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efficient, practical, and affordable, and may make use of data that has been or will be
collected for other purposes.

Monitoring tasks are performed at different levels: the forest plan, program, or project level.
Each of these levels involves different objectives and requirements. Monitoring is not
performed on every activity and is not expected to meet the statistical rigor of formal
research.

In this document we report the results of monitoring and evaluation during Fiscal Year
2011. Not all of the monitoring and evaluation activities outlined in the monitoring plan of
the Forest Plan (Chapter 4) are reported here because the reporting frequency varies among
the items; some items are not clue to be reported upon this year. In addition, some items are
scheduled to be reported upon this year but due to the reduced capacity on the CNNF,
monitoring and evaluation activities were not accomplished. When budget levels limit the
CNNF’s ability to perform all of the monitoring tasks scheduled, monitoring events
specifically required by law are given the highest priority. Some monitoring items lack
measurement indicators which limits their usefulness in evaluating progress toward desired
resource outcomes.

This report is the first monitoring and evaluation report since the FY 2009-2010 and Mid-
term Monitoring and Evaluation report released in October 2011. That report is much more
comprehensive; it addresses all monitoring items outlined in the 2004 Forest Plan’s
monitoring program (Chapter 4). Please refer to that report for the most recent monitoring
and evaluation information for items not reported in this document.
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2011. Overall, it was a very quiet year for insect and disease activity, with no sign of
hardwood defoliators anywhere on the Forest. Aerial detection revealed the following:

Washburn district: The most significant damage on the Forest in 2011 was wind damage
south and east of Drummond affecting a few hundred acres of the CNNF in the vicinity of
Lake Owen. (This early July storm blew down over 100,000 acres of state, private, and
county forests to the southwest of the CNNF.} Also, moderate to heavy defoliation by jack
pine budworm was noted at the north end of the district.

Great Divide district: No significant damage was noted.
Medford-Park Falls district: No significant damage was noted.

Eagle River-Florence district: The aerial observer noted some spruce budworm defoliation
north of Highway 70, and some scattered blowdown near Morgan and Wheeler Lakes.

Lakewood-Laona district: A small pocket of blowdown was noticed about two miles
northeast of the town of Mountain.

Treatment

Oak Wilt - Oak wilt was first discovered on the Forest in 1997 on the Lakewood-Laona
Ranger District. Monitoring and treatment of infected sites began in 2001, and has occurred
every year from 2004 to 2010 (Figure 1). Annual treatment of infected areas on the
Lakewood-Laona Ranger District has occurred since 2001, In 2011 on the Lakewood Ranger
District, 1,482 oaks were removed from 24 sites to limit the risk of further oak wilt infection.
Oak wilt treatment involves harvesting the trees in the fall and winter and removing the
bark or splitting the wood into small enough pieces to encourage rapid drying (i.e., split
firewood) prior to April 1. In addition, the stump is completely uprooted to sever all root
connections, eliminating the risk of root graft spread of oak wilt.

The efficacy of using the vibratory plow to slice through large root systems varies due to
uneven topography and rocky conditions common within the forests. Use of an excavator
to “pop” stumps of infected trees from the ground and overturn them following harvest was
effective on 63 percent of the sites with just one treatment. On 94 percent of the sites, the
disease has been successfully controlled with either one or two treatments; that is, the
follow-up treatment when needed has been effective nearly all of the time. Monitoring of
known sites, reconnaissance to detect new sites and treatment continues in the Lakewood-
Laona Ranger District. Oak wilt has not been detected on any other districts of the Forest
although the disease was discovered in the Eagle River area in 2010.
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Figure 2. Wolf packs in Wisconsin 2011 {source: Wydeven et al. 2011)

The forest plan directs that all known wolf den sites be protected (p. 2-19) and open road
densities of roads with higher traffic levels (maintenance levels 3-5 and some level 2
roads) remain low. These actions were followed to provide adequate conservation, and
were completed in accordance with the Federal Wolf Recovery Plan (USDI Fish and
Wildlife Service 1992) and the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources management
plan (WDNR 1999).
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Figure 3. Changes in Wisconsin gray wolf population 1980-2011 {source; Wydeven et al. 2011)

Bald Eagle (Haliaeetus leicocephalus)

The Forest has been an active participant in the bald eagle Federal and State recovery
plans since the species was placed on the Endangered Species Act list in 1973 (USDI Fish
and Wildlife Service 1983, WDNR 1986). In 1991, 414 active territories were estimated
throughout the state, which was above the recovery plan’s goal of 360 set by the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service (figure 4). Numbers have remained above this level since 1991.
As a result, the bald eagle was removed from the Federal list of threatened and
endangered species on August 9, 2007. In 2011, Wisconsin was home to 1,247 nesting
pairs. This total represents roughly 13 percent of the 9,700 pairs estimated to be
breeding in the lower 48 states (Eckstein et al. 2010).

