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planning and program prioritization purposes. The plans do not constitute a commitment for staffing
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) has developed this Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) in
compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 to develop alternatives for a
Comprehensive Conservation Plan (CCP) and Land Protection Plan for the Texas Chenier Plain National
Wildlife Refuge Complex (Refuge Complex), and disclose the impacts associated with the alternatives.
The Texas Chenier Plain Refuge Complex consists of four separate units of the National Wildlife Refuge
System administered by the USFWS as one Refuge Complex. The four units are: Anahuac National
Wildlife Refuge (NWR), McFaddin NWR, Texas Point NWR, and Moody NWR. These Refuge units are
located along the upper Texas Gulf Coast in Chambers County, Jefferson County, and Galveston County
(see map on next page).

A CCP for the Texas Chenier Plain Refuge Complex is required by the National Wildlife Refuge System
Improvement Act (Refuge System Improvement Act) of 1997 (Public Law 105-57). The CCP provides
programmatic guidance, in the form of goals, objectives, and strategies, to provide managers with a 15-
year vision that contributes to the achievement of refuge purposes and the mission of the Refuge System.
The CCP provides a comprehensive look at management of waterfowl, resource values, wetlands loss,
and native coastal prairie, and a desire to preserve and protect the natural values for which the Refuge
was created. Specific implementation activities will be developed for individual program areas through
step-down management plans within approximately 5 years after CCP completion. Some step-down
plans may require additional NEPA compliance. Step-down plans anticipated for the Refuge Complex
include the following:

Revised Fire Management Plan

Habitat Management Plan

Oil & Gas Management Plan

Inventory and Monitoring Plan

Revised Hunt Plan

Visitor Services Plan

Integrated Pest Management Plan

The Land Protection Plan delineates a refuge acquisition boundary for the four constituent refuges to help
the USFWS better achieve refuge purposes and accomplish mandates provided by law and treaty that
are related to the protection of migratory birds and other USFWS Trust resources. Implementation of a
boundary expansion proposal is expected to assist the USFWS meet its goals and objectives of the
ecosystem plan for the Texas Gulf Coast. Expansion of any of the Refuge Complex’s constituent refuge
acquisition boundaries would then authorize the USFWS to work with willing sellers using the acquisition
standards and parameters defined in USFWS law, policy, and government regulation. Lands acquired by
the USFWS would be managed as part of the Refuge System. Although achievement of the refuge
purposes is not necessarily dependent upon additional land acquisition, the possible inclusion of other
lands within these refuges should assist the USFWS in achieving its larger ecosystem-wide goals and
objectives to ensure the long-term sustainability of migratory bird populations.

BRIEF BACKGROUND OF THE TEXAS CHENIER PLAIN REFUGE
COMPLEX

The USFWS identified a need to retain and intensively manage a significant block of the coastal marsh
for waterfowl habitat in the upper coastal region of Texas. As the coastal region of Texas became settled,
marshlands were modified to meet the demand for farmland and later land for industry. Waterfowl
suffered loss of nesting, feeding, and resting areas when vast tracts of marshland were drained but
thrived on the feed available from the rice fields and cultivated pasture lands which replaced the
wetlands. As more industry flourished in the Galveston-Houston-Beaumont metropolitan area, the
economic expansion created a demand for more land to accommodate the continued growth. Coastal
marshes have been filled to provide sites for factories, refineries, roads, commercial, and residential
areas.
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Land acquisition to form the Refuge began in 1954. Currently, the Refuge Complex administers a total of
103,668 acres in combined fee title and conservation easements. As additional parcels were added to
the National Wildlife Refuge System for the protection of coastal waterfowl habitat through the Migratory
Bird Conservation Act, these acquisitions created a closely linked cluster of Refuges along the coast. In
the early 1980s, the USFWS decided that this closely-related group of four refuges could be more
efficiently administered as one Refuge Complex. Subsequently, the Refuge Complex was named for the
geologic/geographic feature called “cheniers” found along this part of the Louisiana and Texas coastline.

The management focus of these refuges is to retain and intensively manage this significant block of the
coastal marsh for migrating, wintering and breeding waterfowl, shorebirds and waterbirds, and provide
strategic and crucial resting areas for neotropical migratory songbirds migrating across the Gulf of
Mexico. The Refuge Complex encompasses a diversity of habitats: aquatic habitats (open water and
near-shore Gulf habitats); freshwater to saline marshes; riparian habitats; coastal woodlots; rice fields;
native prairies, cheniers, and coastal beach; and dune habitats. These areas host a multitude of plant,
invertebrate and vertebrate species including over 300 bird species, 75 species of freshwater fish, and
400 species of salt and brackish water fish and shellfish. Water management, prescribed burning, and
controlled grazing have been traditional tools in the management of coastal marshes in these Refuges.
Rice farming has been continued on Anahuac NWR to provide valuable foraging habitats for waterfowl.
Wildlife recreation including waterfowl hunting, which has been a long tradition of the area, and fishing
and bird watching continue to be popular on the Refuge Complex.

Establishment Purposes of the Texas Chenier Plain Refuge Complex

National Wildlife Refuge System lands are acquired and refuges are established under a variety of
legislative acts and administrative orders. The USFWS defines the purposes of national wildlife refuges
when a refuge is established, based upon the establishing authorities or legislation. The primary authority
used in establishing the four Refuges comprising the Texas Chenier Plain Refuge Complex was the
Migratory Bird Conservation Act. National wildlife refuges established through this Act were acquired:

“...for use as an inviolate sanctuary, or for any other management purpose for migratory
birds.” 16 U.S.C. § 715d (Migratory Bird Conservation Act).

