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: ! O O O . Introduction to Monitoring
and Evaluation Report

The Kisatchie National Forest (KNF) animplementing the Plan are on target. Thetatement from the Forest Supervisor indicat-
nually monitors and evaluates programs arelaluation of monitoring results allows thdng that he has evaluated the findings and rec-
projects to determine whether they are iRorest Supervisor to initiate action to improvemmended actions, and directs that the ac-
compliance with management direction in theompliance with management directiortion plans developed to respond to the rec-
Revised Land and Resource Managemewnthere needed, improve cost effectivenessmmendations be implemented.

Plan (Plan). and determine if any amendments to the Plan
are needed to improve resource management.

Monitoring is conducted by field re-
views of projects and by inventory and sur-
vey work conducted by Forest Service re-
source specialists, Forest Service research®™
scientists, universities, State resource agen- |
cies, and other cooperators.

This Monitoring and Evaluation Report
is structured to correspond to the monitoring
items listed in Chapter 9vionitoring and
Evaluation of the Plan. These items were
developed based on the Plan’s desired future

Monitoring and evaluation is an ongo-conditions, goals and objectives, and stan-
ing process, specifically designed to insurdards and guidelines. Each monitoring item |
that Plan goals and objectives (Plan, pages @nsidered in this report references the cor-
1 to 2-7) are being achieved; standards amesponding monitoring item from Table 5-1
guidelines (S&Gs) are being properly impleof the Plan.
mented; and environmental effects are occur-  This report includes the implementation
ring as predicted. It also indicates whethestatus of the previous fiscal year’'s monitor-
the application of management area prescripg recommendations in addition to the de- BS
tions are responding to public issues as wehiled results and action plan for this year's &
as management concerns; and if the costsreport. The next page contains a certification
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Certification:

| have evaluated the monitoring results and recommended actions in this Report. | have directed that the action plans
developed to respond to these recommendations be implemented according to the timeframes indicated, unless new informa-
tion or changed resource conditions warrant otherwise. | have considered funding requirements in the budget necessary to
implement these actions.

With these completed changes the Forest Plan is sufficient to guide the management of the Kisatchie National Forest for
fiscal year 2001, unless ongoing monitoring and evaluation efforts identify further need for change.

Any amendments or revisions made to the current Forest Plan will be made using the appropriate National Environmen-
tal Policy Act procedures.

Opportunity for comment:

If you have questions or comments regarding the accomplishments for fiscal year 2000, please call or write and let us
know. Telephone: 318-473-7160. Address: USDA Forest Service, 2500 Shreveport Highway, Pineville, LA 71360.

oo

Sincerely,

Lynn
Forest Supervisor
Kizaichie Natonal Forest
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: ! O O Summary of M&E Results
and Report Findings

A. ECOSYSTEM CONDITION, » Although an overestimate of occupied Population surveys for RCW conducted by
HEALTH, AND acreage, data show “pinelands” as the larg- Forest Service personnel reveal that: the
SUSTAINABILITY est rare plant habitat type in number of Winn population remains small, but it ap-

acres occupied (4,910 acres). The numberspears stable; the Catahoula, Evangeline,
and acreages of bogs and baygalls con-and Vernon populations increased slightly;
a sists of 511 sites for 4,824 acres. Prairies and the Kisatchie population decreased.
through decision memos. 32,084 acres of oecyr on 63 sites for 2,306 acres; many The decrease in the Kisatchie population
dormant season burns and 6,450 acres ofy4iries have some large areas of “historic” was attributed to excessive midstory result-
growing season burns were completed by pairie. Sandy woodlands include 77 sites ing from infrequent prescribed burns. The
the districts during FY2000. These’accom- totaling 1,134 acres. Forty-three glades Kisatchie National Forest and the US Fish
plishments are not within the Plan’s range .qyer 420 acres. A few small areas for rare & Wildlife Service are collaborating to re-

of expected outcomes. The prescribed pants include three seeps (17.5 acres), asolve habitat problems with the Kisatchie

burning goals were not accomplished FIue pond (10.7 acres), and a ruderal area (2.8 population.
to a severe drought and a need to divert acres).

resources to help with a national fire emer-
gency.

* Prescribed burning projects were approved

» The Forestlost 7,613 acres to wildland fires
» During calendar year 2000, the Forest es- in FY2000. The acceptable range in
tablished 136 plant MIS plots. These are NFMAS for FY2000 was 2,108 acres. The
: : : ~'* scattered over 4 broad habitat types or land- Forest was above the acceptable range by
planted with longleaf pine seedlings in gcahes (upland longleaf pine, shortleaf 5,505 acres.

FY?OOO. Elg.ht sites '(222 acre;) will re- pine/oak-hickory, mixed hardwood-

quire replanting. Thirty-four sites (807 |,piolly pine and riparian forests) and were Final harvest treatments were completed
acres) planted in FY1998, were evaluated «sigqvhacked” onto existing neotropical on 390 acres in FY2000. This number of
for adequate stocking with longleaf pine - iaratory bird plots (R8 Bird Point Count  acres is far short of the planned estimate
seedlings. Twenty-five of the sites consist- gjias) During the year, 85 of the 136 plots of 1,576 acres. The level of overstocked
ing of 503 acres were adequately stocked. (5304) were sampled. Table 2 of this re- stands continues to increase with only
Nine sites (304 acres) will require replant-- ot symmarizes these resuilts. 7,561 acres having been thinned in 2000.
Ing. Overstocked stands are highly susceptible
to southern pine beetle (SPB) infestations.

* Nineteen sites consisting of 539 acres were
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A large number of young plantations are Fullerton Lake and Anderson Pond were In FY2000, only 17,000 CCF were offered
reaching the age for first thinning. drawn down for weed control. Christmas and sold as bona fide new timber sales.
trees were placed in Valentine Lake for This relatively small amount of volume in
Restoration activities included about 30 fisheries habitat improvement. Approxi- the pipeline and its consequences should
acres of watershed improvement projects mately 5 cubic yards of pea gravel and 159 affect the outcome of next year’s Report
and 26 acres of KV soil and water projects. tons of lime were applied to several lake findings. The expectation is for a very sub-
Revegetation of these areas was successand ponds in order to maintain and improve stantial reduction in volume harvested and

ful with greater than 80 % cover. water quality and fish habitat. the accompanying value, which relates to
returns to the parish and local jobs/income.
The water quality of nine streams on the This situation is primarily the result of on-
Winn, Catahoula, and Calcasieu Ranggs SUSTAINABLE MULTIPLE going litigation challenges to proposed tim-
districts were monitored on a quarterly cypEST AND RANGE ber sales that implement the Forest Plan’s

basis in cooperation with the Louisiana direction.
DEQ. The monitoring data indicated that BENEFITS
all these streams meet the criteria for des- _ _ » FY2000 grants assisted three minority com-
ignated uses, including propagation for fish Population levels for game species were nnities to successfully increase local
and wildlife. Also, bi-weekly testing of fe- ~ stable. Deer populations are and have beeng,nomy through tourism, suggested op-
cal coliform levels at Stuart Lake, Kincaid = considerably below the habitat's carrying 4t nities for new recycling industries in
Lake and Caney Lake swim beaches indi- CapaCity; herd densities are too low to pro- north Louisiana, and contributed to com-
cated that water quality standards for pro- vide adequate aesthetic enjoyment for non- munity efforts to support conservation edu-
tection of public health and safety were consumptive users. cation.
met. Slightly elevated fecal coliform lev-
els due to low water levels at Stuart Lake All roads reviewed were observed to be
caused the swim beach to be closed for oneserizeame_ by_f_the intended u_serharlld ' ORGANIZATIONAL
week in August. quired no significant increase in the leve

J or frequency of maintenance. EFFECTIVENESS
Valentine Lake was drawn down to repair _ _
the control structure. Bream were stocket! Harvest levels dropped from FY1999 The Forest Plan was revised in 1999. Dur-
(1,053, less than or equal to 3") in Valen- (85,000 CCF) to FY2000 (54,000 CCF). ing FY2000, only minor changes occurred
tine Lake after the drawdown. Largemouth An accompanying reduction in payments On the Forest from implementation of the
bass were stocked (33,215 fingerlings) in to the State of Louisiana was also felt. Fu- revised Forest Plan due to appeal and liti-
21 Forest Service lakes and ponds. Catfish ture declines in harvest levels and accom- gation requests and updating of project
were stocked (17,979 fingerlings) in five panying dollar values are expected to be analyses that began under the previous
Forest Service lakes and ponds. substantial until the outputs outlined in the Plan.

Forest Plan are achieved.
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On July 13, 2000, the Sierra Club, et al.,
filed a lawsuit in Region 8 of the Forest
Service alleging violation of several laws.
The controversy in this lawsuit centered
around monitoring of Management Indi-
cator Species (MIS). The lawsuit wa2
settled on May 16, 2001. This M & E re-
port covers only FY2000 findings and rec-
ommendations; however, monitoring infor-
mation for MIS were extrapolated from
compilation of information contained in

the Forest’s MIS Population and Habitat
Trends Report, prepared in May of 2001.
This information is believed to be accu-
rate for this report

Kisatchie National Forest 2000 M&E Report

needs to meet standards. Critical standards
are being met. Full compliance with all
Meaningful Measures standards is not pos-
sible at current funding level.

The Forest Service and LSU established a
challenge cost share agreement to help one
another accomplish mutually beneficial
objectives related to the impacts of off road
vehicles (ORV) to soil, water and other
resources of the Kisatchie National Forest.
The current Kisatchie National Forest rat-
ings will be refined and modified in order
to classify the suitability of areas for ORV
traffic. These data will be incorporated into
the Forest Service’s GIS database and

Several issues emerged pertaining to how should help the Forest Service determine

MIS habitat and population trends should
be analyzed in site-specific environmental
analysis documents. This work was still irr

how to best manage these areas.

The Forest’s estimated Plan-level budget

progress by the end of FY2000, but was was $19,529,120 (in FY2000 dollars). The

subsequently completed in FY2001. Ap-
pendix D of this report shows the results
of the analysis done for avian MIS popula-
tion trends. During the next 5-Year Review
(which should occur in 2004), the Forest
will look at appropriate changes to Plan
MIS selection and direction. The Forest

actual FY2000 budget for the Forest was
$17,370,619, or $2,158,501 less than esti-
mated in Appendix C of the Forest Plan.
Most of the cost difference was due to
lower costs associated with Timberland
Management, especially timber road con-
struction and KV-funded project work.

anticipates that any needed changes in Plan

direction can be incorporated as
amendment(s) or errata at that time.

The Forest is in the process of completing
the Meaningful Measures inventory, data

entry and the documentation of funding
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: ! O O O 1. Detailed M&E Results and
Report Findings
The following information is the detailed menting the Forest Plan are occurring as prand sub-management areas.

Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) Report dicted; whether the application of manage-

for 2000 with recommended actions. The .. S
M&E Report is structured to correspond ment area prescriptions responds to public & RGANIZATION

with Chapter 5 of the Kisatchie National sues as well as management concerns; an@f THE REPORT
Forest Revised Land and Resources Manage- the costs of implementing the Forest Plan are

ment Plan(Forest Plan; Plan). on target. The following results of monitoring and
evaluation are presented in accordance with
THE MONITORING AND PLAN AMENDMENTS Chapter 5 of the Forest Plan. The specific
EVALUATION PROCESS monitoring requirements are listed in Table

The original 1986 Forest Plan was res_1, on pages 5-7 through 5—14 of that docu-

This process documents the Forest Plansed in 1999. There are currently no amengnent. The table includes goals, objectives,
M&E program for fiscal year 2000 (FY2000).ments to it. The revised Plan contains new @hd monitoring questions needed to meet the
The Kisatchie National Forest annually moniehanged monitoring items, more appropriatgirection of the revised Plan. This report is
tors and evaluates its programs and projedits meeting it's new direction. These moniformatted similar to Forest Plan Table 5-1.
to determine progress toward achieving Fotering items are listed in Chapter 5 of the Plalndditionally, the monitoring items are
est Plan management goals, objectives, ahdplementation of the revised Plan begagrouped here into the following categories:
standards and guidelines. November 29, 1999 (the first quarter oo, Ecosystem Condition. Health. and

Monitoring and evaluation is an ongo+Y2000) so it is still too early to make meansystainability B. Sustainable Multiple For-
ing process, documented through annual reagful recommendations for many monitorest and Range BenefigsdC. Omanizational
views by the Forest Supervisor, Forest stafiig items. However, the general recommerngffectivenessinformation for each moni-
and district rangers. Information from the reelation for FY2001 is to continue implementtoring element includes a descriptions of the
views is compiled in this comprehensive reing the revised Plan using guidance provided|an objective, the monitoring question and
port after the fiscal year is ended. Monitoringn Chapters 2 and 3 of the Plan in order tghonitoring type (i.e., ‘I’ for implementation,
indicates whether management direction ireach the objectives stated. Long terms goals’ for the effectiveness, and ‘V’ for valida-
the Plan is being effectively carried out anébr the Forest are to reach the Desired Futuggn), the results of monitoring, and finally,
points out needed modification of that direc€onditions (DFC) stated for the Forest angty2001 recommended actions if any.
tion. It also shows whether effects of implethe DFC stated for individual management
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A. ECOSYSTEM CONDITION,
HEALTH, AND
SUSTAINABILITY

