step 5: Conduct Viability Assessment
(time estimate: 1.5-2 hours)

Content Goal 4.2: Discuss and Establish Key Ecological Attributes and Indicators

Each Conservation Target must have a KEA that serves as the unit of measure for the Target. Indicators
are enable quantification of those KEAs and can be used to assign current and future status of the Target
condition.

1. Purpose hereis to help the Core Team:
Define most important ecological requirements of a healthy target
Identify current health of target
Set goals and future health
Inform monitoring plans
e. Putagauge in your conservation efforts.
2. Some key questions:
a. What ecological attributes describe a healthy target
b. What parameter would you measure?
c. What measures are acceptable - cause for concern?
d. Current measure
e. Whatis the trend?
f. What are you aiming for?
3. Steps of viability assessment

Qa0 oo

a. Define key ecological attributes
b. Ideas
i. Best represent target health
ii. Critical for long-term persistence
iii. Ecological diversity
iv. Represent critical ecological processes
v. Sensitive to threats
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vi. Used by larger landscape conservation partners
vii. Reasonably feasible to measure
c. Reduce list to key ones
i. Types of KEAs
1. Population size
2. Landscape Context
3. Condition

Operational Task 4.2.1: Define and List the KEA’s for each Conservation Target
Work from the KEA tab in the Planning Workbook or the Miro board to brainstorm what KEA’s work best
for each Target. Document the discussion in the KEA tab.

Operational Task 4.2.2: Define and list Indicators for each KEA
Using the Target Viability tab in the Planning Workbook, discuss and what indicators will serve as
indicators for each KEA.

Operational Task 4.2.3: Discuss Indicator Ratings

The group should discuss ideas for Indicator Ratings for each indicator. These discussions should be
draft in nature in most cases such that the Core Team can turn to the literature, the Advisory Team, and
Stakeholders for input on these ratings, the current status, and the future status for these Indicators.

i Develop a rating scale (good, very good, fair, poor (poor: losing the target))
ii. Using rating scale
1. Important to note that this is iterative and not perfect
2. It's okay to use the Poor category as starting point
3. Good category: Acceptable, normal, natural range of variation
iii. Create a foundation for evaluation, learning, and adaptation
iv. Need a place to start: no need for total certainty.

Summary Session 4

By the time this session, the Targets are final and prioritized. These Targets are used throughout the
session to develop Key Ecological Attributes and Indicators for each Target. The session ends with a
draft list of Indicators and an identified need to pursue Indicator Ratings from other sources, experts,
and partners. In many cases, these Indicator Ratings may be available in the session, and those should
be verified with others and the literature after the session and before Session 5. The Indicators and
Ratings will not likely be finished at the end of this session and will probably require some outside work
to move along.

Session 4 Completed Tasks
[0 Conservation Targets prioritization is final and was reviewed and accepted by the group. Some
reluctance may still be present especially about prioritization. It is time to move on, and ideally,
the outside input supports the final decisions.
[0 Key Ecological Attributes are listed and defined for each target
[0 Draft list of Indicators is on the Target Viability tab in the Planning Workbook after discussion
and thought was had about Indicators
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Session 4 Facilitator Homework
O Facilitator enters draft KEAs, Indicators, and Indicator Ratings into KEA and Target Viability tabs
on the Planning Workbook
[0 Update Miro board to reflect draft list of KEAs and Indicators
[0 Facilitator may need to contact Advisory Team and Stakeholders to discuss KEAs and Indicators
if there are outstanding issues not resolved.
0 Facilitator should begin to assemble the pieces in Miro for discussion about situation models

Session 4 Core Team Homework
0 Circulate final Targets and draft KEAs, Indicators, and Indicator Ratings to their contacts on the
Advisory Team and Stakeholder Team as well as other inside and outside partners for review
and discussion. Core Team members should look for feedback and fill gaps with expert and
partner input.
[0 Conduct secondary source research to validate Indicator ratings and fill gaps in the Target
Viability tab on the Planning Workbook.
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Session 5: Develop Situation Model to Inform Strategies
Estimated Time (2 hours)