Three other acquisition authorities have been utilized at Anahuac NWR, with the three following additional
purposes:

“...the conservation of the wetlands of the Nation in order to maintain the public benefits
they provide and to help fulfill international obligations contained in various migratory bird
treaties and conventions...” 16 U.S.C. § 3901 (b), 100 Sta. 3583 (Emergency Wetlands
Resources Act);

“...suitable’ for — (1) incidental fish and wildlife-oriented recreational development, (2) the
protection of natural resources, (3) the conservation of endangered species or threatened
species...” 16 U.S.C. § 460K-1 (Refuge Recreation Act); and,

“... for the conservation, maintenance, and management of wildlife, resources thereof,
and its habitat thereon...” 16 U.S.C. § 661-667e (Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act).

The large majority of lands within the Texas Chenier Plain Refuge Complex were acquired with Migratory
Bird Conservation Funds; and, in compliance with the statutory restrictions (1958 Amendment to the Duck
Stamp Act), approximately 40% of Anahuac, McFaddin, and Texas Point NWRs are open to waterfowl
hunting. Priority recreation uses at the Texas Chenier Plain Refuge Complex includes the six wildlife-
dependent uses in accordance with the National Wildlife Refuge Administration Act (Administration Act),
as amended by the 1997 National Wildlife System Improvement Act: hunting, fishing, wildlife observation
and photography, and environmental education and interpretation. Compatibility Determinations
completed in accordance with the Administration Act for existing and proposed uses on the Texas
Chenier Plain Refuge Complex are found in Appendix E.
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National Wildlife Refuge System Mission and Goals
The mission of the National Wildlife Refuge System is:

“To administer a national network of lands and waters for the conservation, management
and where appropriate, restoration of the fish, wildlife, and plant resources and their
habitats within the United States for the benefit of present and future generations of
Americans.” (National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act of 1997)

The goals of the National Wildlife Refuge System (Director’'s Order No. 132, January 18, 2001) are:

e To fulfill our statutory duty to achieve refuge purpose(s) and further the System mission.

e Conserve, restore where appropriate, and enhance all species of fish, wildlife, and plants that are
endangered or threatened with becoming endangered.

e Perpetuate migratory bird, inter-jurisdictional fish, and marine mammal populations.

e Conserve a diversity of fish, wildlife, and plants.

o Conserve and restore, where appropriate, representative ecosystems of the United States,
including the ecological processes characteristic of those ecosystems

e To foster understanding and instill appreciation of fish, wildlife, and plants, and their conservation,
by providing the public with safe, high-quality, and compatible wildlife-dependent public use.
Such use includes hunting, fishing, wildlife observation and photography, and environmental
education and interpretation.

Texas Chenier Plain Refuge Complex Vision Statement and Goals

Vision Statement

The Texas Chenier Plain Refuge Complex will provide healthy and sustainable habitats for the diverse
fish and wildlife resources of this rich coastal ecosystem. The full array of the region’s native habitats -
coastal marshes and prairie wetlands, coastal tallgrass prairie, and coastal woodlands - will be
represented on the Refuge Complex. Protection, enhancement, and restoration of these habitats will help
maintain and restore the ecosystem’s rich biological diversity.

Refuge habitats will be enhanced through management and restoration with an emphasis on benefiting
waterfowl and other wetland-dependent migratory birds, declining songbird species, and all other species
at risk within the ecosystem. Management activities on the Refuges will also seek to maintain and
enhance habitat values for coastal fisheries, which support vital recreational and commercial fishing
industries. Sound scientific monitoring and research will support an adaptive approach to management,
facilitating continual refinement and improvement of Refuge management practices.

By working with partners both governmental and private, the Refuge Complex will seek to ensure the
long-term sustainability of coastal wetlands threatened by erosion, subsidence, rising sea levels, and
altered hydrological regimes. Working with the scientific community, the Refuge Complex will actively
seek to develop and implement solutions to these complex problems.

The Refuges will provide high quality recreational and educational opportunities for the public. The
importance of the Refuge Complex in supporting a rapidly expanding nature tourism industry will be
increased. By reaching out to and working within our communities, awareness of the importance of
conserving fish, wildlife and habitats will increase and new and innovative opportunities to promote and
implement conservation on private lands will emerge. By helping to conserve natural resources, the
Refuges will maintain and enhance the quality of life for residents, who have always greatly valued and
treasured the region’s rich natural heritage.

Goals
The Texas Gulf Coast Ecosystems goals and objectives were considered in developing the Refuge goals.
The goals of the Texas Chenier Plain Refuge Complex are:
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e Goal 1 - Conserve, enhance and restore the Texas Chenier Plain region’s coastal wetlands to
provide wintering, migrational, and nesting/brood-rearing habitat for waterfowl, shorebirds, marsh
and wading birds, other wetland-dependent migratory birds, and habitat for other native fish and
wildlife.

e Goal 2 - Conserve, enhance and restore the Texas Chenier Plain region’s coastal prairies and
coastal woodlands to provide wintering, migrational, and nesting habitat for resident and
migratory landbirds, including neotropical/neartic migratory birds, and habitat for other native
wildlife.

e Goal 3 - A comprehensive biological program will guide and support conservation efforts for all
species of native fish, wildlife and plants on the Texas Chenier Plain Refuge Complex.

¢ Goal 4 - By working with others locally and on a landscape level, threats to biological integrity,
biological diversity and environmental health on the Refuge Complex will be addressed.

e Goal 5 - All local, national and international visitors will enjoy safe and high quality outdoor
experiences on the Refuge Complex, and learn of the Refuge Complex’s role in conserving the
region’s coastal natural resources. New partnerships with our local communities will be forged to
highlight, promote and conserve the unique natural assets of the upper Texas Gulf Coast.

SUMMARY OF SCOPING AND PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

Major issues related to the proposed actions were actively solicited from the general public, local public
officials, local governmental entities, affected landowners, federal and state agencies, private
organizations, and the USFWS’ interdisciplinary core Planning Team. A “Notice of Intent to Prepare a
Comprehensive Conservation Plan and Associated Environmental Impact Statement” was published in
the Federal Register on October 21, 1999. The public scoping efforts began with public meetings on
January 11-12, 2000; public workshops on November 16 &18, 2000; a town hall meeting on March 20,
2000; multiple briefings for local government officials and their staffs; and a waterfowl hunters’ forum on
October 23, 2000. A second set of public scoping meetings were held on June 18 & 20, 2002 to present
a conceptual set of the management alternatives and refuge boundary alternatives. A mailing list of over
1,200 persons and organizations is maintained at the Refuge Complex Office and was used to distribute
planning newsletters and public meeting announcements. A summary of public involvement efforts is
provided in Chapter 1, Part VI of the EIS/CCP/LPP.