1. Biodiversity

Objective 2—-1: Manage to restore or
maintain the structure, composition,

and processes of the four major land- “ Shortleaf pine / oak-hickory forest: " Riparian forest: 181,000 acres
scape forest ecosystems known to oc- 62,000 acres. . .

cur on the Forest, and unique or un- Are management practices designed to
der-represented inclusional commu- restore or maintain the structure, com-
nities embedded within them. Long- position, and processes of the four ma-

jor landscape forest ecosystems and the
embedded plant communities within
them being implemented? (1)

term objectives for each major forest
community is as follows:

FY2000 results: An insufficient num-
ber of project decisions with accompanying
proposed management practices were ap-
proved for implementation during FYZ2000.
Without documentation of planned practices,
proper analysis and determination of compli-
ance with the Forest Plan direction cannot be
accomplished. Prescribed burning projects
were approved through decision memos.
Only 32,084 acres of dormant season burns
and 6,415 acres of growing season burns were
’ Long|eaf pine forest: 263’000 acres. Completed by the districts during FY2000 due
to extended drought conditions and a national
fire emergency. Fire is essential for the res-
toration and maintenance of native plant com-

" Mixed hardwood-loblolly pine for-
est: 27,800 acres.
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munities on the Kisatchie National Forest. approximately 10 percent of the Kisatchie

Longleaf Pine LandscapesNineteen National Forest ownership. Strive to imple- ~ EY2000 resultsThe Kisatchie National
sites consisting of 539 acres were planted withent harvesting levels consistent with Plafiorest is developing a tracking method for
longleaf pine seedlings in FY2000. Eight sitekevels. Increase the number of prescribed bufare plant communities using the Forest level
(222 acres) will require replanting. Thirty-acres to allow the completion of 125,000 t@eographic information system (GIS). This
four sites (807 acres) planted in FY1998, werE50,000 acres in FY2001. Continue to inProcess started with bog mapping in 1994 and
evaluated for adequate stocking with longleafrease the number of growing season buhfs since expanded to include all occupied
pine seedlings. Satisfactorily stocked siteacres. Identify by calendar date when groware plant communities. Table 1 on the next
require a minimum of 300 well-distributeding season burns begin in the spring and eff@gde shows a summary of rare plant habitats.
seedlings per acre. Twenty-five of the sitein the summer. Publish these dates in the fire The data in Table 1 shows “pinelands”
consisting of 503 acres were adequatelypanagement handbook. as the largest rare plant habitat type in num-
stocked. Nine sites (304 acres) will require  On longleaf pine landscapes changeer of acres occupied (4,910 acres). This num-
replanting. The failures are primarily due tanethod of site preparation from chop an@er is a large overestimate of actually occu-
competition but drought was another contribburn to herbicide and burn when the nativied acres. One rare species, a grass, was re-
uting factor, especially on sites with deeground cover has not been established prigprted as occurring in the Palustris Experi-
sandy soils. Increased prescribed burning a final harvest cut. Establish native grounghental Forest without a specific location. This
during the growing season will be necessamover by implementing growing season burnigcord is based on a historical record from a
to restore native plant communities angrior to harvest. Apply growing season burnBerbarium specimen. As a result, the entire
achieve the desired future conditions. on the stocked sites. If competing hardwookixperimental Forest was included in GIS as

Shortleaf Pine/Oak-hickory Land-stems are not controlled with the burns thed potential site of the species. The numbers
scapes:Six sites consisting of 172 acres werapply herbicide treatment with a follow-upand acreages of bogs and baygalls (511 sites
planted with shortleaf pine seedlings iburn. Continue to monitor sites for additionafor 4,824 acres) reflects reality much more
FY2000. The planting spacing was widereatment needs. Conduct growing seaséipsely. The data on prairies (63 sites for 2,306
enough to allow for a hardwood componenburn training sessions in cooperation with thacres) is slightly more accurate, but also a bit

Mixed hardwood-Loblolly Pine Land- Southern Research Unit for all Forest persogkewed; many prairies have GPS’ed loca-
scapes:Two sites consisting of 71 acres wereel involved with the prescribed burning protions, but the total includes some large areas
planted with loblolly pine seedlings ingram. Increase the number of acres burn@dl “historic” prairie. Prairies are discussed in

FY2000. during the growing season. Increase the nurfilore detail below. Sandy woodlands include
Riparian Communities:Very few tim- ber of acres planted to longleaf pine. 77 sites totaling 1,134 acres. Forty-three
ber harvesting projects that incorporate the glades cover 420 acres. A few small areas for

new Forest standards and guidelines regard-Are the management practices success- rare plants include three seeps (17.5 acres), a
ing streamside and riparian area protection fully restoring or maintaining quality ~ Pond (10.7 acres), and a ruderal area (2.8
zones have been implemented forest ecosystems: and. the structure, acres).

FY2001 recommended actiorBrepare  composition. and processes of the four Table 1 also lists 14 areas totaling 974
documents addressing management needs omajor landscape forest ecosystems? (E) acres as “SIA”. This represents areas within

9
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amount of disturbance or rutting). This sys-

Table 1: Rare Plant Habitats tem lists the bogs as A, B, C, D, or E, but has
not been widely used.

Type of Habitat Acres Number of sites At the present, we are expanding the

Pinelands 4,910 3 above systems to include the entire scale of

Bogs and baygalls 4,824 511 rare plant habitats on the Forest. Grading of

Prairie 2,306 63

specific sites can only occur as time permits

Mesic slopes and bottomland forests 1,494 56 visits to those sites for accurate grading.
Sandy woodlands 1,134 77

SIA 974 14 In summary, all embedded plant com-
Glade 420 43 munities have been mapped using GIS, but
Unclassified 178 13 only prairie habitats have quality rankings.
Seep 17.5 3 Many sites have been GPS’ed, especially on
Pond 10.7 1 the Catahoula and Winn districts, and on the
Ruderal area 2.8 1 Evangeline unit. GPS’ing of sites nails down
Limestone outcrops 0 0

the number of acres of habitat occupied by
rare plants. It should be stated here that the

, , GPS’ed acres include a buffer zone of 1 chain
the Keiffer and Tancock Special Interest Arggne by the author with an assessment of prg&6 feet) for most habitats, and 3 chains (198

eas (SIA), which are not prairie habitat, bufie conditions made by Michael and Barbargeet) for bogs. The monitoring to date indi-

are mapped because they lie within thos@acRoberts in 1996. In summary, Hyatt (ibidpates little change in prairie condition from

SlAs. In addition, it may seem unusual thafound 64.7 prairie acres improved “becaus&996 to 1999 (Hyatt 1999): this trend contin-

zero sites totalling zero acres are listed fQ§f changed conditions”, and 68.7 acres dowmes, based on field observations. Classifica-

“limestone outcrop” habitat. This habitatonC%raded (or degraded slightly) for the samgion and monitoring of other habitats contin-

supported four ferns, rare to Louisiana. Thgsasons. The same report also lists differenceed. The monitoring purpose is being

ferns were extirpated from private landgf opinion in the grading of some prairiesachieved, and further monitoring is required.

within the administrative boundary. The habigjith |ittle overall difference betweenthetwo  FY2001 recommended actionsclude

tat is listed here in the hope that sites for theg@servers. This report provides a baseline fdevelopment of a classification system for all

species will be found on Forest Service landgture evaluation of prairie conditions.  habitats by the end of FY2002, and the con-

in the future. N In a similar fashion, Appendix 2 of thetinued monitoring of individual sites as time
A conservation assessment for prairiegonservation assessment for hillside seepagermits. Strive to implement harvest levels

(Hyatt 1999) included the status of prairiegogs (Hyatt 1998) provides a system for clagonsistent with the Plan direction.

atthat time. This document classified the prakifying the condition of bog habitats. This

ries with an intergrading series (A, B, C, D¢lassification scheme is based on bog size, Objective 2—2: Provide for healthy

and F, with various intergrades such as AByresence or absence of rare species, and bogopulations of all existing native and

AC, BC, etc.). It also compared the gradingondition (level of shrub encroachment, desirable nonnative wildlife, fish, and

10
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plants by managing major forest eco-
systems at the scale and distribution
appropriate to maintain species vi-
ability. In the next 10 years, manage-
ment indicator habitat objectives are
as follows:

" Longleaf pine, all stages: 121,000
acres.

" Shortleaf pine / oak-hickory, early
stages: O acres.

"~ Shortleaf pine / oak-hickory, mid-
late stages: 16,000 acres.

“Mixed hardwood-loblolly pine, early
stages: 42,000 acres.

“ Mixed hardwood-loblolly pine, mid-
late stages: 252,000 acres.

" Riparian, small streams: 85,000
acres

" Riparian, large streams: 92,000
acres

Are management practices successfully

expanding quality habitats for man-
agement indicators? (E)

FY2000 results: During the calendar-
year 2000, the Kisatchie National Forest es-
tablished 136 MIS plots. These are scattered
over 4 broad habitat types or landscapes (up
land longleaf pine, shortleaf pine/oak-hickory,
mixed hardwood-loblolly pine and riparian
forests) and were “piggybacked” onto exist-

ing neotropical migratory bird plots.

During the year, 85 of 136 plots (63%)
were sampled. Table 2 summarizes the per

Kisatchie National Forest 2000 M&E Report

centage of plots containing a particular planesented or entirely absent from the 2000
MIS species. Eight species are under repreamples because their habitat is under repre-
sented or absent in the year 2000 sampksented or absent in the neotropical bird points.
There are two reasons for this: (a) Five sp&reen Hawthorn Grataegusviridus) and
cies Carex louisianica, Echinacea pallida, Lizard’s Tail Saururuscernuus) are found in
Monarda fistulosa Podophyllum peltatum wet-mesic or frequently-flooded bottomland
andSanicula canadengisre present and/or hardwood areas of major streams such as
identifiable (for the most part) in the springCorney Bayou, Cunningham Brake, Saline
and early summer. The first plot was noBayou, Bayou Boeuf, and the Red River - a
sampled until July 26 and plot sampling wahkabitat that is absent from representation by
not in “full swing” until mid-September. (b) the neotropical bird points. Basswodilig
Three specieQrataegus viridus, Saururus americanais found in rich mesic forests such
cernuusandTilia americand are under rep- as Brushy Creek on the Evangeline Unit of
the Calcasieu RD, a habitat that is under rep-
resented by the neotropical bird points.

This data provides an initial baseline for
MIS plant status on the Kisatchie National
Forest. Due to the recent listing of these plant
species as MIS, no comparison data is cur-
rently available. A report on the status of all
MIS on the Forest has recently been com-
pleted (May 2001) . That report includes a
variety of other data on plant MIS on the For-
est. Table 2 on the next page simply provides
an initial baseline for documenting the cur-
rent status of plant MIS. Refinement of the
MIS monitoring methods is expected. Acre-
ages for coverage of plant MIS species has
not yet been calculated due to the low sample
size.

11
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Table 2: Plant MIS Frequency Occur-

rence

Southern Red Oak
(Quercus falcata
Loblolly Pine
(Pinus taeda
Little Bluestem

(Andropogon scoparigs

Longleaf Pine

(Pinus palustriy
Flowering Dogwood

(Cornus floridg
Mockernut Hickory

(Carya tomentosa
White Oak

(Quercus alba
Ironwood

(Carpinus caroliniana
American Beech

(Fagus grandifolia
Southern Magnolia

(Magnolia grandiflorg
Partridgeberry

(Mitchella repeny
Noseburn

(Tragia urticifolia)
Shortleaf Pine

(Pinus echinatp
Swamp Chestnut Oak

(Quercus michauxji
Cherrybark Oak

(Quercus pagoda
Christmas Fern

78%

2%

55%

47%

46%

42%

40%

27%

27%

26%

25%

18%

16%

16%

16%

Kisatchie National Forest 2000 M&E Report

(Polystichum acrostichoidg44%
Bigleaf Snowbell

(Styrax grandifolia 12%
Partridge Pea
(Cassia fasciculata 9%

Inland Sea Oats

(Chasmanthium latifoliupn 9%
Black Hickory

(Carya texana 8%
Virginia Dutchman’s Pipe

(Aristolochia serpentarin 7%
Black Snakeroot

(Sanicula canadengis 6%
Wild Azalea

(Rhododendron canescgns5%
Louisiana Sedge

(Carex louisianica 1%
Pale Purple Coneflower

(Echinacea pallida 1%
Wild Bergamot

(Monarda fistulosa 1%
Basswood

(Tilia americang 1%
Green Hawthorn

(Crataegus viridup 0%
Mayapple

(Podophyllum peltatum 0%
Lizard’s Tall
(Saururus cernuys 0%

Are the habitat objectives for selected
management indicators providing for
healthy populations of all existing na-
tive and desirable nonnative wildlife,
fish, and plants? (V)

FY2000 resultsBird surveys on Ki-
satchie National Forest from 1990 to 1999
reveal:

(a) increasing populations of: White-
Eyed Vireos and Yellow-Billed Cuckoos;

(b) decreasing populations of: North-
ern Bobwhite;

(c) stable populations of: Acadian Fly-
catchers, Bachman’s Sparrows, Eastern
Wood-Peewees, Hooded Warblers, Kentucky
Warblers, Northern Parulas, Pileated Wood-
peckers, Red-Headed Woodpeckers, Summer
Tanagers, and Wood Thrushes; and

(d) populations of Cooper’s Hawks,
Louisiana Waterthrushes, Prairie Warblers,
Red-Cockaded Woodpeckers, Warbling
Vireos, White-Breasted Nuthatches, and
Worm-Eating Warblers were too sparse to
ascertain population trends.