Content Goal 5.1: Review Session 4 Content: Viability Assessment
(Time estimate: 60 minutes)

Operational Task 5.1.1: Finalize Viability Assessment

Review outputs from Session 4 and update based on information gathered between sessions. This
includes KEAs, Indicators, and Indicator Rankings. Resolve any outstanding concerns that arose between
sessions. Input should be included from the Advisory Team and Stakeholders as well as other partners
at this point.

Conservation Standards Step 6: Develop a Situation Model Diagram
(time estimate: 1.5-2 hours)

Facilitator provides overview for the purpose and need for Situation Models.

Content Goal 5.2: Create a Visual Diagram of the Situation

This diagram is a visual representation of how the various pieces developed so far are related. It will be
a guide to develop relevant restoration strategies in the next step. The idea here is not to create a
perfect diagram, but rather to clarify how restoration strategies are relevant to the Targets and identify
gaps in the discussions so far that need filled.

Operational Task 5.2.1: Discuss and Develop a Draft Situation Model
Miro is the recommended platform for this, but use whatever is preferred by the facilitator.

i Model Elements
Scope

Q

Conservation Targets

Direct Threats

Stressor (biophysical impact of a direct threat)
Contributing Factors

Strategy

@ - ® 2 o T

Results Chain (ultimately)

ood situation model

Presents a picture of your site and is derived from the scope
Shows assumed relationships between factors (diagram boxes)

a. Show major direct threats, contributing factors, and opportunities

i. A

a 0@

b. Presents only relevant factors (Drawing this line is somewhat of an art)
Based on sound data and information
i Existing information includes data that have already been collected
ii. Primary information is data that you specifically collect for your project
iii. Data gaps surface here: questions are okay and identify needs
a. Developed from a team effort

i Build the model as a team to gather all perspectives
ii. Ensure your team is incorporating stakeholder input
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Summary Session 4

By the time this session, the Targets are final and prioritized. These Targets are used throughout the
session to develop Key Ecological Attributes and Indicators for each Target. The session ends with a
draft list of Indicators and an identified need to pursue Indicator Ratings from other sources, experts,
and partners. In many cases, these Indicator Ratings may be available in the session, and those should
be verified with others and the literature after the session and before Session 5. The Indicators and
Ratings will not likely be finished at the end of this session and will probably require some outside work
to move along.

Session 5 Completed Tasks
[0 Review the Viability Assessment developments since Session 4
[0 Complete a draft Situation Diagram ending in restoration strategies

Session 5 Facilitator Homework
O Clean up the Situation Diagram to make a clear picture of the current situation in the Ecoregion
[0 Follow up as necessary with the Core Team and Stakeholders to get buy-in on the diagram

Session 5 Core Team Homework
0 Circulate draft Situation Diagram to their contacts on the Advisory Team and Stakeholder Team
as well as other inside and outside partners for review and discussion. Core Team members
should look for feedback and fill gaps with expert and partner input.
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Session 6: Identifying and Prioritizing Strategies
Estimated Time (2 hours)

Content Goal 6.1: Review Session 5 Content: Situation Diagram
(Time estimate: 60 minutes)

Operational Task 6.1.1: Finalize Situation Diagram
Review outputs from Session 5 and update based on information gathered between sessions. This

includes KEAs, Indicators, and Indicator Rankings. Resolve any outstanding concerns that arose between
sessions. Input should be included from the Advisory Team and Stakeholders as well as other partners

at this point.

Conservation Standards Step 7: Identify and Prioritize Strategies
(time estimate: 1.5-2 hours)

Facilitator presents overview for utilizing the situation model to prioritize strategies.