MAJOR ISSUES

Four (4) major issues identified during the public and internal scoping process were considered during the
development of alternatives and evaluations of environmental impacts.

Issue 1: Expansion of the Refuge Complex (Land Acquisition)

e The USFWS has insufficient resources (people and money) to adequately manage current lands,
never mind any additional lands it might acquire. USFWS should spend its money on taking care
of what they already own, not spend it on buying more land that they won’t be able to adequately
manage.

e Private lands would be taken away through condemnation in a big Federal “land grab.”

o Federal land acquisition removes lands from the tax rolls and causes a permanent loss of tax
base. This results in substantially lower revenues to the counties, school districts, and other
taxing entities.

e USFWS should have a large expansion of the Refuge Complex to include all the marshes and
adjoining uplands in both Jefferson and Chambers Counties because all of those lands will
eventually be lost to development.

e Land acquisition by USFWS would cause large negative economic impacts to agribusiness and
the service industry that supports it because ongoing agricultural practices will cease when
USFWS acquires land.
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Land acquisition by USFWS would harm the commercial waterfowl guide and ouffitter industry
because commercial guides/outfitters would lose leases on lands acquired in fee title by the
USFWS.

The commercial alligator ranching industry would be negatively impacted by USFWS land
acquisition. Most alligator eggs supporting this industry come from the wild on private lands and
most eggs are currently collected in areas identified for refuge expansion. Alligator egg collecting
is not allowed on refuge lands.

Land acquisition by the USFWS would cause negative economic impacts because restrictions
imposed on oil and gas development on refuges limits or prevents such development from
occurring.

The USFWS should acquire and protect woodlots as critical resting and foraging habitat for
neotropical migratory birds.

Conservation easements should be considered as a means of protecting wildlife habitat while still
retaining lands in private ownership.

Major drainage/flood control projects being planned for western Jefferson County and eastern
Chambers County would be prevented or made more difficult by USFWS land acquisition.
Waterfow! hunting would decrease on lands acquired by the USFWS because hunting is allowed
on only up to 40% of the lands acquired with Migratory Bird Conservation Funds and hunting is
allowed only three days a week until noon on the refuges.

Conservation easements negatively impact waterfowl hunters who have helped fund the
acquisition with their duck stamp purchases because typically, the USFWS doesn’t purchase
hunting rights, and therefore the property is not open for public hunting.

Conservation of coastal wetlands and associated habitats in the project area through additional
land acquisition by the USFWS is needed to ensure healthy populations of waterfowl, shorebirds
and other migratory birds.

Native coastal prairie should be acquired and protected because most of the native tallgrass
coastal prairie on the Texas Gulf Coast has already been lost to development and conversion to
other land uses. Protection of remaining prairies is critical to protecting the region’s biological
diversity.

Many “at risk” fish, wildlife and plant species would benefit from additional habitat protection
through USFWS land acquisition in the project area.

Issue 2: Administration of Wildlife-Dependent Recreational Uses

The areas on the refuges open to waterfowl hunting are inaccessible. Access to the marsh in the
areas open to hunting is so difficult that it limits hunting to young, in-shape hunters.

The USFWS closes the areas on the refuges where the best waterfowl hunting is located.

All of the refuges should be closed to hunting and maintained as “inviolate sanctuaries”.

The USFWS does not provide adequate facilities for disabled hunters.

The USFWS should allow hunting of other species including rails, gallinules, mourning doves,
and feral hogs.

Waterfow! hunting opportunities on the refuges are too restricted by only opening the refuges to
hunting three days per week until noon.

The reservation and permit issuance system at McFaddin NWR is not working well and is
inherently unfair to parts of the working public. Also, waterfowl hunters accessing McFaddin’s
Star Lake from adjacent private lands have an unfair advantage over hunter’s entering through
the main refuge entrance.

Airboats should or should not be allowed on the refuges.

The USFWS should improve access for waterfowl hunting by developing more access facilities
(roads, boat launches, access ditches, walkways, etc.) and by supporting the reconstruction of
State Highway 87.

An annual Hunting Permit which applies to the entire Refuge Complex should be made available
to the public by the USFWS.
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o The USFWS should offer more “spaced blind” hunting opportunities on the refuges to decrease
the problems caused by hunters setting up too close to each other and interfering with the quality
of each other’s hunts.

e The USFWS should improve maintenance of existing facilities (roads, boat ramps, etc.) and
develop new facilities (fishing piers, walkways, etc.) to support recreational fishing on the refuges.

e Additional fishing, wildlife observation and photography opportunities should be provided on
McFaddin NWR by lengthening the hours the refuge is open on weekdays, opening the refuge on
weekends, and allowing these uses in additional areas of the refuge.

e The USFWS should improve maintenance on existing and develop additional facilities for wildlife
observation and photography (paths, boardwalks, observation platforms, photography blinds,
etc.)

e More interpretive signs and kiosks are needed on the refuges to interpret natural resources and
refuge management programs and to provide more information to orient visitors.

e The Refuge Complex needs a new Visitor Center/Administrative Headquarters in Chambers
County. This building should include interpretive exhibits and classroom space to support the
environmental education and interpretive programs on the refuges.