The Kisatchie National Forest MIS
(Management Indicator Species) Population
and Habitat Trends report (Byrd, et al. 2001)
provides baseline data for plant (and other)
MIS species. Most plant data is based on a
variety of historic data, and an initial study

FY2001 recommended actions: Conef plant MIS plots. In 2000, plant MIS plots
tinue plant MIS monitoring, and reevaluatevere established with the purpose of docu-
procedure for collecting that data for 2001.menting the frequency of the newly revised

12
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1999 has increased the number of plant MIS Objective 2-3: Manage to protect, im-
from one to 30. Measurements of the num- Prove, and maintain habitat condi-
bers of plant MIS species were taken on 85 tions for all threatened, endangered,
of the 136 plant MIS plots. This data will pro- S€nNSitive, and conservation species oc-
vide a baseline for future evaluation. The fig- CUIMng onthe Forest. Manage habitat
ures are considered preliminary, since no conditions on 303,000 acres of pine
trends can be established with only a single @"d Pine-hardwood within 5 estab-
year of data collection. In addition, some !iShed Red-Cockaded Woodpecker
monitoring of MIS plots was done late in the (RCW) habitat management areas to
year (as late as November), when some plant@chieve along-term forest-wide RCW
MIS were difficult to find. population of 1,405 active clusters.
FY2001 recommended actionSon-
tinue bird surveys on Kisatchie National For-
est. Evaluate monitoring methods for plant
MIS in FY2001. Some changes in the timing
of plot measurement are expected. This
should be done in order to target plant MIS
species in specific habitats at the peak of their management beind implemented within
season of availability. All plant MIS plots designated habitat management areas?
should be measured in the appropriate sea-(ll '
son by the end of FY2002. Current results
from the 2000 monitoring season brought up
few concerns. The primary concern of tims

Are management practices designed to
protect, improve, and maintain threat-

ened, endangered, sensitive, and con-
servation species being implemented?
Are _management strategies designed
for Red-Cockaded Woodpecker habitat

ing of plot measurement will be addressed i

absence of some speciesat MIS plots the Forest Plan direction,
measured to date. This will be reviewed aftgf,o NEPA decisions.

all MIS plots have been checked during the
appropriate season. Perhaps additional plgt
will need to be selected to catch some SPBh new projects.
cies absent in plots measured to date, such as

Mayapple and Louisiana Sedge. These ae napitat conditions for threatened.

missed” species may just be of localized ¢n4anqered, sensitive, and conserva-

qccurrence and so were not founq in the ini- tion species improving? (E)
tial plots that were measured during 2000.

FY2001 recommended action€on-
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FY2000 resultsFew timber harvesting

projects were implemented during 2000. {j5n trends responding positively to
I@Ionitoring of selected projects found that all

2001. A secondary concem exists about thg. e peing carried out in compliance with

project design, and  £y2000 resultsViable populations of

Hue monitoring projects as work continue

Kisatchie National Forest 2000 M&E Report

FY2000 resultsThe results of monitor-
ing for Objective 2-1 on page 7 of this report
provides detailed information on the quality
and status of rare plant communities on the
Kisatchie National Forest. This data provides
an initial baseline of habitat conditions for
embedded plant communities supporting
PETS plants.

The monitoring to date indicates little
change in prairie condition from 1996 to 1999
(Hyatt 1999); this trend continues, based on
field observations. Classification and moni-
toring of other habitats continued. The moni-
toring purpose is being achieved, and further
monitoring is required.

FY2001 recommended actiorisclude
development of a classification system for all
habitats by the end of FY2002, and the con-
tinued monitoring of individual sites as time
permits.

Are Red-Cockaded Woodpecker and
Louisiana pearlshell mussel popula-

management strategies? (V)

mussels were found on and off the Forest.
Streams on the Catahoula Ranger District in

Brant Parish contained approximately 5,600

pearlshell mussels.

Population surveys for RCW conducted
by Forest Service personnel reveal that: the
Winn population remains small, but it appears
stable; the Catahoula, Evangeline, and Ver-
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non populations increased slightly; and the

Kisatchie National Forest 2000 M&E Report

Kisatchie population decreased. The deéfrmon 1995 187
crease in the Kisatchie population was attrib- igg? igé
uted to excessive midstory resulting from in- 1998 194
frequent prescribed burns. The Kisatchie 1999 155
National Forest and the US Fish & Wildlife 2000 152
Service are collaborating to resolve habitat
problems with the Kisatchie population. Forest Totals 1;825 3§i4
1997 361
Table 3: 1995 — 2000 RCW Population 1998 363
Survey Results 1999 330
2000 314

RCW Population Year # Act.Clusters
Catahoula 1995 26
1996 28
1997 29
1998 29
1999 30
2000 34
Evangeline 1995 64
1996 67
1997 68
1998 70
1999 72
2000 74
Kisatchie 1995 65
1996 63
1997 54
1998 56
1999 56
2000 37
Winn 1995 12
1996 12
1997 12
1998 14
1999 17
2000 17

FY2001 recommended actionSon-
tinue public education efforts to encourage

good land stewardship. Ensure adequate ero
sion control measures on newly constructed

bridges. Continue beaver eradication efforts
along mussel streams.

In cooperation with the Louisiana Natu-
ral Heritage Program and the US Fish & Wild-
life Service, continue regularly scheduled sur-
veys on a 5 year interval. Continue Inter-
agency Agreement with USDA APHIS Wild-
life Services for beaver control on mussel
streams.

Survey known mussel beds on the
Evangeline Unit of the Calcasieu Ranger Dis-
trict in Rapides Parish during the summer of
2001.

Closely monitor all RCW populations
for population changes. Engage in RCW
translocations to bolster populations, if fea-
sible. Continue consultations with the US
Fish & Wildlife Service.
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Objective 2—4: Develop or maintain
old-growth forest attributes, for their
contribution to biological and visual
diversity, habitats for plant and ani-
mal species, and maintenance of a natu-
ral gene pool, within designated
patches on approximately 13 percent
of the Forest based upon representa-
tion of the major forest ecosystems
and old-growth community types.
Long-term old-growth forest objec-
tives are as follows:

" Longleaf pine forest-dominated
patches: 48,800 acres.

» Coastal plain upland mesic hard-

‘wood: 2,550 acres.

» Upland longleaf, woodland, and sa-
vanna: 45,350 acres.

» Southern wet pine forest, woodland,
and savanna: 780 acres.

* Dry and xeric oak forest, woodland,
and savanna: 120 acres.

" Shortleaf pine/oak-hickory forest-
dominated patches: 13,500 acres.

» Coastal plain upland mesic hard-
wood: 1,290 acres.

* Dry and dry-mesic oak-pine forest:
11,630 acres.

* Dry and xeric oak forest, woodland,
and savanna: 60 acres.

* Xeric pine and pine-oak forest and
woodland: 50 acres.

» Seasonally wet oak-hardwood wood-
land: 350 acres.
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* River floodplain hardwood forest:
120 acres.

~ Mixed hardwood-loblolly pine for-
est-dominated patches: 6,100 acres.
» Coastal plain upland mesic hard-
wood: 700 acres.

» Seasonally wet oak-hardwood wood-
land: 300 acres.

* Dry and dry-mesic oak-pine forest:
4,650 acres.

* River floodplain hardwood forest:
450 acres.

" Riparian forest-dominated patches:
12,700 acres.

» Coastal plain upland mesic hard-
wood: 1,820 acres.

* River floodplain hardwood forest:
1,180 acres.

* Cypress-tupelo swamp forest: 1,400
acres.

 Easternriverfrontforest: 6,400 acres.
» Seasonally wet oak-hardwood wood-
land: 1,400 acres.

* Dry and dry-mesic oak-pine forest:
500 acres.

Are management practices designed to

develop old-growth forest attributes be-
ing implemented? (I)

FY2000 resultsProject-level decision

documents involving management practices Are streamside habitat protection zones
designed to develop old-growth forest at- and riparian area protection zones be-

tributes have not yet been completed.

A GIS theme (map) showing old-growth

Kisatchie National Forest 2000 M&E Report

patches on the Kisatchie National Forest is EY2000 resultsHabitat for the unique
available for use. Scorecards for evaluatinigatures of streamside and riparian zones was
old-growth attributes have been developedmonitored for management compliance with
FY2001 recommended actionSom- Forest Plan direction. Several streamside zone
plete NEPA documents for management pracommunities occur on the Forest. Figure 1
tices necessary to achieve the desired futushows one of the rare plant species of mesic
conditions in compartments 23 and 24 on trgopes and bottomland forests, the Kentucky
Kisatchie Ranger District and other compart-adyslipper Cypripedium kentuckiense
ments on the Forest. Review documents for Projects were limited in the year 2000,
Forest Plan compliance concerning oldbut where reviewed were found to be in com-
growth patches. pliance with Forest Plan direction, project
Begin field visits to old-growth patchesdesign, and the NEPA decisions.
and rank for quality.

Are the management practices success-
fully developing or maintaining forest
attributes similar to those found in old-

growth? (E)

FY2000 resultsinsufficient time to
evaluate.
FY2001 recommended actioridone.

Objective 2-5: Manage to protect or
enhance the unique plant and animal
communities, special habitat features,
habitat linkages and corridors, and
aquatic ecosystems associated with
streamside habitat and riparian ar-
eas.

ing delineated and managed as pre-

scribed? (1)

15
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FY2001 recommended actionSon-
tinue monitoring of projects as they occur in
2001

Objective 6-2: Utilize prescribed fire
in fire-dependent ecosystems, includ-
ing Kisatchie Hills Wilderness, to
maintain natural plant communities
by varying the timing, frequency, and
intensity of fire. Apply prescribed fire
on 80,000—-105,000 acres annually, with
10-20 percent of the area burned dur-
ing the growing season. Focus grow-
ing season burning on longleaf pine
landscapes.

Are these zones successfully protecting
or enhancing unigue plant and animal
communities, special habitat features,
habitat linkages, and aguatic ecosys-
tems? (E)

FY2000 resultsAppendix A provides
details about the embedded communities and
their quality. This monitoring item addresses ..
streamside species, including Louisianafs®
Bluestar, Kentucky Ladyslipper, Barbed
Rattlesnake Root, Bog Moss, and Yellow
Pimpernel. Baseline data on the size and lo
cation of populations of these species hag
been established.

It should be noted that many of these
habitat polygons have been created fro
shapefiles. Shapefiles are hand digitized poly
gons representing occupied habitats and the
buffer zones around those habitats. Buffer ) ) ) _
zones normally extend one chain (66 feet). A€ the prescribed fire regimes being
Shapefiles are much less accurate thanaplolle(_jto aIIaonrc_)prlgte_landscaoesas
GPS'ed locations, which also normally in- prescribed, to maintain fire-dependent
clude a one-chain buffer zone. In other words, £cosystems? ()

GPS’ing of these sites in the future may in-
crease the accuracy of the above data.

Condition rankings for these habita
polygons have not yet been established.

FY2001 recommended actionSstab-
lish and assign condition rankings for stream- "~ .

) . . growing season burns.
side zone habitats for rare plant species.
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FY2000 resultsThe prescribed burning
lgoals were not accomplished due to the se-
vere drought in FY2000. The Forest accom-
plished 38,534 acres, of which 32,084 acres
was dormant season and 6,450 acres was

Kisatchie National Forest 2000 M&E Report

Prescribed burning occurred in the fol-
lowing LTA's:

Dormant Growing
LTAS Season Acres Season Acres
LTA1 15,658 5,144
LTA 2 9,769 0
LTA 3 3,328 300
LTA 4 1,167 527
LTAS5 2,162 479

FY2001 recommended actioi$e For-
est should continue to monitor the weather
and take advantage of every burning oppor-
tunity. Strive to maximize the implementa-
tion of growing season burns on longleaf pine
plant community landscapes.

Are the natural plant communities be-
ing maintained by the prescribed fire

regimes? (E)

FY2000 results: Insufficient time to
evaluate.
FY2001 recommended actioridone.
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2. Forest Health

Objective 1-3: Manage for air quality
consistent with the Clean Air Act by
implementing practices which are de-
signed to meet State air quality stan-
dards and are consistent with main-
taining the general forestareain Class
Il air quality.

Are Forest Service and the La. Dept. of
Agriculture & Forestry’s smoke man-

agement guidelines and regulations
being applied? Are performance re-
quirements concerning air quality be-
ing_incorporated in_permitted activi-

ties? (I

FY2000 resultsKisatchie National For-

est staff including the Forest Fire Manager-‘ess was still below the most efficient level.
dAs a result, wildland fire losses were not be-

ing minimized due to the funding shortfall.

ment Officer, Hydrologist/ Soil Scientist an
district staff monitored and rated four ran-
domly selected units on the Forest where pre-
scribed burning and smoke management o
erations had been conducted in 2000. T

Kisatchie National Forest 2000 M&E Report

FY2000 resultsGrant Parish continues NFMAS are being made available in accor-
to meet the 1-hour ozone NAAQS as indidance with budget funding level. The Forest

FY2001 recommended actioriéone

Objective 1-4: Provide a level of wild-
fire protection which emphasizes cost-
effective wildfire prevention and sup-

pression while minimizing loss of re-
sources.