Content Goal 6.2: Identify and Prioritize Restoration Strategies

Operational Task 6.2.1: Identify Restoration Strategies
i Defining strategies
a. Set of activities with a common focus that work together to reduce threats
b. Designed to achieve specific objectives and goals
C. Good strategies
i Linked
ii. Focused
iii. Feasible
iv. Appropriate
ii.  Types of strategies
a.  Target restoration and stress reduction
i Work directly with targets
b. Behavior change and threat reduction
C. Enabling conditions
i Education, policy, research
iiii. Identifying strategies steps
a. Select target and threats
b Identify key intervention points
C. Brainstorm potential strategies
d Rate strategies and determine with are most effective based on:
i Potential impact: degree to which the strategy will lead to desired changes

1. Very High
2. High

3. Medium
4, Low

ii. Feasibility: Degree to which your team could implement the strategy within
likely time, financial, staffing, ethical, and other constraints.
e. Select final strategies
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i Will your strategy fill a gap not addressed by another project or organization
ii. What's the potential for the strategy to result in unintended consequences
f.  Apply criteria for 'good' strategy
i Linked
ii. Focused
iii. Feasible
iv. Appropriate

g. Revisit the strategies (skip this for now)
i After you developed your theories of change, work plan, and budget

1. What is logical to implement achieve desired change?
2. What now seems unrealistic in the lifetime of your project?
ii. Possibly crosswalk strategies to treatments in HablITs

Operational Task 6.2.2: Prioritize Restoration Strategies
These need to be tied to all levels of this process through the situation model.

This needs to include the project acres/miles as accomplishments as five-year goals, and probably a
proportion of effort spent on each strategy.
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Appendix C. Supporting Documents Referenced or Consulted in the Development of
Ecoregional Sections

Klamath Ecoregional Documents

California. Department of Fish, et al. Recovery Strategy for California Coho Salmon: Report to
the California Fish and Game Commission. State of California, Resources Agency,
Department of Fish and Game, 2004

Carter, K., and S. Kirk. "Appendix 5. Fish and fishery resources of the Klamath River Basin."
(2008).

Childress, E., J. Rasmussen, D. Blake, S. Doose, B. Erickson, R. Fogerty, D. Higgins, M. Shaffer, M.
Scwemm, E. Willy. 2019. Species Status Assessment for the Endangered Lost River
Sucker and Shortnose Sucker.

Donnelly, J.P., King, S.L, Silverman, N.L, Collins, D.P, Carrera-Gonzalez. E.M., Lafon-Terrazas, A.,
Moore, J.N. 2020. Climate and human water use diminish wetland networks supporting
continental waterbird migration. Global Change Biology — Wiley Online Library.

Donnelly, J.P., King, S.L., Knetter, J., Gammonley, J.H., Dreitz,V.J., Grisham, B.A., Nowak, C.,
Collins, D.P. 2021. Migration efficiency sustains connectivity across agroecological
networks supporting sandhill crane migration. Ecosphere

Fogerty, Damian Higgins, et al. "Species Status Assessment for the Endangered Lost River
Sucker and Shortnose Sucker." (2019).

Hewitt, D.A., Janney, E.C., Hayes, B.S., and Harris, A.C., 2018, Status and trends of adult Lost
River (Deltistes luxatus) and shortnose (Chasmistes brevirostris) sucker populations in
Upper Klamath Lake, Oregon, 2017: U.S. Geological Survey Open-File Report 2018-1064,
31 p., https://doi.org/10.3133/0fr20181064.

NOAA Fisheries West Coast Region. "Southern Oregon Northern California Coast Coho Salmon
Recovery Plan: NOAA Fisheries West Coast Region." (2012).

Subcommittee, Wetlands. Classification of wetlands and deepwater habitats of the United
States. FGDC-STD-004-2013. Federal Geographic Data Committee, Reston, VA, 2013.