Issue 3: Habitat Management and Restoration of Refuge Lands

e The USFWS has done a poor job managing for waterfowl because there were more ducks and
geese in the marsh before the USFWS took over.

e The USFWS is holding too many ducks and geese in refuge sanctuary areas, where they are
unavailable to hunters.

e The Willow Slough Levee and spillway project on the North Unit of McFaddin NWR has impeded
drainage in upstream areas and has caused flooding on adjacent private land resulting in the
landowners being unable to farm rice.

e Smoke from prescribed burning activities is causing air quality problems in the Beaumont-Port
Arthur area. Even when prescribed burns are done on a north wind, smoke which has blown out
over the Gulf gets blown back into town when the wind turns around the next day.

e The marshes on McFaddin NWR are drying up. When it was privately-owned, water was
managed better and marshes stayed wet for waterfowl and other wildlife.

e Too much water is held on marshes on Anahuac NWR, for too long. This causes problems with
the vegetation and also depletes oxygen from the water causing fish Kkills.

e The USFWS is not adequately maintaining water control structures and other infrastructure,
thereby allowing saltwater intrusion which is destroying the marshes.

o Most of the refuges were bought with “Duck Stamp” dollars, generated by hunter’s purchases;
therefore, the USFWS should be managing habitat on these refuges primarily for migratory
waterfowl.

o The timing of refuge prescribed burns, combined with a better grazing program, should be
modified to improve the habitat benefits to waterfowl.

e The USFWS should burn more acreage and more often.

e Prairie habitats should be restored because most native prairie on the Texas Gulf Coast has been
lost and this habitat type is critically important for declining populations of grassland songbirds
and other rare native plants and animals.

e The USFWS should restore, enhance and protect woodlots because these habitats are critical for
neartic/neotropical migratory birds, especially those making trans-Gulf migrations in the spring.

¢ Refuges should expand habitat management efforts for shorebirds.

e Annual breeding pair and monthly wintering waterfowl surveys on Texas Coast national wildlife
refuges indicate the Mottled Duck populations are declining. Refuge habitat projects are needed
to restore/enhance shallow freshwater wetlands and grasslands to provide brood-rearing and
nesting habitat for Mottled Ducks.

¢ Alligator populations on the refuges are too high and may be negatively impacting Mottled Duck
production.

e The USFWS needs to expand monitoring and biological research to gain baseline data on all
native fish, wildlife and plant species, with rare and declining species being the priority.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ES7



o The USFWS should expand existing and develop new partnerships to enhance conservation of
natural resources in the project area. This includes working with landowners, volunteers,
conservation organizations, industry and other agencies.

Issue 4: Threats to the Ecosystem

¢ Rising sea levels, land subsidence and reduced sediment supplies have accelerated coastal
erosion along the Gulf of Mexico, resulting in significant loss of wetlands and other important
coastal habitats on McFaddin and Texas Point NWRs. Shoreline erosion is also a concern along
Anahuac NWR’s Galveston Bay shoreline.

e Loss of the barrier beaches and dunes on McFaddin NWR has resulted in increased saltwater
intrusion in interior marshes, and coastal erosion and wetland loss on McFaddin NWR will greatly
accelerate if the already threatened beach ridge is lost completely.

e Saltwater intrusion, erosion of marsh soils, subsidence and rising sea levels are factors
contributing to marsh loss (conversion of emergent marsh to open water) in the project area’s
interior marshes.

¢ Erosion along the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway is also causing wetland loss and is threatening
thousands of acres of fresh and intermediate marshes on McFaddin and Anahuac NWRs with
saltwater intrusion and conversion to brackish marsh.

e Land subsidence and eustatic sea level rise pose a significant future threat to the region’s coastal
wetlands. If marshes cannot accrete vertically (gain elevation through soil building processes) at
a rate which keeps up with relative sea level rise (subsidence plus eustatic sea level rise),
marshes will be inundated and converted to open water resulting in a major loss of wildlife
habitat.

o Loss or restriction of freshwater inflows has contributed, along with saltwater intrusion, to the
conversion of historically fresh or intermediate marsh to brackish marsh resulting in a loss of
biological diversity.

e Chinese tallow is a highly invasive exotic plant species which rapidly invades upland habitats and
shallow wetlands, levees, and fallowed fields in the project area. It quickly forms monotypic
closed-canopy stands, out-competes native plants and provides few benefits to native wildlife
resulting in a loss of biological diversity.

e Several exotic/invasive aquatic plant species, including water hyacinth and alligatorweed, are
also threatening biological diversity and wetland habitat value for migratory waterfowl and other
native fish and wildlife species. Giant Salvinia, which is a great threat to freshwater wetlands, has
recently been discovered in the project area.

¢ Deep-rooted sedge, a South American sedge, has recently become established and is invading
fallowed rice fields and wet pastures in the project area. Little is currently known about this
invasive species, other than it forms dense monotypic stands and out-competes native plants.

e Feral hogs are causing damage to habitats and management infrastructure on the Refuge
Complex.

e The USFWS must expand its Integrated Pest Management Program and overall efforts to
manage exotic and invasive species.

e Contaminants in the air, water, and soils pose a threat to native fish and wildlife in the region.
Petroleum and petrochemical spills from underground pipelines and shipping in the Gulf
Intracoastal Waterway and the Gulf of Mexico could have significant negative impacts on
habitats, fish and wildlife.

GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THE ALTERNATIVES AND ASSOCIATED
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

The alternatives must meet the purposes of the Federal proposal, meet the goals of the refuges, and
comply with the missions of the Refuge System and the USFWS. NEPA also requires that the
alternatives include the alternative of “No Action” and rigorously explore and objectively evaluate a
reasonable range of alternatives.
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The USFWS is considering two separate, but related federal actions and purposes within this EIS. The
first proposes the development of a CCP for each of the Refuges in the Refuge Complex, and the second
proposes the expansion of the Refuge boundary for each of the Refuges in the Refuge Complex. To
more accurately inform the public and to better facilitate analysis of the impacts, the USFWS has
developed two separate sets of alternatives, with each set addressing one of the two Federal actions.
There is a set of “Refuge Management Alternatives” addressing the development of a CCP for each
Refuge, and there is a set of “Refuge Boundary Expansion Alternatives” addressing the expansion of
each Refuge’s boundary. Each set contains the appropriate “No Action” alternative, explores and
evaluates a reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed action, and identifies a “Preferred
Alternative” to be implemented.