Is wildfire protection being provided in
a cost-effective manner? Are losses to
wildfire being minimized? (l)

FY2000 resultswildland fire prepared-

FY2001 recommended action€on-

monitoring indicated correct and effective?ccordingly

implementation of air quality standards and
guidelines.

FY2001 recommended actionSon-
tinue reviewing and evaluating smoke man-
agement activities using these procedures.

Does air quality medllAAQSand State
standards? (E)

Are resources identified iNFMASbe-
ing made available in accordance with
budget funding levels? Are acres lost to
wildfire within the range identified by

NEMASTfor the current budget level?

(E)

cated by monitoring data which is being collost 7,613 acres to wildland fires in FY2000.
lected at Louisiana DEQ’s monitoring statiol he acceptable range in NFMAS for FY2000
which is located on the Catahoula Rangevas 2,108 acres. The Forest was above the
District (Bentley site, Grant Parish).

acceptable range by 5,505 acres.

FY2001 recommended actiomdanage
for productive and healthy forest ecosystems
by utilizing prescribed fire to prevent and
minimize resource losses to wildland fires.

Objective 1-5: Manage for produc-
tive and healthy forest ecosystems by
utilizing comprehensive integrated ap-
proaches designed to preventand mini-
mize resource losses or damage due to
insects and disease.

Do management practices provide for

correct site/species selection, reduce
overstocked stands to optimum levels
and insure prompt detection and con-

trol of insects and diseases? (I)

inue to request wildland fire preparedness
gnding at the 100% efficiently level and staff

FY2000 resultsFinal harvest treatments
were completed on 390 acres in FY2000.
This number of acres is far short of the
planned estimate df,576acres. In the last
two years we have fallen short of the final
harvest acres which need to be harvested for
restoration and forest health. Suitable spe-
cies were planted on 782 acres. The level of
overstocked stands continues to increase with
only 7,561 acres having been thinned in 2000.

FY2000 resultskResources identified in Overstocked stands are highly susceptible to
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southern pine beetle (SPB) infestations. A meetrequirements for minimizing soil rated excellent on 13 units, fair on one unit
large number of young plantations are reach- erosion and compaction, by not ex- and poor on one unit.
ing the age for first thinning. No SPB infes- ceedingallowable soilloss forany given FY2001 recommended actionSon-
tations occurred on the Kisatchie National soil, by revegetating disturbed areas, tinue monitoring and evaluating activities
Forest in FY2000. and by restoring degraded areas to a  using these procedures.

Without implementation of the Forest natural condition.
Plan, and subsequent timber sales, the num- Is allowable soil loss being exceeded?
ber of acres of overstocked stands will con- Are management practices designedto  Are disturbed and degraded areas be-
tinue to grow, with the potential for the out- Minimize soil erosion, compaction and ing restored and revegetated to a natu-

break of insect and disease and subsequentoss of soil productivity being applied? ral condition? (E)
decline in forest health. This condition could (1}

also potentially have a negative effect on habi- _ FY2000 resultsA study was completed
tat for the RCW. FY2000 resultsThree timber removal on the Calcasieu Ranger District to determine

FY2001 recommended actions: Imple!Nits and four prescribed burning units werghe effects to the soil from an unusual “worst
ment final harvest treatments at the ForeEgndomly selected and rated for compliancgase” situation where a site prep burn had
Plan level. Increase thinning treatments to 4fith standards and guidelines by a team coBeen extremely hot due to unforeseen changes
least 25,000 acres per year. sisting of Kisatchie National Forest soil andn weather conditions (high winds). Twenty

water and district staff. District personnel didneasured stakes were inserted on a site in
Has management resulted in adecrease @ Very good job of implementing the pracorder to get a measurement of soil loss and
of susceptibility of southern pine beetle  tices designed to protect soil resources. Gogfeasurements taken for 17 months. The data
and other pests? Are pest incidents de- Placement of skid trails, landings and retainndicated that the Maximum Tolerable (allow-
creasing with applied integrated man- N9 slash on site minimized soil loss. Disaple) Soil Loss amount for Rustin/Smithdale
agement? (E) turbed areas including fire lines were restoresbils for a recovery period was exceeded.

and revegetated. There was some discussigihce the movement of soil from above the

FY2000 resultsinsufficient time to about retaining a little more vegetation aroungkake cannot be distinguished from the loss
evaluate. and above old gullies so that they would najf soil at the stake, the method may overesti-

FY2001 recommended actioiéone. ~ €rode. The resulting report indicated that amate the amount of soil loss. Data from past

most all practices met or exceeded the stagonitoring studies on the Kisatchie on simi-
3. Watershed conditions dards and guidelines. lar soils, where site-preparation burning were

In addition, 15 units on the Winn, Ki- conducted within prescribed burning param-
satchie, Catahoula and Calcasieu Ranger Digters, has shown that the allowable soil loss
tricts were randomly selected and rated fQas not exceeded and that soil loss on site-

the effectiveness of soil and water Standar(aﬁepared areas was minimal after the first
and guidelines and mitigating measures Ugear.

ing monitoring scorecards. Effectiveness was

Objective 1-1: Maintain or improve
the Forest’s long-term soil productiv-
ity. This is accomplished through land
management practices designed to
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Disturbed areas were being restored and Objective 1-2: Maintain or improve these operations, most of the zones on these
revegetated . Six KV-funded soil and water the integrity of aquatic ecosystems to  units would comply with the new require-
projects were monitored and rated for effec- provide for high water quality, stream- ments. The units were laid out to avoid the
tiveness. Erosion control was effective though channel stability, natural flow regimes, need for any stream crossings that eliminated
more waterbars were recommended in somewater yield, and aquatic resources by  a major source of potential sedimentation.

areas. managing in accordance with the  The resulting report indicated that all appro-
Restoration activities included about 30 Clean Water Act and by meeting all priate standards and guidelines were imple-

acres of watershed improvement projects and State and federal water quality stan-  mented and that practices met or exceeded

26 acres of KV soil and water projects. Reveg- dards. the standards and guidelines.

etation of these areas was successful with As indicated previously, 15 units on the

greater than 80 % cover. Are management practices designed to \winn, Kisatchie, Catahoula and Calcasieu

FY2001 recommended actiof¥evelop ~ Minimize contamination, sedimenta- Ranger Districts were randomly selected and
more accurate procedures to evaluate soiltion, and maintain stream channel sta-  rated for the effectiveness of soil and water
loss. Develop procedures to evaluate impactsbility being applied? (1) standards and guidelines and mitigating mea-
from user-created ORYV trails. Monitor com- sures using monitoring scorecards. Effective-
pleted projects and perform maintenance and £Y2000 resultsProcedures were devel-naqq \vas rated excellent on 13 units, fair on
revegetation as needed. Continue restorati@R€d for assessing implementation of staigje ynit due to streamside zone layout and

and revegetation activities. dards and guidelines for protection of watef,qr on one unit due to erosion from a road.
quality. Three timber removal units on Ki- FY2001 recommended action€on-
How do timber management practices, Satchie Ranger District and four prescribegl, e reviewing and evaluating silvicultural
especially timber harvesting and con- burning units on the Calcasieu Ranger Disscyiyities using these procedures.
sequent_compaction, affect soil pro- trict were randomly selected and rated for

ductivity? (V) co_mpl@ance with soil and water stand_ards and are state water quality standards and
o guidelines (best management practices) by agiate anti-degradation policies being
FY2000 resultsPreliminary results from team consisting of Kisatchie National Forest 1,412 |s water quality being degraded?

the Long Term Soil Productivity Study indi-hydrologist and silviculture staff and Louisi-
cate that when sites located on several saha DEQ, Non-Point Pollution Control staff.
types with a severe compaction hazard rabDistrict personnel did a very good job of FY2000 resultsThe water quality of
ing, including Malbis soils, were subjectedmplementing the standards and guidelinegine streams on the Winn, Catahoula, and
to severe compaction, bulk densities reco\ttreamside zones were implemented on alalcasieu Ranger districts were monitored on
ered to near original undisturbed levels withistreams including all the numerous small sidg quarterly basis in cooperation with the Loui-
five years. Preliminary results also indicatéranches. Although the standards and guidgiana DEQ. The data is included in the state’s
that soil productivity is maintained when slasfines from the Revised Forest Plan’s new regater quality database and may be accessed
is retained on site. quirements for the larger Streamside Habitafn the La. DEQ web pages. The monitoring
FY2001 recommended actiorg¢one. Protection Zones (SHPZs) did not apply t@ata indicates that all these streams meet the
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criteria for designated uses, including propa- Objective 2—6: Manage perennialand  lings) in five Forest Service lakes and ponds.
gation for fish and wildlife. The criteria intermittent streams as well as natu- FY2001 recommended actiof®pula-
specify standards for chlorides, sulfates, dis- ral and man-made lakes, reservoirs, tion structure and balance could benefit from
solved oxygen, pH, temperature, and total and ponds for native and desirable  supplemental stocking and improved habitat.
dissolved oxygen. Almost all samples from nonnative fish species and aquatic com-

these streams had turbidity levels that were munities. Are lake populations healthy?? Are non-
well below 25 NTU, which is the criterion natives and / or generalist-omnivore
for natural and scenic streams. In addition to Are lake predator-prey populations in natives affecting lake biomass and bal-

the criteria parameters, the streams werebalance? Are management practices ance? Is lake habitat sufficient? (E)
monitored for metals (arsenic, chromium, sufficiently protecting stream and lake

cadmium, copper, lead, mercury, nickel), nu- habitats? Are primary aquatic food FY2000 resultsCaney and Corney
trients (carbon, phosphates, potassium, nitro- chain organisms being impacted by silt-  Lakes were surveyed and fish populations ap-
gen, nitrites, nitrates) and sulfates, suspendecgtion? (1) peared healthy.

solids etc. The monitoring data indicates Fullerton Lake and Anderson Pond were

minimal or trace levels of these substances EY2000 results:Relative weights drawn down for weed control. Christmas trees
and no contamination that would affect fisp100(individual weight/standard weight atwere placed in Valentine Lake for fisheries
or wildlife. length)] of bass averaged over 80%. habitat improvement. Approximately 5 cubic
Bi-weekly testing of fecal coliform lev- Water quality was within acceptableyards of pea gravel and 159 tons of lime were
els at Stuart Lake, Kincaid Lake and Canefj'ms. Turbidity ranged from 2.4 to 27.6applied to several lake and ponds in order to
Lake swim beaches indicated that water qud%TUSi pH ranged from 4.4 to 7.5; dissolvegnaintain and improve water quality and fish
ity standards for protection of public healttPXy9enranged from 4.3t0 10.9 mg/l; and comabitat.
and safety were met. Slightly elevated fec&Uctivity ranged from 19 to 186 umhos/cm.  FY2001 recommended action§on-
coliform levels due to low water levels at StuEXtremities were attributed to natural conditinue monitoring Forest lakes for fish health.

art Lake caused the swim beach to be clos88nS _
for one week in August. Valentine Lake was drawn down to re-

FY2001 recommended actionGpn- Pair the control structure. Bream were stocked

tinue to monitor streams in cooperation witti1:093 1ess than or equal to 3") in Valentine
La. DEQ. Continue required monitoring of-ake after the drawdown. The Caney Lakes

fecal coliform levels at swimming recreationfVeré not inventoried in the Fall, due to the
sites. blowdown that occurred in the vicinity.

Largemouth bass were stocked (33,215

fingerlings) in 21 Forest Service lakes and

ponds. Catfish were stocked (17,979 finger-
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Are management practices successfully _Fox Squirrel (acres/animal in upland hardwoods)

USDA Forest Service

B. SUSTAINABLE MULTIPLE _ _ : 1099 2000
FOREST AND RANGE Z)r(lza:cps(?,:ng%s;:ggv(gibltats for game Catahoula District 5 5
BENEFITS : Evangeline Unit 5 5

Kisatchie District 5 5

_ FY2000 resultsOverall, lakes through-  \winn District 5 5

1. Outdoor Recreation out the Forest have adequate fish populations Vernon Unit 5 5
5 5

to provide the public with a pleasurable rec- Caney District
reational experience.

FY2001 recommended actiortéone. Gray Squirrel (acres/animal in bottomland hard-

Opportunities

] o wood) 1999 2000
Are habitat objectives for selected de- Catahoula District 4 4
mand species providing game and fish Evangeline Unit 4 4
populations sufficient for quality rec- @?atcé‘_'etp'tst”c‘ :, :'
H e ) NN DISTrIC
reational opportunities? (V) Ve U 64
. . Caney District 4 4
FY2000 results: Estimated population
density of select game species on KisatchiBobwhite quail (acres/covey) 1999 2000
National Forest in 2001 compared to 1999 Catahoula District 1,300 1,300
Kisatchie District 1,300 1,300
White-Tailed Deer (acres/animal)1999 2000 Winn D'St”,Ct 1,300 1,300
Catahoula District 50 50 \C/ernon "‘!n't_ 1200% 123%%
Evangeline Unit 75 75 aney District 1 1,
Kisatchie District 75 75 . .
Winn District 45 45 Population levels for game species were
Vernon Unit 75 75 stable. Deer populations are and have been
Caney District 35 40 considerably below the habitat’s carrying ca-

. P 1999 2000 pacity; herd densities are too low to provide
Wild Turkey (acres/anime 1999  200C ) )
Id Turkey (acres/animal) adequate aesthetic enjoyment for non-con-

Catahoula District 55 100 .