The Upper Klamath Basin Watershed Action Plan Team. 2021. The Upper Klamath Basin
Watershed Action Plan, March 2021. Prepared by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Trout
Unlimited, Klamath Watershed Partnership, The Klamath Tribes, Oregon Department of
Environmental Quality, The Nature Conservancy, and the North Coast Regional Water
Quality Control Board of California.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Klamath Falls Fish and Wildlife Office Klamath Falls, Oregon, 2015,
Klamath Recovery Unit Implementation Plan for Bull Trout (Salvelinus confluentus)

US Fish and Wildlife Service. "Recovery plan for the coterminous United States population of
bull trout (Salvelinus confluentus)." Portland, OR (2015).


https://doi.org/10.3133/ofr20181064

USFWS. 2013. Revised Recovery plan for the Lost River sucker (Deltistes luxatus) and shortnose
sucker (Chasmistes brevirostris). U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Pacific Southwest Region,
Sacramento, California.

Pacific Flyway Ecoregion Supporting Documents
Sacramento NWR Complex Comprehensive Conservation Plan

Central Valley Joint Venture 2020 Implementation Plan

North American Waterfowl Management Plan

Ducks Unlimited Strategic Plan

United States Shorebird Conservation Plan

The Wildlife Conservation Board Strategic Plan

Regional Conservation Partnerships Program for Upland Nesting Programs
Central Valley Flood Protection Plan

Audubon Strategic Plan (2016-2020)

California Division of Fish and Wildlife; CA Fish and Game Codes

Sierra Cascades Supporting Documents
“Sierra Meadows Strategy”, Sierra Meadows Partnership, November 2016

“Northern California Forests and Watersheds Restoration Strategy” National Fish and Wildlife
Foundation (NFWF), 2017

“Protecting and Restoring the Health and Resilience of Sierra Nevada Watersheds and
Communities — Sierra Nevada Conservancy Strategic Plan 2019-2024"

“A Guide to Climate-smart Meadow Restoration in the Sierra Nevada and Southern Cascades”,
Point Blue Conservation, 2019

“Sierra Meadow Prioritization Tool — Data Basin”, Point Blue Conservation, 2019
“Natural and Working Lands Climate Smart Strategy”, 2021

“Advancing 30x30: Conservation of Lands”, Advisory Panel Summary Document, 2021

Coastal California Ecoregion Supporting Documents
The Nature Conservancy’s Santa Clara River and Coast Strategic Business Plan 2020-2030

Morro Bay National Estuary Program Comprehensive Conservation Management Plan (2012)
State of the Watershed Report — The Santa Clara River Watershed (2006)

San Luis Obispo Creek Watershed Enhancement Plan (2002)

Pismo Creek/Edna Area Watershed Management Plan (2009)


https://www.nature.org/content/dam/tnc/nature/en/documents/20200602_FINAL_TNC_SCRC_Strat_Plan.pdf
https://www.mbnep.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/12/MB_CCMP.pdf
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/losangeles/water_issues/programs/regional_program/Water_Quality_and_Watersheds/water_report/santa_clara/scr-w2003.pdf
https://storage.googleapis.com/coastalrcd-org/uploads/2020/04/SLO-Creek-Watershed-Enhancement-Plan.pdf
https://storage.googleapis.com/coastalrcd-org/uploads/2020/04/Pismo-Creek-Edna-Area-Watershed-Management-Plan-2009.pdf

Arroyo Grande Creek Watershed Management Plan (2009)

State of Monarch Overwintering Sites in California (Xerces, 2016)

Monarch Butterfly Species Status Assessment (USFWS 2020)

Ventura County Oak Woodlands Management Plan (Ventura County Planning Division, 2007)

The Oak Woodland Conservation Plan: A Strategy for Protecting and Managing Oak Woodland
Habitats and Associated Birds in California (PRBO, 2002)

Wildlands of the Santa Clara River (South Coast Wildlands)

Ventura Fish and Wildlife Office’s Priority Species (2020)