The 1986 Chequamegon and Nicolet forest plans both had goals of 30 active nests by
2000. In 2006, 41 historic nesting territories were surveyed on the Chequamegon
landbase, of which 32 were active and contained 43 young. The Nicolet landbase had 41
historic territories surveyed, of which 35 were active. Both Forest landbases have met or
exceeded the recommended recovery goal annually since 1997. Current field
information continues to suggest that this species is abundant, sustaining levels well
above those described for the Forest in the Northern States Bald Eagle Recovery Plan
(1983). The species continues colonizing new areas on the National Forest.
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During the development of the 2004 Forest Plan, northern goshawks were considered to
be a mature northern hardwoods associated species. While it is true that this species
uses mature northern hardwoods for nesting and foraging, it also uses other habitats; it
is more flexible than assumed during Plan revision. Inspection of nest monitoring data
shows that the majority of nests are within mature northern hardwoods habitats but this
may be a result of its availability relative to other mature forest types. Protection of
northern goshawk on the CNNT centers on minimizing disturbance and habitat
alteration around active and historic nest sites (USDA-FS 2004a, p. 2-20).

Tabie 5. Nesting data for northern goshawk on the Nicolet landbase, 1998-2011

=) [=2] (=] - o 33 <t uwy o = =] [=)] o -
Year 23| 8|8|8|8|s|8;,8/8|8|8!s|s=s
-— — (o] (] ™~ (2] (2] (o] (2] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] o™
Territories
Checked 63 | 62 |unk | 72 | 74 | 65 | 656 | 57 | 63 | 63 | 51 | 51 47 | 28
Active Territories 16 | 17 | unk | 16 | 12 12 | 17 + 13 | 12 9 8 17 | 19 9
Active Nests 11 6 114 | 13 ] 10 | 11 17 1 13 | 12 9 6 17 | 19 9

Successful Nests 9 12 9 9 3 9 13 8 9 9 6 16 | 11 3

Fledged Young 18 | 27 | 19 | 15 7 20 | 23 {13 | 20 | 18 | 18 | 34 | 22 | unk

Red-shouldered Hawk (Buteo lineatus)

The red-shouldered hawk is a medium to large woodland hawk that is widespread in
eastern United States, southeastern Canada, California, and Mexico. In Wisconsin, the
red-shouldered hawk was probably never common, but was most abundant in mature
bottomland forests along major rivers such as the 5t. Croix, Wisconsin, Chippewa, and
Wolf Rivers (Robbins 1991, p. 213). Timber harvest activity prior to 1930 greatly affected
these habitats. As these forests have regenerated and aged, the red-shouldered hawk
continues to be recorded in many counties across the state, although it is still considered
an uncommon resident.

On the Chequamegon-Nicolet National Forest, active territories are found primarily on
the southern portion of the Nicolet landbase where bottomland forest habitat is more
prevalent. We expected territories to exist on the Chequamegon landbase, especially in
the Medford Ranger District near the bottomland forest of the Headwater River, but
extensive survey efforts for more than ten years across thousands of acres has not
confirmed nesting there. The absence of the red-shouldered hawk on the Chequamegon
landbase may be due to small channels, limited flows, and narrow floodplains, which
are not well suited for red-shouldered hawk nesting within the bottomland forest.

Fewer active nest were found in 2011 (11) than 2010 (17) possibly because of the cold,
snowy spring in 2011 compared to the warm, early spring in 2010. General productivity
{0.91 young/active nest) was down only slightly from 2010 (0.94) but the success of the
nests was up to 55% compared to 29% for 2010 (Figure 5, Jacobs 2011). Due to the cold
spring, fewer active nest were found statewide in 2011 (31) than 2010 (41) and brood
sizes were smaller in 2011 (2.39) than 2010 (3.15) for Wisconsin. Northern areas in
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Comparing Projected and Actual Vegetation Treatments

In fiscal year 2011, roughly 38% of the projected number of acres of vegetation treatment (all
types) was accomplished {Table 9). Roughly 58 and 54 percent of the annual projection was
accomplished during fiscal years 2009 and 2010, respectively, with the greatest shortfall
coming in the selection and shelterwood treatments. In 2011, timber harvest treatments
were all well short of the projections from the Forest Plan (Table 9).