Evangeline Unit 60 200 sumptive users.

Kisatchie District 45 75 FY2001 recommended actions: Work

Winn District 55 75 with Louisiana Department of Wildlife and

Vernon Unit 60 75 Fisheries to identify factors contributing to
Objective 2—7: Provide quality habi- Caney District % 200 5\ deer populations. Identify any needed
tat for game and fish populations. changes in hunting regulations on National

Forest lands.
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Objective 2—8: Protect, restore, main-
tain, acquire, and improve habitat on

the Forest for waterfowl and wetland

wildlife, as stated in the North Ameri-

can Waterfowl Management Plan.

Are management practices designed to
protect, restore, maintain, and improve
waterfowl and wetland wildlife being
implemented? (I)

Kisatchie National Forest 2000 M&E Report

Are these management practices suc-
cessfully providing for waterfowl and
wetland wildlife? (E)

FY2000 resultsinsufficient time to

evaluate.

FY2001 recommended actiori¢one.

Objective 4-1: Manage the Forest to
create and maintain landscapes hav-
ing high scenic diversity, harmony,
and unity for the benefit of society
through the application of the Scenery
Management System, and consistent
with assigned scenic integrity objec-
tives (SIO). The SIOs are as follows:

" Very high: 8,699 acres.
" High: 93,980 acres.

" Medium: 89,155 acres.
" Low: 415,020 acres.

" Very low: 1,278 acres.

Is the Forest being managed in accor-

Objective 4-2: Provide visitors the
opportunity to pursue a wide variety
of developed and dispersed recreation
activities, with a minimum amount of
regulation, consistent with the assigned
recreation opportunity spectrum
(ROS) class. The Forest’'s ROS class
objectives are as follows:

"~ Primitive: 8,700 acres.

~ Semiprimitive nonmotorized: 57,269
acres.

~ Semiprimitive motorized: 89,963
acres.

“Roaded natural-appearing: 217,152
acres.

" Roaded natural modified: 191,671
acres.

" Rural: 6,162 acres.

Has class eliqgibility shifted signifi-

cantly? (E)

FY2000 resultsComparisons were not

dance with the assignesios? (1) made due to staffing limitations. However,
shifts in ROS class eligibility are not likely
FY2000 resultsComparisons of project to have occurred because only minor road
designs with SIO guidance were not made dygynstruction or decommissioning was
to staffing limitations. planned and accomplished. ROS class eligi-

FY2001 recommended actionSedi- pility changes are dependant, primarily, on

EY 2000 LESURSNO new waserfow or cate additional resources to accomplishin ' i
habitat improvement projects were imple; €hanges in road density. _
FY2001 recommended actiortsvalu-

mented during FY2000 this task in future years. L r¢ )
ate the feasibility of developing an automated

FY2001 recommended actiorg¢one. S )
GIS system that would periodically determine
the ROS class eligibility of forest lands.
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Objective 4-3: Develop, maintain, and
protect existing and potential devel-

oped and dispersed recreation sites
and trails consistent with public use

and demand through construction,

operation, maintenance, and rehabili-

tation activities.

How satisfied are our recreation cus-
tomers? Are recreation resources man-
aged in a manner that is responsive to
public recreation needs yet as cost ef-
fective as possible, in accordance with
the negotiated recreation program of
work based on Meaningful Measures

standards? (I)

Kisatchie National Forest 2000 M&E Report

FY2000 resultsThe Meaningful Mea- FY2000. Therefore, serviceability of these
sures summarizations were not made due toads could not be meaningfully evaluated.
staffing limitations In FY1998, 98.4 miles of local and collector

The Forest is in the process of completoads were reconstructed or constructed. Of
ing the Meaningful Measures inventory, datthis total, 40.4 miles were reviewed. All roads
entry and the documentation of funding needsviewed were observed to be serviceable by
to meet standards. Critical standards are bihe intended user and required no significant
ing met. Full compliance with all Meaning-increase in the level or frequency of mainte-
ful Measures standards is not possible at curance.
rent funding level.

FY2001 recommended actionk-
creased emphasis should be placed onthe d
tribution of comment cards and the analysis
of the results.

Continue management of the recreatiorf
program using the Meaningful Measures sys{
tem. a

2. Infrastructure

Objective 3—-7: Manage the transpor-
tation system to ensure that any roads
constructed are designed according to
standards appropriate to the planned
uses.

FY2001 recommended actionSon-
tinue use of appropriate design standards for
road reconstruction and construction. Con-
tinue monitoring road condition and use.

s the transportation facility service- 3. Human Influences
able by the intended user? (E)

Objective 1-6: Manage national for-
FY2000 resultsThere were 70.3 miles est lands in an efficient manner to

of reconstruction/construction in FY1999 and provide for the future needs of society
15.5 miles in FY2000. There has been little by pursuing opportunities to make land

or no use of the majority of roads recon- ownership adjustments that improve
structed and constructed during FY1999 and management effectiveness and en-
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hance public benefits through land FY2000 resultsNon-federal lands were FY2000 results: Harvest levels dropped
consolidation; acquiring rights-of-way acquired in the Drewry Land exchange. from FY1999 (85,000 CCF) to FY2000
that facilitate efficient management; FY2001 recommended actioidone. (54,000 CCF). An accompanying reduction
issuing land use authorizations neces- in payments to the State of Louisiana was also
sary to meet public and private needs Are newly acquired lands compatible felt. This volume is greater than 10% and
only when no viable alternative to long- with management practicesinthe Man-  may be considered substantial. When ana-
term commitments on Forest land ex- agement Area where they are located? |yzing the payment, however, the reduction
ists; and establishing and maintaining Are_encroachments discouraged by was from $2,170,000 to $1,839,000 for
all landline boundaries. well-defined property lines? (E) FY1999 to FY2000, respectively. This is a

o _ fifteen percent reduction. It should be noted
FY2000 resultsinsufficient time 10 ¢ this difference is likely due to the higher
evaluate. _ value of product being harvested in FY2000.
FY2001 recommended actions: None. ¢ re declines in harvest levels and accom-
panying dollar values will be substantial un-
til the outputs outlined in the Forest Plan are

Objective 3—-1: Provide for long-term
sustainable production of commodi-

i i ) achieved.
ties for economies, local community In FY2000, only 17,000 CCF were of-
stability, and people. fered and sold as bona fide new timber sales.

This small amount of volume in the pipeline
and its effects will be felt in next year’s re-
pare with the Forest Plan projections? port. The_ expectation is for a very substan-
m tial reduct_lon in volume _harvested and the ac-
companying value, which relates to returns
Are non-federal lands being acquired to the parish and local jobs/income. This situ-
to enhance public benefits and improve ation is the result of ongoing litigation in re-
management effectiveness? Are ac- sponse to proposed timber sale plans and the
quired rights-of-way achieving better implementation of the Forest Plan.
Forest management? Are land use au- FY2001 recommended actions: Con-
thorizations being issued only after all tinue to monitor the situation. Strive to imple-
other alternatives are explored to pro- ment sale and harvest levels consistent with
vide goods and services? How well are Plan direction.
landline boundaries being established,
maintained, and protected from oblit-

eration? (I

How does the flow of commodity out-
putstolocal economies and people com-

Objective 3—6: Assistlocal Forest com-
munities in diversifying and enhanc-
ing existing economies with an empha-
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sis on the conservation of natural, cul- FY2001 recommended actionSon- cesses allowed to operate freely? Is
tural, and recreational resources of  tinue emphasis on new communities and ca- Forest Plan direction that would en-
the Forest and the State. pacity-building projects that result in in- sure the above being applied? (1)

creased local incomes or additional job op-
Are programs and opportunities forim-  portunities. FY2000 resultsNational Meaningful
proving rural economies and social Measures standards for wilderness manage-
conditions being developed? (1) 4. Roadless Areas/Wilderness/Wild ment have not been completed. Management

: : f Kisatchie Hills Wilderness is in compli-
. . & Scenic Rivers ° . !
FY2000 resultsThe Forest received ance with Forest Plan standards and guide-

Economic Recovery (ER) grant proposals lines.

from seven communities totaling $39,000, Objective 5-6: Manage each special FY2001 recommended actiorBvalu-

which was less than the $125,000 in requestsintereSt area (SIA) as an integral part ate the compliance of Kisatchie Hills Wilder-

for FY1999. Three proposals were funded for of the Forest, with emphasis on pro- ness management with Meaningful Measures

a total of almost $17,000 in FY2000, which tecting, enhancing, or interpreting its Standards when they are completed.

is greater than the $10,000 available in unique values.

FY1999. Three proposals in FY2000 came _ ) ) i

from communities which had never received !S-Forest PlanSiAdirection being ap- 5. Timber

ER funds in the past. One funded project as- 21i€d? (1)

sisted three new minority communities.
FY2001 recommended actionSon-

tinue outreach to new communities, emph

sizing capacity-building or comprehensiv

Action Planning project proposals.

Objective 3-2: Offer for competitive
FY2000 resultsComparisons of project  bid an average of 9.7 million cubic feet
lans and Environmental Assessments with of timber sale volume on an annual
SIA Forest Plan direction were not made due basis for the first decade of the Plan.
(?o staffing limitations.

FY2001 recommended action®edi- Is the Forest providing for competitive

A d inities cate additional resources to accomplishing bid the average annual allowable sale

re_programs and OPPOTUNMES M- g task in future years. quantity it projected for the first de-
proving sustainable local economies cade? (1)

and social conditions? (E)

Objective 5-7: Manage the Kisatchie _ o
FY2000 resultsEY2000 grants assisted H1lIS Wilderness to enhance and per- EY2000 results: Due to ongoing litiga-
three minority communities to successfully Petuatewildernessasaresource. Avoid tion, the amount of volume offered in 2000
increase local economy through tourism, sug- '€Source damage resulting from over- g;oopopgci:fcr:?:rr; F_Y1t9 99dpreé: |8|(§8UCS:IC):1F from
, , o just under 8, .
gested opportunities for new recycling in- YS€- J

o . : FY2001 recommended actions: Con-
dustries in north Louisiana, and contributed Is Kisatchie Hills Wilderness being tinue to monitor the situation. Strive to imple-
to community efforts to support conservation

q i managed to enhance and perpetuate ment sale and harvest levels consistent with
eaucation. . : :
wilderness values? Are natural pro- Plan direction.
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floor which encourages the development of Are forage resources being maintained
Objective 6-1: Manage the Forestto  native herbaceous ground cover. Also, high or improved on the designated allot-
achieve a mixture of desired future  basal area of pine stems creates high risk forments? (1)
conditions using even-aged, two-aged, the infestation of the SPB. Harvesting on
and uneven-aged silvicultural systems  existing timber sale contracts continue. The EY2000 results: Local demand for range
and regeneration methods; andavari-  following list shows method of cut and acregesources continued its gradual downward

ety of manual, mechanical, prescribed  completed in FY2000: trend. Some permittees requested “nonuse”
fire, and herbicide vegetation man- of grazing lands, resulting in fewer cattle be-
agement treatments. Apply the un- Cleaau: S28 EIES ing grazed on Forest Service lands in FY2000,
even-aged silvicultural system on a Seed Tree Cut 31 acres compared to FY1999. While the immediate
minimum of 32,000 acres. Thinning 5817 acres impact continues to be small, the long term

gradual downward trend in the number of
grazing animals has precipitated a drop of
FY2001 recommended actiohscrease over 90 percent in the last 25 years.

the amount of intermediate thinning acres  The Forest botanist/ecologist (who also
being implemented to encourage the devederyes as Forest range conservationist) moni-
opment of herbaceous ground cover and infored the range program for Forest Plan and
prove forest health. Complete NEPA docuNEPA compliance in FY2000. This included
ments for management practices necessaryd@pervising the documentation of the condi-
achieve a mixture of desired future conditiongon of all range improvements on the Forest,
in compartments 23 and 24 on the KiS&tChiﬂduding fences, ponds’ Catﬂeguards’ and
Ranger District and other compartments ogorrals. Two thirds of the improvement con-
the Forest. Assure Forest Plan compliangstion data was entered into the INFRA data-
concerning uneven-aged management.  pase. No problems with Forest Plan for NEPA

Are management practices designed to compliance were found.
achieve a mixture of desired future 6. Forage FY2001 recommended actions: Con-
conditions being applied? (I) tinue monitoring of Forest Plan and NEPA

Objective 3—4: Maintain or improve ~ compliance.

FY2000 results:Few project-level de- ¢4 resources for domestic livestock

cision documents based on the new ForeStgrazing on 86,000 acres within desig- Are active allotments meeting the needs
Plan involving management practices de- 15iaq grazing allotments to meet the of the local demand for forage re-
signed to achieve a mixture of desired future ,oads of local demand. sources? (E)

conditions have been completed. Not enough

intermediate thinning treatments are being FY2000 resultsbemand for range per-
applied to allow sunlight to reach the forest mits remains at a very low level. The Forest
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received few inquires from the public request-
ing information on the availability and con-
ditions of range permits. The costs and re- . 1o directions and in a timely man-

quirements for range permits limit public in-_ ner? Are operating plans for explora-
terest. Cost are at market value, but permit- 45 of private minerals being reviewed

tee find the range improvements usually need ¢4, compliance with existing State and
too much work to make it worthwhile to them federal laws? (1)
to request a permit. As a result, no new per-
mits were issued in FY2000.