California State Wildlife Action Plan - https://wildlife.ca.gov/SWAP

SWAP Companion Plans - https://wildlife.ca.gov/SWAP/Final/Companion-Plans

SWAP Section 5.5 South Coast Province -
https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=109212&inline

[On FWS website (https://www.fws.gov/carlsbad/HCP_Docs.html)]
San Diego County MSCP (https://www.sandiegocounty.gov/pds/mscp/)
San Diego Management and Monitoring Program - https://sdmmp.com/

Carlsbad Habitat Management Plan -
https://www.carlsbadca.gov/departments/environmental-management/habitat-
management

Vernal Pool Habitat Conservation Plan -
https://www.sandiego.gov/planning/programs/mscp/vphcp

[DRAFT] North County Multiple Species Conservation Plan -
https://www.sandiegocounty.gov/content/sdc/pds/mscp/nc.html

Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan -
https://rctima.org/Portals/0/mshcp/volumel/index.html


https://storage.googleapis.com/coastalrcd-org/uploads/2020/04/AG_creek_watershed_mgt_plan_update-2009.pdf
https://wildlife.ca.gov/SWAP
https://wildlife.ca.gov/SWAP/Final/Companion-Plans
https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=109212&inline
https://www.fws.gov/carlsbad/HCP_Docs.html
https://www.sandiegocounty.gov/pds/mscp/
https://sdmmp.com/
https://www.carlsbadca.gov/departments/environmental-management/habitat-management
https://www.carlsbadca.gov/departments/environmental-management/habitat-management
https://www.sandiego.gov/planning/programs/mscp/vphcp
https://www.sandiegocounty.gov/content/sdc/pds/mscp/nc.html
https://rctlma.org/Portals/0/mshcp/volume1/index.html
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July 2021

California, Nevada, Klamath Basin: Partners for Fish and Wildlife & Coastal
Program

Stakeholder Interview for Strategic Planning

Purpose: The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Partners for Fish and Wildlife (Partners)
Program and Coastal Program are in the process of updating Strategic Plans for
these programs in California, Nevada and the Klamath Basin. A critical aspect of
updating these plans is to identify the highest priority Conservation Targets that the
Programs will focus the majority of their efforts on over the next five years. The
Programs are using a modified Conservation Standards planning process to select
Conservation Targets. Conservation Targets are defined as what we are working to
conserve or change, and the term is synonymous with priorities.

This interview is intended to serve as a cohesive approach for the Partners and
Coastal programs to gather, prioritize, and articulate ecoregional and field station
Conservation Targets for internal and external partners through a structured
conversation. This interview is an opportunity to seek feedback on how we may
align our Conservation Targets and leverage our conservation efforts across
programs, agencies and organizations.

Process: Identify and list the internal and external partners that will be
interviewed, and set up a time for a conversation with them covering the questions
below. At the beginning of each conversation, describe your program, geographic
area of your office, and a current overview of Conservation Targets that you have
identified for your program location. Gather feedback from partners and
stakeholders regarding conservation priorities for their respective programs or
organizations, and facilitate input on how those priorities may overlap or help to
leverage Partners and Coastal Program resources. Take notes and be prepared to
align your results with the other field stations in your Ecoregion.

Questions:

1. What native species and/or habitats are conservation priorities for your
program area or organization? What is the current condition/status of those
species and habitats?

2. What organizational plans support your priorities?

3. Are there key landscape-scale factors or threats/stressors that impact your

conservation priorities? Identified threats may include biological (e.g.,
invasive species) or human factors (e.g., conflicts with land use).



Are there limiting factors (e.g., technical assistance, financial assistance, lack
of partners on the landscape) that inhibit your program or organization'’s
ability to implement priority conservation projects or actions?

Which types of partnerships are the most important for accomplishing your
identified habitat restoration and land protection priorities?