The following criteria will be used in selecting the alternatives for implementation:

o Best meets the Refuge System mission
e Best meets the refuge purposes
o Best meets the USFWS Biological Integrity, Biological Diversity, and Environmental Health Policy

Based on this criteria, the USFWS has selected a Preferred Alternative for each action: Refuge
Management Alternative D is the Preferred Alternative for management; and, Refuge Boundary
Expansion Alternative C is the Preferred Alternative for the expanding the Refuge boundaries of the
Refuges within the Refuge Complex. A CCP and a Land Protection Plan for the Preferred Alternatives
are presented in Appendix D and Appendix H, respectively, which represent the final plan products that
would be implemented if these alternatives were selected.

The environmental consequences that could result from the management prescriptions of the five Refuge
Management Alternatives (A-E) and four Refuge Boundary Expansion Alternatives (A-D) are described in
Chapter 4 and are summarized and compared in tables located at the end of Chapter 4, Parts A and B of
the EIS/CCP/LPP. A general summary of those impacts identified are presented in this section below the
alternatives descriptions. Combined and cumulative impacts are discussed in detail in Chapter 4, Part C.

Refuge Management Alternatives

The CCP provides a framework for future management of the Moody, Anahuac, McFaddin, and Texas
Point NWRs. The CCP is designed to serve as a vision for the Refuge Complex and provide
management guidance through maintenance, restoration, and use of Refuge resources during the next
15 years. The environmental analysis of this plan is addressed at the conceptual and programmatic level.
While it contains some relative analytical specificity, it is not intended to be a detailed site plan with exact
locations for facilities or precise descriptions of programs. Overall, there is a need to make the
management of each Refuge consistent with the National Wildlife Refuge System mission, goals, and
policies. The five Refuge Management Alternatives (A - E) are listed below with a short summary for
each. Each of these five Refuge Management Alternatives is described in much more detail in Chapter 2,
Part A of the EIS/CCP/LPP.

Elements Common to All Refuge Management Alternatives

Although the Refuge Management Alternatives all differ in their emphasis and focus, the management
programs for each of the Alternatives have a number of elements or features common to all. Following is
a description of those elements or features common to all of the Refuge Management Alternatives. More
detail is provided in Chapter 2, Part A of the EIS.

e Complete Land Acquisition within Current Refuge Boundaries. The remaining lands within
the current Refuge boundaries will be acquired when, and if, the owners are willing to sell and
funding is available.

e Wilderness Review. The USFWS is required to conduct a wilderness review for each Refuge as
part of the CCP process, which is contained in Appendix F in the EIS.
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Protection of Cultural Resources. The USFWS will ensure the same level of cultural resource
protection required by law under each of the Refuge Management Alternatives.

Protection for Research Natural Areas (RNAs). RNAs are areas where natural processes are
allowed to predominate without human intervention. There is one RNA within the Texas Chenier
Plain Refuge Complex, the 200-acre Lone Tree Bayou Research Natural Area located within the
Anahuac NWR.

Alternatives Considered

There were five alternatives considered and analyzed for Refuge Management. In addition to the No
Action Alternative (Refuge Management Alternative A) and the Preferred Alternative (Refuge
Management Alternative D), three other action alternatives were considered. These alternatives are
briefly discussed below.

Refuge Management Alternative A (NEPA No Action Alternative): Continuation of Current
Management. Under this Alternative, current management programs on the Refuge Complex
would continue unchanged. Management of wetland habitats, coastal marsh, prairie, and
woodlands to benefit waterfowl, shorebirds, wading birds, and other wetland-dependent migratory
birds would continue at current levels and intensities using existing techniques. Currently,
activities include prescribed burning on 12-15,000 acres annually, rotational grazing on
approximately 41,000 acres, water level and salinity management (approximately 30,000 acres of
semi-impoundments and impoundments on the Refuge Complex), rice farming on 500-700 acres,
500 acres of moist soil units, and mowing and haying on 100 acres. The Refuge Complex
biological program involving systematic field surveys to monitor population status and trends of
migratory birds including waterfowl, shorebirds and neotropical and neoartic migratory songbirds,
alligators, and habitats would continue. Ongoing efforts to address threats to ecosystem health
posed by relative sea level rise and hydrological alterations, invasive/exotic species and
contaminants would continue. These include coordination with other agencies and conservation
organizations on ongoing planning processes and studies aimed at developing solutions to
address coastal land loss, continuing to implement small-scale erosion abatement projects along
the Gulf of Mexico, Galveston Bay and the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway through interagency
partnerships, and maintaining existing shoreline restoration projects. Invasive plant and animal
control programs would continue at current levels. The Refuge Complex would continue to
provide opportunities for all six of the Refuge System’s priority wildlife-dependent recreational
uses, including hunting, fishing, wildlife observation and photography, and environmental
education and interpretation through the use of existing programs and facilities. Waterfowl
hunting opportunities would continue under existing regulations on approximately 37,300 acres of
the Refuge Complex.

Refuge Management Alternative B: Emphasis on Intensifying Management of Wetland
Habitats for Waterfowl, Shorebirds, Wading Birds, and Other Wetland-Dependent
Migratory Birds. Under this Alternative, the Refuge Complex would focus its management
efforts on active management of wetland and upland habitats to benefit waterfowl, shorebirds,
wading birds, and other wetland-dependent migratory and resident birds. The Refuge Complex
would also continue to provide and promote opportunities for all six of the National Wildlife
Refuge System’s priority wildlife-dependent recreational uses, with an emphasis on providing
more public hunting opportunities.