FY2001 recommended actioridone

cations for minerals exploration and
development being processed accord-

7. Other Products

Objective 3—3: Make all U.S. minerals
available for lease except in areas
where consent has been legislatively
or administratively withdrawn. De-
velopment of federal minerals will be
allowed within the constraints of the
lease and accompanying stipulations
and restrictions. To the extent legally
possible, manage surface occupancy
to avoid or minimize environmental
effects where reserved and outstand-
ing mineral rights exist. As allowed by
State and federal law and under the
terms of the severance deed, ensure
that surface resources will not be ad-
versely affected to an unacceptable

FY2000 results: Current litigations re-

Kisatchie National Forest 2000 M&E Report

and development were processed according
to directions and in a timely manner, respec-
tive of shrinking funds and other duties de-

mands on mineral personnel.

Based on current rulings, lands were re-
viewed for availability. Mineral ownership
status continued to be updated on GIS; the
leases were not updated either at the SO or
on Districts.

Applications were reviewed and were in
compliance with state and federal laws, how-
ever, there is a need for additional training in
conducting compliance inspections.

FY2001 recommended actionistput
updated mineral ownership and lease data
into the Forest GIS.

Conduct a workshop on state and fed-
eral laws for all personnel with mineral du-
ties.

Objective 3-5: Provide other forest
products such as firewood and
pinestraw as available, as long as their
use does not impair ecosystem health
or the achievement of other resource
objectives.

How does management of these prod-
ucts compare with Forest Plan direc-

degree by the exercise of reserved and
outstanding mineral rights.

Are parcels being made available for
lease according to U.S. ownership and
management restrictions? Are appli-

garding the ownership of minerals, and the tion? (1)

wildfire demand on personal hampered the

leasing of available lease parcels. All avail- Y2000 tosubis: The interest in specil

able parcels, however, meet management rYé’pOd prod_u cts from the Forest continued to
strictions. increase slightly. It should be noted that many

L : . __items , such as firewood, demand ex
Applications for minerals exploration ood, demand exceeds
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supply. The number of permits issued year to ficer (SHPQ according to the National  relations, but have not yet formalized this re-
year is about the same, with slight variation. Historic Preservation Act IHPA), 36 lationship. These are the Tunica-Biloxi Tribe
A few more permits were issued on those dis- CER 80QNEPA and the Southern Re-  of Louisiana, the Quapaw of Oklahoma, the
tricts which had suffered storm damage and gional Heritage Programmatic Agree-  Mississippi Band of Choctaw, and the Poarch
were in need of the removal of downed ma- ments PA)? (1) Band of Creek in Alabama

terial.
FY2001 recommended actions: None.

Is the Forest providing opportunities
for other specialty forest products with-
out negatively impacting forest health
or other resources? (V)

FY2000 resultsinsufficient time to

FY2001 recommended actionSon-
FY2000 resultsAll compliance reviews tinue the current course of pre-decisional in-
and consultations pursuant to Section 106 g&ntories and consultations. Continue work-
the National Historic Preservation Acting with interested tribes to establish required

(NHPA) were completed prior to agency degovernment-to-government relations and
cisions. However, FY2000 was a year of trarpartnerships

sition as the Forest began working under the
goals and objectives of the Revised Forest Opjective 5—2: Provide protection for
Land and Resource Management Plan. As aheritage resource sites which preserves

evaluate, however, demand on the Kisatchiesult, requests for inventory were much re- the integrity of scientific data that
National Forest s very low compared to otheduced from years past. In FY2000, a total of they contain, for the benefit of the

areas of the Region.
FY2001 recommended actiori¢one.

8. Heritage Resources

Objective 5-1: Manage the nonrenew-
able heritage resources of the Forest
in aspirit of stewardship for the Ameri-
can public. Include the Louisiana State
Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO)
and interested federally recognized
tribes as primary partners in manag-
ing the Forest’s heritage resources.

Are significant archeological and his-
torical sites being identified, prior to
project decisions, through inventories
conducted in consultation with the L oui-
siana State Historic Preservation Of-

2,239 acres were inventoried. Of these acres,puyblic and scientific communities.

2,001 were in support of timber management,

and 238 were for fire salvage projects. Eleven |s |aw enforcement and heritage sup-

sites were recorded, and two were recom- port provided at sufficient levels to pro-

mended for protection until final evaluation tect significant heritage sites from in-

and consultation regarding their National ternal and/or external activities? (I)

Register of Historic Places (NRHP) status was

determined. FY2000 resultsOver 75 sites were
In FY2000, the Forest entered into govmonitored and revisited to determine the ex-

ernment-to-government relations with foutent of internal or externally-caused damage.

federally recognized tribal nations, and beNo evidence of damage due to Forest activi-

gan consulting with them, in addition to theies was noted, but external damage (unau-

Louisiana State Historic Preservation Officethorized site looting) was recorded in a num-

(SHPO), on inventory findings and manageber of instances. One formal Law Enforce-

ment recommendations. These are the Caddeent case report was generated, but LE in-

Nation of Oklahoma, the Oklahoma Choctawyestigation was unable to identify persons

Jena Band of Choctaw, and Chitimacha Tribeesponsible. Site damage was estimated in

of Louisiana. An additional four tribes haveexcess of $500 (felony-level).

indicated some interest in nation-to-nation
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There are insufficient funds for Law evaluated so that the number of back- funding constraints, and remain as a primary
Enforcement Officers and Heritage Special- logged properties decreases each year? partner with the LA SHPO in Louisiana Ar-
ists to physically monitor all sites at risk. [()) chaeology Week.

In FY2000, the Forest entered into a
Collection Agreement with the Louisiana ~ EY2000 resultsOnly one site was evalu-  Hasinterpretation enhanced awareness
Army National Guard to assist them with sité@ted for its eligibility to the National Regis- of heritage values among the general
protection on lands at Camp Beauregarder of Historic Places, and the number of back- public? (E)

Since Camp Beauregard shares a comm#igged sites needing evaluation grew to 419.
boundary with the Forest, our combined efGiven current and projected funding and staff-
forts provide mutual protection benefits.  ing levels, we are not able to satisfy compli-

FY2001 recommended action€on- ance with Section 110 of the NHPA, requir-
tinue current course of physical site monitoring assessments of NRHP eligibility for all
ing. The Forest needs to request and receiBown cultural properties.
funding to increase monitoring efforts, with ~ EY2001 recommended actionSon-
an eye towards using remote-sensing techndpue to request additional funds needed to

ogy to supplement physical monitoring. ~ conduct cultural site evaluations for all sites
in backlogged status.

Are protection measures effective at

preventing unacceptable damage? (E)  Objective 5-4: Enhance and interpret
appropriate sites and heritage values

FY2000 resultsNo damage attributable to the American public.
to Forest activities was recorded, and no ad-
ditional cultural evidence was observed in Aresites and heritage values being iden-
activity buffer zones surrounding sites. tified for public interpretation? (1) FY2000 resultsPublic responses from
FY2001 recommended actior@3urrent .. PIT projects and public presentations indicate
strategies for site and buffer zone delineation EY2000 resultsThe Forest publicly in- 5 yeneral increase in awareness and sensitiv-
appear effective and should be continued. t€rpreted two sites through Passport In Tim, a6yt the nonrenewable cultural resource
(PIT) projects, and was a contributor to Louipage.
Objective 5-3: Reduce the existing Siana Archaeology Week for the"lgear. FY2001 recommended actionGon-
backlog of heritage sites needing for-  Heritage Specialists visited primary and SeGj e to offer PIT projects, classroom and
mal evaluation sothatthe overallnum- ~ ondary level classrooms to make presentgyic organization presentations, and partner

ber decreases each year. tions on Louisiana history and archeologicgliih the LA SHPO in Louisiana Archaeol-
ethics. _ ogy Week
Are sufficient numbers of significant FY2001 recommended actionGon-

or potentially significant sites being tinue to offer PIT projects as possible given
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Objective 5-5: Provide an ongoing in-
terpretive services program that ac-
curately and adequately develops an
interest in and understanding for the
natural and cultural environment of
the Forest and the mission of the For-
est Service in managing it.

Does the interpretive services program
provide usable information to the pub-
lic about the full scope of forest man-
agement practices and philosophy? (1)

FY2000 resultsYes. The full scope of
forest management practices and philosophy

was incorporated in presentations to the pub-
lic, schools, and media during FY2000.

FY2001 recommended actions: Con-
tinue toprovide funding for high-profile and
effective interpretive programs such as Pass-
port In Time.

Kisatchie National Forest 2000 M&E Report

Has interpretive services increased

measurable public support of Forest

Service resource management goals

and objectives? (E)

FY2000 resultsinsufficient time to

evaluate.

FY2001 recommended actioriéone.
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C. ORGANIZATIONAL
EFFECTIVENESS

1. Economics (se@ppendix B

2. Evaluation of New Information

Objective 7-1: Monitor and document
the annual progress towards accom-
plishment of Forest goals, objectives,
and desired future conditions.

appeal and litigation requests and updating
of project analyses that begun under the pre
vious Plan. Several issues emerged pertain
ing to how MIS habitat and population trends EEESEs
should be analyzed in site-specific environ-
mental analysis documents. This work was
still in progress by the end of FY2000, but
was subsequently completed in FY2001. Dur-
ing the next 5-Year Review (which should
occur in 2004), the Forest will look at appro-
priate changes to Plan MIS selection and di-
rection. It is anticipated that any needed

changes in Plan direction can be incorporated FY2000 results: A list of cooperative

Is the Forest preparing and distribut-
ing a yearly monitoring and evaluation
report to the public? (1)

by either amendment(s) or errata at that timstudies with the Southern Research Station
FY2001 recommended actions: ConUnit FMR-4111 follows:
tinue to assess effectiveness of the Plarés Pine Straw Study (#247)

management direction through updates to this Longleaf Pine Establishment Study on Up-
FY2000 results: The Forest prepared thgnnual Monitoring and Evaluation Report. land Pine Sites (#268)
1999 M&E Report and made it available tacomplete work on MIS Population and Habi» Longleaf Pine Establishment Study on Wet
the general public through the Regionafat Trends Report and incorporate latest find- Pine Sites (#269)

website at http://www.r8web.com.

ings into project level assessments. Continde Comparison Study of Longleaf/Loblolly/

FY2001 recommended actions: None.to update field personnel as changes occur. Slash Pine Establishment on Upland Pine

Objective 7-2: Evaluate new infor-
mation and monitoring results; adapt
management accordingly.

Objective 8-1: Benefit from research

information, technical assistance and
technology development by maintain-
ing a close, continuous working rela-
tionship with scientists at the South-
ern Research Station, academic insti-
tutions, and Forest Health Protection

FY2000 results: The Forest Plan was units.

revised in 1999. During FY2000, only minor = A cooperative relationships being
changes occurred on the Forest from imple- developed and maintained? (1)
mentation of the revised Forest Plan due to

Is the Forest Plan being kept current
through timely changes as identified in
the annual M&E Report? (I)
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Sites (#270)

Comparison Study of Longleaf/Loblolly/
Slash Pine Establishment on Wet Pine Sites
(#271)

Study Comparing Management Intensity
Levels Used in The Establishment of
Longleaf on Upland Pine Sites (#272)
Study Comparing Management Intensity
Levels Used in The Establishment of
Longleaf on Wet Pine Sites (#273)
Delayed Prescribed Burn Study (#275)
Croker Study Involving The Kisatchie Na-
tional Forest and the Southern Research
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Station Units 4111 and 4501 (#3.4) Future research needs are listed be- FY2000 resultsYes. The Forest has full
Natural Longleaf Pine Burning Study low: consultation with the LA State Historic Pres-
(#3.7) » Effects of prescribed burning on barkervation Office (SHPO) and four Tribal His-
Season of Burning Monitoring (#411262) beetle populations toric Preservation Officers (THPO). We con-
Monitoring of Demonstration Arease Fire effects on the growth and yield ofinue our long-standing partnership with the
(#411262) longleaf pine SHPO to produce the annual Louisiana Ar-
Longleaf Pine Ecosystem Restoratiom Effects of prescribed burning on foresthaeology Week.
Study (#411262) sustainability Coordination meetings with US Fish &

A cooperative work-study with the Ki- « Longleaf pine restoration techniques  Wildlife Service and Louisiana Department
satchie National Forest, Southern Research FY2001 recommended actionSon- of Wildlife & Fisheries personnel are con-
Station Unit FMR-4111, the forest insect unitinue to fund ORV research project with LSUducted at least annually. Informal coordina-
FIR-4501, and Louisiana State University intdentify other research needs. tion sessions with these agencies are con-
volving insect attacks on severely burned The Kisatchie National Forest shouldducted on a much more frequent basis.
longleaf pine trees is being conducted. Soutleontinue to assist the Southern Research Sta- FY2001 recommended actionSeek
ern Research Station Unit FMR-4111 has eson in ongoing studies. The Forest will helpadditional partnership opportunities with
tablished research plots in young longleaf anditiate additional studies when requested ar®HPO and THPOs.
loblolly pine plantations to monitor chang-as funding allows. Continue implementing the Kisatchie
ing management practices on growth and National Forest's Revised Land and Resource
yield. Management Plan.