What are your thoughts on the draft priorities for the Partners and/or
Coastal Program presented to you today? Is anything missing, from your
perspective? Do you have any suggestions for new outreach and/or
partnership building opportunities for our programs?

How can the Partners and Coastal programs best communicate with your
office/program or organization about mutual conservation opportunities?

External Partner: Do you see common priorities between our
agencies/organizations with respect to natural resource protection and
restoration? Can we combine our efforts to be more effective and to be value
added with each other? Are there efforts your group is undertaking that
would support Partners of Coastal Program efforts, e.g. habitat
monitoring/modeling, population assessments and/or other biological
response data?
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Pilot Study: Using A Spatial Model to Design Focus
Areas for the Pacific Flyway Ecoregion

Dylan Wilder
Partners for Fish and Wildlife Program
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

November 16, 2021

Version 1.0



1. Introduction

Focus Areas from 2017-2021 Strategic Plan

Pacific Flyway Ecoregion

This document outlines the
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for focus areas used in the Figure 1. 2017-2021 Pacific Flyway Focus Areas.
previous Strategic Plan). These

areas are where 80% of habitat restoration projects through the Partners for Fish and
Wildlife Program (PFW) will occur during the next five years (2022-2026 under the next
Strategic Plan). Thus, these focus areas should consist of portions of the Ecoregion that are
most suitable for habitat restoration. For this pilot study, the spatial issue is defined as
“habitat restoration suitability”.

3. Data Collection and Preparation

The next step was to find spatial data that will help us identify areas that are highly
suitable for habitat restoration. During the strategic planning process, PFW staff within
the Pacific Flyway identified and ranked conservation targets (habitat types) in order to
prioritize future habitat restoration projects. These targets, listed below, should ideally
form the core data for this analysis.



Ranked Conservation Targets (Pacific Flyway Ecoregion):
Managed seasonal wetlands

Stream/riparian

Permanent/semi-permanent wetlands

Grasslands

Vernal pools

Ponds

Ll S S e

Other spatial data should provide additional insight by either adding positive or negative
components to the area of interest. Areas may be more suitable for restoration by having
more sensitive species or by being connected to existing restoration sites. Areas may be less
suitable by being far from established roads or reliable water sources. Some promising data
includes the criteria used to rank the conservation targets mentioned above. While these
factors can help distinguish suitable areas both within and between habitat types, it is
important to note that not all of these criteria, listed below, can be mapped.

Criteria for Ranking Conservation Targets:
e Number of listed/at-risk species
Alignment with refuge purpose
Level of Fish and Wildlife Service effort/resources dedicated to target
Level of partner effort/resources dedicated to target
Level of documentation supporting restoration as beneficial
Level of opportunities to implement projects
Impact of target on social and economic conditions
Target recovery to “good” is possible with restoration

Some additional considerations for selecting datasets include the following: data
availability (Does the data already exist? Is it free? What are the usage restrictions?), data
currency (How often is the data updated? Will it be updated before the next Strategic
Plan?), data resolution (Is the data detailed enough for our needs?), data extent (Does the
data cover the entire ecoregion?).

For this pilot study, the priority was to identify vegetation datasets and then use other data
to supplement the analysis. The datasets used in this study are listed below and were
acquired from either the state government or Point Blue Conservation Science.

Datasets Utilized for Pilot Study:

e Vegetation: Vegetation Datasets (Northern Sierra Nevada Foothills, Great Valley
Ecoregion, Napa County and Blue Ridge Berryessa, Sacramento-San Joaquin Legal
Delta, Jawbone and Owens Valley)

o Source: California Department of Fish and Wildlife
(https://wildlife.ca.gov/Data/GIS/Vegetation-Data)

o Currency: Classified using imagery from 1993-2018

o Extent: Does not cover entire Ecoregion

e Crops: Statewide Crop Mapping Dataset

o Source: Department of Water Resources/Land 1Q
(https://data.cnra.ca.gov/dataset/statewide-crop-mapping)