Table 9. Projected annual rate of vegetative treatment during the first decade of forest plan
implementation and actual acres treated by treatment type since fiscal year 2006.

Annual Acres treated
. rate
Vegetation treatment .
projected 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
{acres)
Intermediate cut 7,100 4,510 6,159 6,957 3,445 4,327 2,781
Selection 7530 1,502 1,423 968 590 1,331 959
Shelterwood 1,490 973 1,233 673 901 120 163
Clearcut 3,980 1,936 2,250 2,264 4,005 2,034 837
Site preparation for
planting 640 727 1,266 1,785 1,127 1,183 791
Planting/underplanting 1,250 934 917 1,382 1,417 1,251 793
Site preparation -
natural regeneration 4,210 2,747 1,630 3,750 2,630 3,053 2,041
Release 1,250 1,192 636 832 796 568 778
Pruning 200 0 0 0 37 60 12
Seedling protection 200 7 1,040 1,454 1,305 1,309 1,344
TOTAL 27,850 14,528 16,554 20,035 16,253 15,206 10,499

Comparing Projected and Actual Allowable Sale Quantity

Allowable sale quantity (ASQ) is the maximum quantity of timber based on funding levels
that may be harvested from sustainably managed land suited for timber production during
a given period. Appendix GG of the Forest Plan (Forest Plan, p. G-11) displays the projected
ASQ for various products for each of the next five decades. The ASQ projected in the Forest
Plan assumes that the CNNF is fully funded and has the resources necessary to sell the
maximum amount of timber. Since the Land and Resource Management Plan ROD was
signed in 2004 (USDA-FS 2004b), the CNNF has not been funded such that ASQ can be met.

In one species/ product group (softwood sawtimber), the Chequamegon-Nicolet National
Forest exceecled the average annual ASQ projected in the Forest Plan but in all others, due
to diminishing funding levels, production was far short (table 10). More softwood
sawtimber was produced than was projected during Forest Plan development because of
salvage of red pine blowdown, the unforeseen Spruce Decline epidemic discussed
previously, and because red pine thinning projects took the place of the hardwood thinning
projects that were delayed by challenges to the environmental analysis from 2006-2008.
Overall, the timber volume harvested in 2011 was approximately 39% of the ASQ level (131
million board feet).

28
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Table 10. Volume {million board feet) of timber harvested on the Chequamegon-Nicolet National Forest
from 2009-2011.

Species/product Av;e;gzsﬁgm&;ble Volume harvested

group projected* 2009 2010 2011
Hardwood Sawtimber 7.6 1.03 1.89 1.26
Softwood Sawtimber 8.8 11.27 10.66 9.43
Hardwood Pulpwood 53.2 18.86 13.72 14.94
Softwood Pulpwood 29.9 23.59 20.32 12.70
Aspen Pulpwood 31.3 1512 15.69 13.10
Total 131.0 69.87 62.28 51.43

*Annual average based on a 10-year [ife of the forest plan (see page 2-68 of FEIS)

The volume sold from 2005 to 2011 shows a decreasing trend and is currently below 60% of
the projected maximum amount of timber that could be sold. The volume of Hmber sold,
however, has closely matched the allocated budget for imber sales, by volume (Figure 9)
since 2005. The greatest departure from this close relaHonship came in 2011 when the
volume sold in 2011 was similar to year 2010 but funding levels were greater in 2011 than in
2010 (Figure 9). In 2011, the additional funding for the timber program was spent on the
preparation of timber sales (cruising and marking) for Fiscal year 2012 in which many
timber sales were offered and the actual volume sold is expected to be near 79 million board
feet.

The close relationship between timber funding and output reflects the CNNF's recognition
of and commitment to the economic importance of timber and forest products to local, state,
regional, national, and, to some degree, international markets. As of August 2012, the
volume of timber in vegetation management projects that has been through the
environmental planning and analysis stages exceeds 350 million board feet (MMBF) and
represents a mix of forest types and species/ product types. This standing timber awaits
cruising, marking and sale package preparation.
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Table 11. The estimated and actual costs for Chequamegon-Nicolet National Forest program operations for

fiscal year 2011.