FY2001 recommended actionail the Objective 9—1: Continue coordination

above studies are ongoing. Continue studies.and cooperation efforts with other fed-

Objective 9-2: Seek to increase the

eral and State agencies, such as the
U.S. Department of Interior, Fish &
Wildlife Service, the Louisiana De-
partment of Wildlife and Fisheries,
the Louisiana Department of Envi-
ronmental Quality, Louisiana Depart-
ment of Agriculture and Forestry, and

the Louisiana SHPO on issues of mu-
FY2000 resultsResearch needs to ad- tual concern.

dress the resource impacts and management

of off road vehicles (ORV) use on the Ki- Are coordination and cooperation ef-
satchie National Forest were identified and a forts being conducted with federal and
project was developed with Louisiana State State agencies? (1)

University (LSU) researchers.

Objective 8-2: Continue to identify
research needs as the Forest imple-
ments the Plan.

Are research needs being identified in a
timely manner? (1)
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participation of other federal and State
agencies, academic institutions, fed-
erally recognized Native American
tribes, organizations and individuals
in the accomplishment of Forest goals
and objectives through the use of
memorandums of understanding, co-
operative agreements, partnerships,
and challenge cost share agreements.

Are memorandums of understanding,

cooperative agreements, partnerships,
and challenge cost share agreements
being developed? Are we increasing
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the participation of groups and indi- The Kisatchie National Forest continued
viduals in the accomplishment of For-  to conduct water quality monitoring on 9
est Plan goals and objectives? (I) streams. The monitoring is being done by ar-

_ rangement with LA DEQ under the Forest’s
FY2000 resultsThe Forest Service andNon-Point Pollution Control MOU with the

LSU established a challenge cost share agregate of Louisiana (Clean Water Act, Sect.
ment to help one another accomplish mutig19)
ally beneficial objectives related to the im-  The MOU between the Kisatchie Na-
pacts of off road vehicles (ORV) to soil, wational Forest and the Louisiana Department
ter and other resources of the Kisatchie Ngf wildlife and Fisheries is being revised to
tional Forest. The current Kisatchie Nation%tress greater cooperation between the two
Forest ratings will be refined and modifiedagencies, especially in the setting of hunting
in order to classify the suitability of areas fokeasons on Kisatchie National Forest. Addi-
ORV traffic. These data will be incorporatedionally, the Forest has Challenge Cost Share
into the Forest Service’s GIS database alnbreements with the Louisiana Chapter of
should help the Forest Service determine hovhe Wildlife Society to produce the “Proceed-
to best manage these areas. ings of the Ninth American Woodcock Sym-
The Kisatchie National Forest contin-posium” and with Louisiana State University
ued participation in the Non-point Sourceg ascertain quail abundance and distribution
Interagency Committee with La. DEQ,on the Winn and Caney Districts.
NRCS, La. Dept. of Forestry and other agen-  EFY2001 recommended action€pn-
cies under the Forest's Memorandum of Uninue to participate in existing agreements.
derstanding (MOU) with the state of Louisi-Amend Challenge Cost Share agreement with
ana on Clean Water Act, Non-Point Sourcgguisiana State University to continue ORV
Pollution Control. Louisiana Dept. of Envi-study described above. Continue to seek in-
ronmental Quality Non-point Source Polluterested partners who wish to participate in

tion Control program personnel participategmplementing the revised Forest Plan.
in Kisatchie National Forest implementation

monitoring reviews of water quality Best
Management Practices.

The Kisatchie National Forest developed
an interagency agreement with the Natural
Resources Conservation Service to conduct
Emergency Watershed Protection activities
for the Caney Lakes tornado damage.
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2 O O O Ill. Evaluation of Outcomes
on the Land

v Soil and water resource effectiveness moni- other federal and State agencies, and indi-

This section of the Report evaluates in-
formation taken from all monitoring items for
this reporting fiscal year (FY2000). However,
because implementation of the Revised Plan
began November 29, 1999, it is still too early
to make meaningful evaluations for many
items. The effectiveness of Plan direction and
validation of Plan assumptions need a fe\<>/
more years of data before changes to the Pla
direction would be considered. Implementa-
tion monitoring, although limited because of
the relatively few number of projects imple-
mented during FY2000, make up the bulk of
this Report.

Several monitoring items, however, can
be evaluated with some certainty. A few ob-
servations follow:

toring for the 1986 Plan found mitigative viduals were used to provide baseline data
measures to be effective. The revised Plan on the components of the Forest’s ecosys-
provides a slightly wider minimum protec- tems. State of the art technology is being
tion zone (50’ instead of 33’) along stream used in the restoration and maintenance of
channels and therefore provide as much or native ecosystems, including geographical
more protection for streamside areas. information and global positioning sys-
tems.

Restoration of native ecosystems has be-
ngun on several of the districts. Areas con¢ This year’s monitoring indicated that there
taining older stands of off-site slash or was a need, on longleaf pine landscapes,
loblolly pine are being identified as first to change the method of site preparation
choices for restoration. Restoration har- from chop and burn to herbicide and burn
vesting occurs only after requirements for when the native ground cover has not been
RCW habitat have been evaluated and its established prior to a final harvest cut.
needs can be maintained.

v Monitoring to date indicates little change
vV Prescribed burning, including growing-sea- in the Forest's prairie condition from 1996
son burns, are being used to achieve Planto 1999 (Hyatt 1999); this trend continues,
direction of restoring and maintaining na- based on field observations. Classification
tive understory plant communities and sen- and monitoring of other habitats continued.
sitive plant habitatsThis year’s monitor- ~ The monitoring purpose is being achieved,
ing indicated that there is a need to increaseand further monitoring is required.
the number of growing season burn acres
on longleaf pine landscapes.

Vv Progress in implementing the direction of
the Revised Plan began slowly, with very
few implementation decisions being made.
Much time was spent revisiting old deci-
sions not yet implemented to assure com-
pliance with new or changed planning di-
rection. TheForest needs to increase the
number of acres restored to longleaf ping

. A wide variety of cooperative efforts with
each year if long range goals are to be met.

the Southern Research Station, Forest
Health Protection, academic institutions,
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2 O O O IV. Summary of M&E Recommendations
Planned for FY2001

This section of the Report provides in- to a final harvest cut. Establish native ground
formation on all monitoring items that need v Develop procedures for assessingover by implementing growing season burns
action during this fiscal year (FY2001). Howimplementation of standards and guidelingsrior to harvest. Apply growing season burns
ever, because implementation of the Revisddr protection of water quality (Best Manageon the stocked sites. If competing hardwood
Plan began November 29, 1999, it is still toment Practices) required by the revised Fostems are not controlled with the burns then
early to make many recommendations foest Plan. Begin reviewing and evaluating sibpply herbicide treatment with a follow-up
specific changes on the effectiveness of Plamcultural activities using these proceduresurn. Continue to monitor sites for additional
direction or validation of Plan assumptionsnclude participation by staff from the Loui-treatment needs. Conduct growing season
for most monitoring items. In addition to thesiana Dept. of Environmental Quality Non-burn training sessions in cooperation with the
specific recommended actions listed belowoint Source Pollution Control Program inSouthern Research Unit for all Forest person-
the general recommendation for FY2001 iseviews. nel involved with the prescribed burning pro-
to continue implementing the revised Plan gram. Increase the number of acres burned
using guidance provided in Chapters 2 and 3 Vv Prepare documents addressing manduring the growing season. Increase the num-
of the Plan in order to reach the objectivesgement needs on approximately 10 perceloer of acres planted to longleaf pine.
stated. Long-term goals for the Forest are tf the Kisatchie National Forest ownership.
reach the Desired Future Conditions (DFC$trive to implement harvesting levels consis- v Include development of a classifica-
stated for the Forest and the DFC stated ftent with Plan level. Increase the number dfon system for all plant habitats by the end
individual management and sub-managemeptescribed burn acres to allow the complesf FY2002, and the continued monitoring of
areas. In order to reach our planned goals atidn of 125,000 to 150,000 acres in FY2001lindividual sites as time permits
objectives, individual project proposalsContinue to increase the number of growing
should consider the guidance provided faseason burn acres. Identify by calendar date v Continue plant MIS monitoring, and
each management area, use appropriatden growing season burns begin in theeevaluate procedure for collecting that data
NEPA procedures to evaluate the site-specifgpring and end in the summer. Publish theser 2001.
effects of the proposal and alternatives, ardhtes in the fire management handbook.
reach a decision consistent with Plan direc- On longleaf pine landscapes change V Survey known mussel beds on the
tion. method of site preparation from chop an&vangeline Unit of the Calcasieu Ranger Dis-

Several monitoring items, howeverpurn to herbicide and burn when the nativiict in Rapides Parish during the summer of
could be evaluated. Recommendations fground cover has not been established prig001.
those items that need attention follow:
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v Complete NEPA documents for man- Vv Evaluate the feasibility of developing Vv Complete work on MIS Population
agement practices necessary to achieve the automated GIS system that would periodand Habitat Trends Report and incorporate
desired future conditions in compartments 28ally determine the ROS class eligibility oflatest findings into project level assessments.
and 24 on the Kisatchie Ranger District antbrestlands.
other compartments on the Forest. Vv Seek additional partnership opportu-

Review documents for Forest Plan com- v Increased emphasis should be placetties with SHPO and THPOs.
pliance concerning old-growth patches. Bean the distribution of comment cards and the
gin field visits to old-growth patches and ranlanalysis of the results. v Amend Challenge Cost Share agree-
for quality. ment with Louisiana State University to con-

Vv Evaluate the compliance of Kisatchiginue ORV study.

Vv Establish and assign conditionHills Wilderness management with Meaning-
rankings for streamside zone habitats for rafal Measures Standards when they are com-
plant species. pleted.

Vv Implement final harvest treatmentsat v Increase the amount of intermediate
the Forest Plan level. Increase thinning treattinning acres being implemented to encour-
ments to at least 25,000 acres per year. age the development of herbaceous ground

cover and improve forest health. Complete

Vv Develop more accurate procedures thNEPA documents for management practices
evaluate soil loss. Develop procedures toecessary to achieve a mixture of desired fu-
evaluate impacts from user-created ORYure conditions in compartments 23 and 24
trails. Monitor completed projects and peren the Kisatchie Ranger District and other
form maintenance and revegetation asompartments on the Forest. Assure Forest
needed. Continue restoration and revegetBlan compliance concerning uneven-aged
tion activities. management.

v Work with Louisiana Department of v Input updated mineral ownership and
Wildlife and Fisheries to identify factors condease data into the Forest GIS.
tributing to low deer populations. Identify any Conduct a workshop on state and fed-
needed changes in hunting regulations aral laws for all personnel with mineral du-
National Forest lands ties.
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: ! O O Status of FY1999 Monitoring &Evaluation
Report Recommendations
This section of the Report provides in+/ Once Kisatchie National Forest Landbird stands by applying additional commercial
formation on actions recommended in the data has been entered by Region 8, querythinning.
1999 M&E Report that were taken during database for analysis and evaluation @tatus: Restoration and intermediate harvest
2000. The ROD for the Revised Plan was population trends. cuts continue to decline.

signed on August 24, 1999, implementatioStatus: This was done after data from Region
began November 29, 1999, and the appeal8 was moved to the Kisatchie’s databasé Develop a formal field review process that

period ended in February 2000. and erroneous or duplicate records were will more adequately address how manage-
deleted. FY2000 Landbird data were en- ment practices are protecting, restoring,
tered into the Forest’'s database. maintaining, and improving waterfowl and
1. ACTIONS NOT REQUIRING wetland wildlife habitat.
FOREST PLAN AMENDMENT Vv Develop a formal field review process forStatus: This was begun and is still in progress
OR REVISION TESC wildlife species that will more ad- in FY2001.
equately assess implementation of Forest
Plan direction. V Infiscal year 1999, the Forest received over

Vv Develop procedures for assessing impIeS-

mentation of standards and guidelines fortatus: This was begun and is still in progress $140,000 in grant requests, but was able

: . in FY2001. to fund less than $10,000. This is a clear
protection O.f water q“‘?‘"ty (Best Mana_ge- indication of need among Louisiana’s for-
rll]oergtstplggcr?.cgzgji;er?:/lire?/(vjinzyarger\?;l;s:t? Clos_ely monitor_\_/ernon RC_W populat_ion est-depe_ndent communities. _The Forest
ing silvicultural activities using these pro- for signs of stablllty_ or coqtlnued de_cllne. and Rgglon nee_d to seek addltlo_nal funds
cedures. Include participation by staff from C(_)nt!nue co_nsultatlor_ms W|tt_1 U.S. F_lsh & tocontinue an_d increase Econc_>r_n|c Recov-
the Louisiana Dept. of Environmental W_ll_dllfe Service, and, if Qecllne continues, ery presence in Iocql communities.
Quality Non-point Source Pollution Con- initiate for_ma_l consu!tatlon. Status: Funding remained unchanged.
trol Program in reviews Status: Monitoring contlnue_d to take place on _ _ .

: . the Vernon RCW population, as well as oN' Increase mineral staffing and training for

Status: Procedures were developed and moni- ) :
. ) the other Forest RCW populations. current mineral personnel.
toring was conducted using these proce-

e . Status: Increased mineral staffing and train-
dures. Louisiana DEQ Non-point Source . . . . :
: : .~V Improve Forest health by increasing resto- ing did not occur in FY2000.
Pollution Control staff were included in . .
. : ration harvest cuts to the desired Plan level.
monitoring reviews. : .
Improve stocking levels within immature
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v Add personnel and/or contracting with pri-Status: SHPO partnership continued. Tribal
vate sector archeologists should timber har- partnerships are continuing to be devel-
vest levels increase significantly. oped.