o Currency: Classified using imagery from 2018



https://wildlife.ca.gov/Data/GIS/Vegetation-Data
https://data.cnra.ca.gov/dataset/statewide-crop-mapping

o Extent: Covers entire Ecoregion
¢ Land Ownership: California Land Ownership Dataset
o Source: CalFire
(httpsi//eis.data.ca.gov/datasets/f73858¢200634ca888b19¢ca8c78e3aed 0/about)
o Currency: Created in 2019 and updated in 2021
o Extent: Covers entire Ecoregion
e  Waterfowl: Preliminary prioritization surface for three species of waterfowl
o Source: Created by Point Blue using data from Point Blue, Bird Returns, and
eBird
o Currency: Created in 2021 using November-February species occurrence data
o Extent: Covers majority of Ecoregion
e Shorebirds: Preliminary prioritization surface for four species of shorebirds
o Source: Created by Point Blue using data from Point Blue, Bird Returns, and
eBird
o Currency: Created in 2021 using November-February species occurrence data
o Extent: Covers majority of Ecoregion

The first three datasets (vegetation, crops, and land ownership) were received in vector
format. Prior to analysis, these were reprojected to NAD 1983 California Teale Albers and
clipped to the extent of the Pacific Flyway Ecoregion shapefile used in the 2017-2021
Strategic Plan. Because the vegetation dataset consisted of five regional datasets, these
were merged together while preserving common attribute fields. The two Point Blue
datasets were received in raster format and were only reprojected prior to analysis.

4. Spatial Analysis

A simplified Mapping and Decision Diagram (Figure 2) was created to help visualize and
outline the raster analysis process that is described below.
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Figure 2. Mapping and Decision Diagram.



https://gis.data.ca.gov/datasets/f73858e200634ca888b19ca8c78e3aed_0/about

This analysis was designed and executed using ModelBuilder in ArcGIS Pro (Figure 3) in
order to streamline the process and ensure standardization. All analysis steps except for
the reprojection and clipping described previously were included in ModelBuilder. The
model elements are symbolized as follows: dark blue ovals represent source data, yellow
rectangles represent geoprocessing tools, and green ovals represent derived data.

Group 1
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Figure 3. Model of analysis steps using ModelBuilder. Group 1 is addressed under “A. Creating
a Suitability Surface” and Group 2 is addressed in “B. Creating Focus Areas”.

A. Creating a Suitability Surface:

The first step of the analysis was to convert the vector features to raster format using the
Feature to Raster tool. These layers were given a cell size of 500 m to keep the area
generalized. In order to create two separate raster layers, the vegetation shapefile was
converted using two different fields: CWHRTYPE and CALVEGNAME. The raster based on
the CWHRTYPE field (hereafter referred to as the vegetation class raster) created a surface
of general landcover types, such as “barren” and “coastal scrub”. This field was selected to
identify wetlands, grasslands, and riparian areas. The raster based on CALVEGNAME
(hereafter referred to as the vernal pool raster) had more specific vegetation designations
and identified vernal pools.

The crop mapping shapefile was converted to raster using the CLASS2 field, which
designated the main-season crop planted in each field. This dataset was selected because
rice fields in the Sacramento Valley are important for migratory birds as well as the giant
garter snake, a federally-listed species. The land ownership shapefile was converted using
the OWN_LEVEL field, which indicated land owned by governments, non-profit
organizations, etc. This attribute was chosen because PFW projects do not occur on federal
or state land. Both the waterfowl and shorebird datasets were received in raster format, so
no conversion was necessary.

The next step was to translate these fields of interest into scores of habitat restoration
suitability. This pilot study used a standard scale of one to nine to score raster cells. Nine
represented the highest suitability while one represented the lowest. All six of the input



rasters were scored using the Reclassify tool, bringing all layers to a common scale before
aggregation.