Refuge Management Alternative C: Emphasis on Native Habitat Restoration and
Addressing Major Threats to the Ecosystem. Under this Alternative, the Refuge Complex
would focus its management efforts on restoring wetlands, native prairie and woodlots, and on
reversing trends of loss and degradation of these native habitats by increasing efforts to address
coastal erosion, saltwater intrusion, and loss of freshwater and sediment inflows. The Refuge
Complex would continue to provide the current level of opportunities for all six of the National
Wildlife Refuge System’s priority wildlife-dependent recreational uses.

Refuge Management Alternative D (Preferred Alternative): Emphasis on an Integrated
Management Approach Combining: 1) Expanded Habitat Management and Restoration
Programs, 2) New Research and Wildlife Population Monitoring, and 3) Increased Efforts to
Address Major Threats to the Ecosystem. Under this Alternative, the Refuge Complex would
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continue and expand current habitat management and native habitat restoration programs, with
increased monitoring and research to assess management actions and facilitate an adaptive
management approach. Management under this Alternative is explained in more detail on the
following pages.

o Refuge Management Alternative E: Emphasis on a Passive Management Approach. Under
this Alternative, the Refuge Complex would change its management focus from active habitat
management and restoration to a more passive management approach, in which plant
communities and wildlife populations are influenced primarily by natural events such as lightning-
caused fires, herbivory by native wildlife, and tidal or stream flooding. The Refuge Complex
would continue to provide opportunities for all six of the National Wildlife Refuge System’s priority
wildlife-dependent recreational uses: hunting, fishing, wildlife observation and photography, and
environmental education and interpretation, but administrative oversight and management would
occur at reduced levels.

Refuge Management Alternative D (Preferred Alternative): Emphasis on an Integrated
Management Approach Combining: 1) Expanded Habitat Management and Restoration Programs,
2) New Research and Wildlife Population Monitoring, and 3) Increased Efforts to Address Major
Threats to the Ecosystem

Under this Alternative, the Refuge Complex would continue and expand current habitat management and
native habitat restoration programs, with increased monitoring and research to assess management
actions and facilitate an adaptive management approach. Wetland habitat management activities for
waterfowl, shorebirds and other wetland-dependent migratory birds including prescribed burning,
controlled grazing, management of marsh semi-impoundments, and moist soil management would be
refined and expanded through development of new infrastructure. Concurrently, additional restoration of
native habitats including wetlands, prairie and woodlots would be undertaken to benefit a variety of native
fauna, with a focus on priority species identified as in need of conservation actions through national and
international conservation initiatives.

Additional shoreline protection and hydrologic restoration projects would be implemented on the Refuge
Complex and coordination with other agencies would be expanded to address shoreline erosion and
interior marsh loss on a landscape scale. Implementation of major projects that protect, restore and
enhance coastal marshes by restoring freshwater inflows, providing sediments through the beneficial use
of dredge materials, restricting saltwater intrusion, and protecting shorelines would be the goal of this
interagency coordination and cooperation. Through new partnerships with universities and other
agencies, additional research and monitoring would be conducted to assess the impacts of relative sea
level rise and to gather baseline data on fish and wildlife populations and habitat use with an emphasis on
documenting the status of several sensitive or declining species. The Refuge Complex would also
continue to provide and promote opportunities for all six of the National Wildlife Refuge System’s priority
wildlife-dependent recreational uses: hunting, fishing, wildlife observation and photography, and
environmental education and interpretation. The Refuge Complex would seek to improve the quality of
visitor services and of the visitor experience.

The following summary of impacts would be associated with implementation of this alternative. A detailed
description of the impacts analysis is provided in Chapter 4, Part A, Section IV.

e Impacts to Air Quality. Potential smoke impacts to air quality would continue to occur from
USFWS prescribed burns on 12-15,000 acres annually.

e Impacts to Geology and Soils. Shoreline protection and marsh restoration help reduce coastal
land loss. Water management and prescribed burning may contribute to organic soil formation.
A substantial increase in shoreline protection and marsh restoration using dredge material would
occur through expanded interagency coordination. Expanded monitoring and research on factors
affecting coastal land loss would also occur.

e Impacts to Hydrology and Water Quality. Extensive water management would continue to
help maintain historic continuum of coastal marsh habitats by reducing saltwater intrusion,
managing water levels, and providing freshwater inflows. It would protect nationally-declining
wetland types. Expanded interagency coordination would occur on watershed hydrologic
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restoration projects, enhancement of water management, and acquisition of additional water
rights. Water quality monitoring would also be expanded.

e Impacts to Vegetation and Habitats. Structural marsh management would continue to help
maintain / restore a historic continuum of coastal marshes and plant and animal communities that
are dependent on these habitats. Moist soil units would be expanded and the same levels of
cooperative rice farming would occur. Native prairie plant associations would be increased by
restoring 2,223 acres to native prairie and 29 acres to woodlands. Refined burning and grazing
to increase benefits to migratory birds and other wildlife would occur. The IPM program would be
expanded to additional areas. Interagency coordination efforts would be expanded to increase
shoreline protection and marsh restoration. Additional monitoring and research to assess threats
to habitats would also occur. Visitation would increase and Public Use Programs would result in
some impacts to wetland vegetation, primarily from motorized boating (associated with
hunting/fishing) and local impacts to habitats in heavily used areas. Regulations would help
ensure that impacts are localized and not substantial. Impacts from the biological program,
management of oil and gas exploration/development, and community outreach and partnerships
would minimize impacts to habitats. Expanded monitoring and research would guide habitat
management and restoration and improve exotic and invasive species management. Outreach
and partnerships to increase habitat restoration and protection would also be expanded.