Status: Timber harvesting levels did not in-
crease, therefore little change occurred it Continue participation by soil and water
FY2000. staff in the Non-Point Source Interagency

Committee. Include participation by staff

Vv Funding is needed to provide weekend site from the Louisiana Dept. of Environmen-
monitoring of protected heritage resources tal Quality Non-point Source Pollution
by district Forest Protection Officers and/ Control program in Forest implementation
or electronic monitoring equipment. monitoring reviews of water quality Best

Status: Funding remained unchanged. Management Practices. Participate in the

state Best Management Practices effective-

V Increased funding and additional person- ness monitoring task force. Enter into dis-
nel are necessary to decrease the numbeicussions with Louisiana Department of
of backlogged, potentially significant heri- Wildlife and Fisheries to update the exist-
tage properties and fully satisfy our obli- ing MOU. Continue to look for opportuni-
gations under the NHPA. ties to partner with others in implement-

Status: Funding remained unchanged. ing the Forest Plan.

Status: Participation continued in the Non-

V Increased funding is needed to fully imple- Point Source Interagency Committee and
ment the heritage interpretative program. Louisiana Dept. of Environmental Quality

Status: Funding remained unchanged. staff participated in monitoring reviews. A

Challenge Cost Share project with Louisi-

V Initiate, with the Southern Research Sta- ana State University was developed to man-
tion Forest Products Unit 4701, the collec- age impacts to resources from ORV use.
tion of data needed for the development of An interagency agreement with NRCS was
a growth and yield model. developed to implement Emergency Wa-

Status: Research plots have been establishedershed Protection activities for the Caney
to monitor growths and yield in longleaf Lake tornado damage.
and loblolly pine stands.

Vv Seek additional partnership opportunities
with SHPO and THPOs.
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Site Name
Caney Mtn. Bike Trall
Black Creek
latt Creek (including
four colonies)
Liberty Church
Indian Creek
Ben Martin Site
Boggy Bayou
Boggy Bayou Tributary
Brushy Creek Riparian
Cypress Branch
Lamotte Creek
Magnolia Walk
Wild Azalea Seep
(unnamed site)
Bayou L'lvrogne
Flatwood
Devil's Swamp
Goose Bog
Hwy. 118 SE of
Kisatchie
Little Kisatchie Bayou
Mink
Pine Grove Church
Red Dirt Area
Comp. 23 Riparian
Cypress Creek/
Rd. 506E

Kisatchie National Forest 2000 M&E Report

2 O O OAppendix A

Streamside Embedded Communities (Baseline)

District
Caney
Catahoula

Catahoula
Catahoula
Catahoula
Evangeline**
Evangeline**
Evangeline**
Evangeline**
Evangeline**
Evangeline**
Evangeline**
Evangeline**
Evangeline**

Kisatchie
Kisatchie
Kisatchie

Kisatchie
Kisatchie
Kisatchie
Kisatchie
Kisatchie
Winn

Winn

Species Acres
Barbed Rattlesnake Root 7.8
Louisiana Bluestar 1.1
Louisiana Bluestar 13.5
Louisiana Bluestar 4.2
Kentucky Ladyslipper 15.0*
Bog Moss 42.7
Bog Moss 5.3
Bog Moss 5.9
Kentucky Ladyslipper 26.3
Bog Moss 4.7
Bog Moss 2.8
Barbed Rattlesnake Root 3.3
Bog Moss 43.1
Bog Moss 5.9
Louisiana Bluestar 14.9
Louisiana Bluestar 3.1
Louisiana Bluestar 7.3
Louisiana Bluestar 2.9
Louisiana Bluestar 2.7
Louisiana Bluestar 2.1
Louisiana Bluestar 3.9
Louisiana Bluestar 2.7

Barbed Rattlesnake Root 4.4

Barbed Rattlesnake Root 11.8
39
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Data Source

Shapefile
GPS

GPS
GPS
GPS

Shapefile
GPS
GPS
GPS
Shapefile
GPS
GPS
Shapefile
GPS

Shapefile
Shapefile
Shapefile

Shapefile
Shapefile
Shapefile
Shapefile
Shapefile
Shapefile

Shapefile
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Site Name District Species Acres Data Source
Cypress Creek/

Rd. 506W Winn Barbed Rattlesnake Root  10.7 Shapefile
Cypress Creek/ Rd. 126 Winn Barbed Rattlesnake Root 1.7 Shapefile
Cypress Creek/

Pine Ridge Winn Barbed Rattlesnake Root 18.5 Shapefile
Cypress Creek/

Rd. 506N Winn Barbed Rattlesnake Root 29.9 Shapefile
Dry Choctaw Creek Winn Louisiana Bluestar 0.3 Shapefile
Cypress Creek/

Rd. 506SW Winn Barbed Rattlesnake Root 37.4 Shapefile
Cypress Creek SW Winn Barbed Rattlesnake Root 61.9 Shapefile
Fourmile Branch Winn Barbed Rattlesnake Root 13.3 GPS
FS Road W021B Winn Louisiana Bluestar 2.6 Shapefile
latt Creek Forest Winn Louisiana Bluestar 10.5 GPS
Ragan Creek Winn Louisiana Bluestar 25.9 Shapefile
Saline Bayou Tributary Winn Louisiana Bluestar 0.4 Shapefile
Southern Red Oak
Woods Winn Barbed Rattlesnake Root 6.7 GPS
Streamside Zone Winn Louisiana Bluestar 6.2 Shapefile
Streamside Zone East Winn Barbed Rattlesnake Root 11.2 Shapefile
(unnamed site) Winn Barbed Rattlesnake Root 14.3 GPS

* includes a 400 foot buffer zone around identified habitat
** Evangeline Unit of the Calcasieu District
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2 O O O Appendix B Comparison of FY2000 Budget
with Revised Plan Annual Budget

Budget Line Item (BLI)

Ecosystem planning, inventory, monitoring
Ecosystem management

Inventory and Monitoring

Land Management Planning

Recreation use
Recreation management

Wilderness management

Heritage resources

Cooperative work - other

Trail maintenance

Recreation fee collection

Fee Demo - collection

Fee Demo - projects

New World fund backlog maintenance
Rangeland management
Range management
Range vegetation management
Cooperative work - KV
Wildlife and fish management
Wildlife habitat operations and improvement
Anadromous fish operations

Inland fish operations and improvement
T&E species operations and improvement
Cooperative work - KV

Cooperative work - other

Forestland management
Timber management
Forest vegetation management
Reforestation trust fund

Cooperative work - KV

Timber roads - purchaser election
Timber roads - purchaser construction

Plan EBLI

Plan Budget Estimate

$859,040

$47,840
$208,000

$31,200

$62,400
$145,600
$208,000

$227,760

$93,600
$550,160

$1,848,080

$26,000

$2,496,000
$443,040
$114,400
$1,456,000
$55,120
$1,248,000
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_______________________________________________________________ ($224,234)

‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘ ($431,122)

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, ($2,574,707)

FY2000 EBLI FY2000 Budget Difference
N/A
NFIM $550,949
NFPN $77,999
NFRM $444,270
NFWM $30,397
NFHR $89,456
CWFS $0
PAMT $100,544
FEFR $6,500
FDCL $23,000
FDDS $120,000
NWBM $160,567
NFRG $53,000
NFRV $63,589
CWKV $75,177
NFWL $167,516
NFAF $17,000
NFIF $173,590
NFTE $593,785
CWKV $1,325,054
CWFS $37,533
NFTM $1,674,137
NFFV $382,912
RTRT $217,712
CWKV $903,175
PEPE $71,714
N/A $0
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Budget Line Item (BLI) Plan EBLI Plan Budget Estimate FY2000 EBLI FY2000 Budget Difference
Timber salvage sales SSSS $280,800 SSSS $150,299
Forest health protection ikl SPFH $21,796
Timber pipeline - Rec. backlog rxk TPCD $50,000
Timber pipeline - Sale prep. ok TPPS $46,908
Soil, water and air management. ($83,136)
Soil, water, air operations NFSO $67,600 NFSO $51,557
Soil and water improvement NFSI $94,640 NFSI $110,887
Cooperative work - KV CWKV $48,880 CWKV $22,229
Cooperative work - other CWFS $208,000 CWFS $146,311
Hazardous waste management ook HWHW $5,000
Minerals and geology management . . . . . . . . L L $123,941
Minerals NFMG $332,800 NFMG $456,741
Land ownership management . . . . . . . . ($34,018)
Lands - real estate management NFLA $192,400 NFLA $168,992
Landline location NFLL $145,600 NFLL $134,990
Ruraldevelopment . . . . . . $21,000
Resource conservation and development bl RCRC $5,000
Economic recovery program ok SPEA $5,000
State fire assistance ok SPCH $6,440
Coop. lands forest health mgt. ok SPCH $780
Urban community forestry ik SPUH $1,620
Forest stewardship ok SPST $2,160
Construction . $294,634
Recreation construction CNRF $1,211,600 PAFC $1,697,097
Trail construction CNTR $55,120 PATC $87,657
Roads reconstruction and construction CNRD $977,600 PARD $754,200
Land acquisition . . . . . . ($16,207)
Land acquisition - L&W Cons. Fund LALW $52,000 LALW $35,793
Forest Service fire protection . . . . . . . . . L $178,099
Forest fire pre-suppression WFPR $910,000 WFPR $918,499
Forest fuel reduction WFHF $520,000 WFHF $689,600
Infrastructure management - - - - - - $555,903
Road maintenance and decommissioning CNRM $843,440 PAMR $757,160
Maintenance of facilities NFFA $212,160 PAMF $394,714
Cooperative work - other CWFS $364,000 CWFS $220,000
Federal highway program wohk HTAE $6,400
Operations & maintenance - FS quarters ok QMQM $21,000
Reforestation of forest lands RIRI $2,200
Roads and trails for states (10% Fund) rxk TRTR $574,029
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Budget Line Item (BLI) Plan EBLI Plan Budget Estimate FY2000 EBLI FY2000 Budget Difference
General administration . ($445,256)

General administration NFGA $1,304,160 NFGA $804,599

Cooperative work - KV CWKV $790,400 CWKV $233,080

Cooperative work - other CWFS $102,960 CWFS $60,500

Timber - salvage sales SSSS $49,920 SSSS $49,701

Operation & maintenance - FS quarters QMQM $20,800 QMQM $0

Roads and trails for states (10% Fund) ok TRTR $21,285

Reforestation trust fund kk RTRT $25,732

Law enforcement rxx NFLE $81,441

Senior citizens employment program ok NFSD $546,646
Externalagreements $643,000

External agents fid NFEX $643,000
Total (in FY2000 dollars) $19,529,120 $17,370,619 ($2,158,501)

*** Note: These items are not found in the 1999 revised Forest Plan, Appendix C. They are either changed budget itenfiorasuitastructuring of the budget codes,

or additions to the list displayed in Table C-1 of the Forest Plan.
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2 O O O Appendix G List of Preparers

Name Title

Cynthia Dancak Team Leader - Ecosystem Assessment/Planning
Team Leader - Public Uses & Services

Thomas M. Webb
Team Leader - Ecosystem Conservation Management

Cal Baker
Carl Brevelle  Forester/Resource Planner
Mary Jane Close  Financial Manager
Alan Dorian  Forest Archeologist
Michael Miller  Forest Landscape Architect
Mike Dawson  Forester/Timber Sales Specialist
Jim Dukes  Forester/Fire Management Officer
Michael Esters  Forester/Caney Ranger District
Ken Dancak  Forest Wildlife Biologist
John Novosad  Forest Soil Scientist & Hydrologist
Finis Harris ~ Forest Silviculturist

Philip Hyatt  Forest Botanist
Forest Fisheries Biologist

David Byrd
Gretchen Hunt Moore  Zone Geologist
Don Ranne  Forester/Lands & Special Uses
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2 O O O Appendix D Avian Population Trends

Estimated trend in number of birds observed for Kisatchie National Forest Management Indicator Species at three spatigisscales:
ographic stratum and state (1990-1998), and Forest (1990-1999). A “+” indicates a statistically significant increasirigatsgatisti-
cally significant decreasing trend; “= =" a statistically significant trend was not detected; “=" a statistically sigméimmas not
detected and the number of routes in the analysis was < 14 (stratum and state trends) or species was observed on <(B% of points
satchie National Forest trends); “NA” indicates data insufficient to calculate trend estimate (statistical significaatehset @t10)
[Source: Table 22 of the Forest’s MIS Population and Habitat Trends report, May 2001].

Common Name Upper Coastal Plain State - Louisiana Kisatchie National Forest
Acadian Flycatcher + + =

Bachman’s Sparrow == = =

Cooper’s Hawk = NA NA

Eastern wood-peewee == == ==

Hooded Warbler == + ==

Kentucky Warbler == == ==

Louisiana Waterthrush == = NA

Northern Bobwhite Quail - == -
Northern Parula == -
Pileated Woodpecker == = ==

Prairie Warbler == = NA
Red-Cockaded Woodpecker - NA NA
Red-headed Woodpecker == == =
Summer Tanager + == ==
Warbling Vireo + NA NA
White-breasted Nuthatch == NA NA
White-eyed Vireo =f= == +
Wood Thrush - =f= =f=
Worm-eating Warbler + = NA
Yellow-billed Cuckoo - - +
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