One important note is that none of the six raster datasets in this study covered the entire
Ecoregion as a continuous surface (i.e., some cells had a value of “NODATA”). For example,
the merged vegetation datasets did not cover the extreme northwest or southeast sections
of the Ecoregion. For this study, the areas without data were assumed to completely lack
features of interest, creating a conservative analysis. This is in contrast to using a median
score for those areas, which could greatly skew the final analysis output.

The reclassification scoring is indicated in Figure 2, although some of the attribute names
shown are simplified from the true data. The waterfowl and shorebird rasters were
straightforward to reclassify — the original values were on a 0-1 scale and were reclassified
to a 1-9 scale using equal intervals. For the vernal pool raster, cells designated as vernal
pools were given a moderately-high score of 7 while cells with any other vegetation type or
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Figure 4. Raster Surface of Habitat Restoration Suitability.

lacking data were given the lowest score possible. Scoring the crop raster was similar where
rice fields were scored as 7 and every other cell was scored as 0. Unlike in the other rasters,
cells without a value in the land ownership raster were scored highest. This is because
private land was not mapped in the dataset but is the one of the primary sites of PFW
restoration projects. Land owned by city/county governments, non-profits, or special
districts were scored as 8, only slightly lower. Federal and state lands were given the lowest
score possible. The vegetation class raster was reclassified to align with the conservation
target rankings listed earlier. Cells representing riparian areas and wetlands were scored



highest, while similar habitat types (riverine/lacustrine) were scored as 8. Grasslands,
being ranked lower, were reclassified as 7 and all other habitat types were scored lowest.

This raster was distinct from the
other datasets in that some of the
attributes contained multiple
values. An effort was made to
split/lump these attributes
appropriately during
reclassification.

The six reclassified datasets were
combined using the Weighted
Sum tool, as outlined in Figure 2.
Vegetation classes were weighed
heaviest because they align
directly with the conservation
targets. Waterfowl and shorebirds
were ranked next highest because
these were the only layers
representing wildlife rather than
vegetation. Land ownership was
weighed next heavily, followed by
the vernal pool and rice field
rasters. This overlay was
subsequently reclassified into
nine equal interval classes in
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B. Creating Focus Areas:

Several additional analyses were necessary to convert the suitability surface into distinct
focus areas. The scored suitability surface was reclassified a second time, only extracting
cells with a suitability of 6 or higher. This score was used as the cutoff because fewer
classes resulted in a much smaller area, which would shrink even further after subsequent
analysis steps. This layer was first put through the Majority Filter tool where cells were
replaced by the value held by a majority of contiguous neighbors in the eight surrounding
cells. Then this layer was smoothed using the Boundary Clean tool where smaller groups of
cells were merged into larger, adjacent groups of cells. Then this raster layer was converted
into vector features for ease of use. Finally, features of the layer that were larger than 100
km? were exported into a final vector shapefile. The purpose of these additional analyses
was to smooth the jagged edges and remove smaller portions of the focus areas. Figure 5
shows the output of this analysis and Figure 6 shows a comparison between the output and
the focus areas used in the 2017-2021 Strategic Plan.



5. Conclusions
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enhancement and true
restoration.

It is also important to note that the inclusion of waterfowl and shorebirds as the only
wildlife inputs into the model biases this analysis towards wetlands. Future analyses
should balance the representation of all federal trust species, including interjurisdictional
fish and threatened/endangered species. Another suggestion for refining this model is to
determine the accuracy of imagery classification layers required for inclusion in the
analysis. Finally, areas completely removed from project consideration (.e., state- and
federally-owned land) should be excluded from analysis rather than scored low.

Given all of these considerations, the output of this model should be used to inform, rather
than determine, focus areas for inclusion in the next Strategic Plan. Once these issues are
addressed, this model can be incorporated into future updates to the focus areas. Input
datasets as well as the scoring and weighting methodologies can and should be improved in
response to the Plan’s implementation and the best available science.
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