e Impacts to Fish and Wildlife. Expanded and enhanced habitat management and restoration
activities would result in a diverse habitat mosaic which increases benefits to wintering waterfowl,
Mottled Ducks, shorebirds, wading birds, and other wetland-dependent migratory birds. Prairie
restoration and woodlot protection would benefit many declining landbird species. Overall, this
Alternative provides greatest diversity of habitats benefiting several Avian Species of
Conservation Concern. Increased beneficial impacts to fisheries would occur by incorporating
fish passage into water management protocols. Management aimed at ensuring biological
diversity and ecological integrity would benefit Threatened and Endangered species, declining
species, and other wildlife species. An increase in all types of visitation associated with public
use programs would be expected to result in minimal, localized increases in impacts to migratory
birds and other wildlife. No change in impacts to Threatened and Endangered species or
fisheries would be anticipated. Expansion of all programs associated with the biological program,
management of oil and gas exploration/ development, and community outreach and partnerships
would enhance benefits to fish and wildlife resources. Additional monitoring and research would
focus on priority avian and other wildlife species.

e Economic Impacts. A substantial increase in direct contributions from Refuge operations by
$1.0m would occur. Smaller increases in grazing ($.3m) and recreational visitors ($.2m) would
occur, but rice farming would remain at $.25m. Corresponding increases in indirect and induced
economic impacts would be anticipated with increases in direct impacts.

e Impacts on Populations, Fiscal Impacts on Local Governments, and Social Impacts. No
environmental justice or population impacts would be anticipated. Payments would continue to
local government entities under Refuge Revenue Sharing Act. Social conditions would remain
generally unchanged with unresolved issues.

e Cultural Impacts. There is a potential for direct and indirect impacts to cultural sites under all of
the management alternatives; however, avoidable impacts would not be considered adverse, but
rather minor in nature. Unavoidable adverse impacts are anticipated to continue to occur at
potentially eligible sites from natural phenomenon. In addition, this alternative may also reduce
wave action at the McFaddin Beach site. Because water control and facilities construction and
improvements occur more frequently under Refuge Management Alternative D, cultural resources
may indirectly benefit.

Summary of Impacts from Other Alternatives Analyzed

The following summary of impacts would be associated with implementation of the four other alternatives
analyzed. A detailed description of the impacts analysis is provided in Chapter 4, Part A, Sections |, II, IlI,
and V.

Impacts under Refuge Management Alternatives A, B, and C would be similar to Alternative D; however,
different management emphasis under Alternatives A, B, and C would result in focus of management
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actions and extent of management. Refuge Management Alternative D represents the medium between
Alternatives B and C and changes to issues identified under Alternative A. For example, prescribed
burning and associated impacts would increase under Alternative B and decrease under Alternative C,
but would not change between Alternatives A and D. Two new marsh semi-impoundments would expand
water management under Alternative B, whereas interagency coordination and acquiring water rights
would be the focus under Alternative C. Existing water management practices would continue under
Alternative A. Existing cooperative rice farming would continue under Alternative A, increase under
Alternative B, and be phased out under Alternative C. Native prairie restored and coastal woodlots
protected under Alternative A. Prairie restoration would be reduced under Alternative B and would
increase under Alternative C. Integrated burning, grazing, and water management would continue under
Alternative A. Burning and grazing programs would be expanded under Alternative B and would be
reduced under Alternative C. Economic impacts would also vary from Alternative D. Under Alternative A,
refuge operations contribute $2.7 million (m) directly to the local economy; refuge agriculture programs
add $2.1m (grazing) and $.25m (rice farming); recreational visitors contribute another $1.1m; and indirect
and induced economic impacts from these direct impacts contribute an estimated $3.3m more to local
economies. Under Alternative B, direct contributions from refuge operations would increase by 10%, from
grazing by $0.5m, rice farming by $0.16m, and recreational visitors by $0.1m, with corresponding
increases in indirect and induced economic impacts from increases in direct impacts. Under Alternative
C, direct contributions from refuge operations would increase by 25%, but there would be substantial
decreases from grazing by $1.1m and rice farming by $0.25m, and a very small increase in direct
expenditures by recreational visitors. Corresponding increases or decreases in indirect and induced
economic impacts would be dependent on direction of change in direct impacts.

Impacts associated with Refuge Management Alternative E would be markedly different from all other
alternatives, as this alternative would remove all active management. Many programs and associated
impacts would be discontinued, such as prescribed burning, shoreline protection and restoration, water
management, moist soil units, cooperative rice farming, grazing, and the IPM program. Other programs
such as surveys and monitoring and outreach and partnerships would be reduced to passive
maintenance levels. This type of management in turn would generally result in increased coastal land
loss, saltwater intrusion, loss of freshwater, altered hydroperiods, later successional plant communities,
and increased populations of exotic / invasive plant and animal species. This in turn would decrease
habitat values and use by waterfowl and other migratory birds and wildlife, contrary to the mission and
goals of the Refuge Complex. As a result, visitation would decrease as well as direct economic
contributions from refuge operations (by more than half by end of planning period) along with complete
elimination of revenues from all refuge agricultural programs. A small localized reduction in employment
in a rural area could also occur.

Refuge Boundary Expansion Alternatives

The second proposal addressed in this EIS/ICCP/LPP is that of expanding the acquisition boundary of the
four constituent refuges. The purpose of implementing a refuge boundary expansion proposal is to help
the USFWS achieve larger mandates provided by law and treaty that are related to the protection of
migratory birds and other Trust resources. Implementation of a boundary expansion proposal is expected
to assist the USFWS meet its goals and objectives of the ecosystem plan for the Texas Gulf Coast.
Although achievement of the refuge purposes is not necessarily dependent upon additional land
acquisition, the possible inclusion of other lands within the refuges would assist the USFWS in more
effectively managing existing refuges in this Refuge Complex and achieving its larger ecosystem-wide
goals and objectives to ensure the long-term sustainability of migratory bird populations. Expansion of
any of the Refuge Complex’ constituent refuge acquisition boundaries would thereby authorize the
USFWS to work with willing sellers using the acquisition standard and parameters defined in USFWS law,
policy, and government regulations. Lands acquired by the USFWS would be managed as part of the
National Wildlife Refuge System. The four Refuge Boundary Expansion Alternatives (A-D) are listed
below with a short summary for each. Each of these four Refuge Boundary Expansion Alternatives is
described in much more detail in Chapter 2, Part B of the EIS/CCP/LPP.
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Elements Common to All Refuge Boundary Expansion Alternatives

Although the Refuge Boundary Expansion Alternatives all differ in the areas proposed for acquisition, the
land acquisition program for each of the Alternatives has a number of elements or features common to all.
The following is a list and description of those elements or features common to all of the Refuge
Boundary Expansion Alternatives. More detail is provided in Chapter 2, Part B of the EIS/CCP/LPP.