Program description

200950

™ 2010 o

‘Actual (§) -

2011
Estimated ($)

—Actual (8)

Inventory and monitoring

- Actual (8):
' |-.8620,000:

$.0814.200

639,697

 ewanar

Land management

482,600 |

435,387

405,547

415473

Minerals and geology

193500 |5

184,000, "

166,000

194,043"

Planning

$°105,000 |-

105,000

84,000

787,866

Recreation/wilderness/ heritage

1,628,956 |

1,533,078

1,685,587

:1,571.485°

Timber

4,240,737

4,200,089

4,621,702

4642755

Vegetation, watershed and air

Teesa00 |

633,048

686,097

875,680

Wildlife

1,029,924

884339

923,257

Reforestation

..71200,000

189,000

167,129

Salvage sales

71,150,000 -

492,623

714,000

- 681,252

Timber pipeline funds

413,000

71,607,000

1,026,000

1,038,539

Roads and trails for States

42,000

. 88,000

115,000

91,269

Hazardous fuels reduction

260,000 |

- 260,000

328,644 |i-

287,302

Fire protection and preparedness

1,680,933 -

1,703,923 -

1,671,074

1,559,692

Facilities maintenance - recreation

427,000

226,200

267,872

258,084

Road maintenance and construction

B 331 6595 |

3,776,809

2,135,011

72,173,530

Trail maintenance

230,000 | 7 310814

267,394

253,408

Administrative facilities maintenance

415,000

17407,075.

Knutsen-Vandenberg (KV) fund

1,038,000

884,873

KV regional projects

228,000

e §_.'22'g.':2:1 0

Funds for purchase of lands

234,000

Fee demo - recreation collections

230,812

Fee demo — rec. site maintenance

704,000

657,300

Forest health management

32,000

33,000

BT

Rehabilitation and restoration

25,000

41,000 |77

o312

Adminisirative and visitor maps

30,000

12,500 |

15,627

Stewardship projects

94250

5000

57,500 |

+ 52,403

Total

1 $22.012,245 |

$22,158,279

$18,509,882

©'$18,115,537
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bridge and substantial road work to reduce erosion and sedimentation. The new culvert on
Little Willow Creek replaced a crossing that had partially washed out the previous year. A
third project was designed and trail bridge materials purchased for installation over the EB Lily
Rin 2012. Five crossings were replaced with GLRI funding. Stewardship and partner (Town of
Long Lake) funds were also used for Long Lake Outlet at FR 2168 {Photos 17 and 18). For all
other crossings, undersized culverts were replaced with a much larger structure set below

streambed to ensure passage of aquatic organisms, restore channel morphology, reduce erosion
and sedimentation, improve safety and reduce maintenance.

Table 12. Road and trail stream crossings reconstructed in fiscal year 2011,

Long Lake Outlet | FR 2168 20 X4C§ile'\:tconc 8'%2’ Conc Culvert GLRI, STW, P
Unt NF FI hunder 2 o102 95"%67" Culvert 48“ Circ Culvert GLRI
Unt NB Oconto R FT 942287 65"%x43"” Culvert 18" Circ Culvert GLRI
Little Willow Cr FR 130 1310"%5'5" Alum Box 2-60" Circ Culverts CMLG
, . s CMLG, GLRI,
Trout Brook FR 390 30’ Span SSIM Bridge 4 Circ Culvert CMRD., P
'
Unt Trout Brook | FR 390 dwn 87"x63" Culvert: 2-18' Circ Culvert GLRI
Unt Trout Brook FR 390 mid 87"x63" SSIM Culvert 18" Circ Culvert GLRI

Note: Unt = Unnamed Tributary, FR=Forest Road, FT=Forest Trail, GLRI=Great Lakes Restoration [nitiative, STW=Stewardship,
CMLG=Legacy Roads and Trails, CMRD=Road Construction, P=Partner, SSIM=Stream Simulation (construct streambed through
structure)

One old abandoned road-stream crossing was removed in 2011 to restore fish passage and
channel morphology. It was located just upstream from Highway 64 on an unnamed tributary
to the North Branch Oconto River. No other road or trail stream crossings were created or
removed on the Forest in FY2011. There are approximately 950 road-streamn crossings on level
3, 4 and 5 roads within the National Forest. The number of crossings on level 1 and 2 roads is
less than 750 based on a geographic information system intersect of digital stream and road
layers, but the actual occurrence and condition of these potential crossings are still being
inventoried. There are also about 170 trail-stream crossings.

The forest plan provides further direction for roads and trails in riparian areas and wetlands
through goals, objectives, standards and guidelines. The Forest has had a very active road and
trail stream crossing program. Since 1998, we have replaced 197 crossings, reconstructed 15
road segments and worked on 9 trail segments. Stream crossings were reconstructed to reduce
erosion, prevent further failures, improve fish passage, restore channel morphology and reduce
maintenance. Informal and formal monitoring has occurred across the Forest. Informal
monitoring of reconstructed crossings indicates that the culverts are functioning, there are no
washouts and, where appropriate, aquatic organism passage has been restored.


























