Willing Sellers Only. Although the USFWS, like all agencies of the United States Government,
has condemnation authority, it is USFWS policy to acquire land and interests in land from willing
sellers only. No lands have been condemned in the past for any refuge in the Refuge Complex
and the USFWS does not propose condemnation of any lands in the future. The USFWS can
acquire land or interests in land only within an approved refuge boundary. In fact, the USFWS
can’t even accept a donation of land outside of an approved refuge boundary. Lands in any of
the refuge boundary expansions would be acquired only from willing sellers as funding becomes
available. Landowners within an expanded refuge boundary would be completely free to keep
their land, to sell their land to whoever they wished, to leave their land to their heirs, or to change
uses of their land.

Acquisition methods. For all land and interests in land acquired by the USFWS, title is taken by
the United States of America. The USFWS acquires most land in one of two ways: 1) in fee, or
2) conservation easement. Both methods have been used in the past on the refuges in the
Refuge Complex (A detailed acquisition history for each of the Refuges is located in the
description of Refuge Boundary Expansion Alternative A: No Action in Chapter 2, Part A of the
EIS/CCP/LPP). The “fee” means virtually all of the rights and interests in the land, that which
would be generally recognized as “ownership of the land”. Fee acquisition removes the land from
the tax rolls. With conservation easements, the private landowner retains “ownership of the land”
and associated tax obligations. Conservation easements can consist of one or more of the two
following categories of interests in land: 1) negative covenants, which prevent a specific use (i.e.,
no development); and 2) possessory interests, which grant a specific use right (i.e., public
hunting). Conservation easements are appraised and purchased in the same way as fee
acquisitions. In a few instances, the USFWS acquires interests in land by lease, right-of-way
easement, or agreement. These are typically either for a shorter period of time or for more limited
use purposes compared to fee and conservation easements.

Acquisition funding sources. The USFWS has only two primary land acquisition funding
sources: 1) the Migratory Bird Conservation Fund and 2) the Land and Water Conservation Fund
(LWCF). With funds acquired through the sale of Federal Duck Stamps, the Migratory Bird
Conservation Fund has been the primary source of funding for land acquisition for all of the
refuges within the Refuge Complex and it is expected that it will remain the primary source of
funding in the future. This discretionary land acquisition funding source is very actively competed
for on a national level within the USFWS. Some LWCF money has been appropriated to
purchase land at McFaddin NWR, but it has been a minor amount compared to the amount of
Migratory Bird Conservation Funds used for land acquisition on the Refuge Complex.

Refuge Revenue Sharing. Lands acquired by the USFWS in fee are removed from the tax rolls,
because as an agency of the United States Government, the USFWS, like city, township, county
and state governments, is exempt from taxation. Those lands in which the USFWS only acquires
a conservation easement remain on the tax rolls and the tax obligation remains with the private
landowner. The Refuge Revenue Sharing Act (the Act of June 15, 1935, as amended in 1978 by
Public Law 95-469) or (16 U.S.C. 715s) authorizes the USFWS to make payments to the county
or other local unit of government to offset the tax losses for lands administered solely or primarily
by the USFWS. The net income the USFWS receives form the sale of products or privileges on
Refuges (like timber sales, grazing fees, right-of-way permit fees, etc.) is deposited in the
National Wildlife Refuge Fund for revenue sharing payments. Table 3-52, representing the ten-
year history of Refuge revenue sharing payments for the Refuge Complex, is located in Chapter
3, Affected Environment of the EIS/CCP/LPP. All lands acquired in the future or lands donated in
the future to the Refuges would be included in the calculation and payment of Refuge Revenue
Sharing payments.
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e Habitat and public use management on newly acquired lands. Lands which are acquired in
the future within the expanded refuge boundaries will be managed under the concepts expressed
in the Preferred Refuge Management Alternative (Refuge Management Alternative D).

Alternatives Considered

There were four alternatives considered and analyzed for Refuge Boundary Expansion. In addition to the
No Action Alternative (Refuge Boundary Expansion Alternative A) and the Preferred Alternative (Refuge
Boundary Expansion Alternative C), two other alternatives were considered. These alternatives are
briefly discussed below. A summary of the existing land acquisition status is provided in the table below.

Summary of Current Land Acquisition Status

Refuge Approved Boundary Acquired Lands Percentage Acquired
Moody NWR 3,516 acres 3,516 acres 100%
Anahuac NWR 34,339 acres 34,339 acres 100%
McFaddin NWR 70,710 acres 58,861 acres 83%
Texas Point NWR 8,952 acres 8,952 acres 100%

o Refuge Boundary Expansion Alternative A (NEPA No Action Alternative): No Expansion,
Current Status. This Alternative assumes no change from the existing refuge boundaries within
the Refuge Complex. This is the “no action” alternative as required under NEPA and is
considered the base from which to compare the other expansion alternatives. There would be no
expansion of any of the four refuge boundaries within the Refuge Complex.

o Refuge Boundary Expansion Alternative B: 33,590 Acre Expansion. This Alternative
continues the four refuges’ historic focus on land acquisition primarily in the coastal marsh and
the adjacent agricultural uplands that are contiguous to existing refuges.

o Refuge Boundary Expansion Alternative C (Preferred Alternative): 64,260 Acre Expansion*
*Please note that this alternative includes all of the lands in the Refuge Boundary
Expansion Alternative B. Similar to Refuge Boundary Expansion Alternative B, this Alternative
continues the four refuges’ historic focus on land acquisition primarily in the coastal marsh and
adjacent agricultural uplands, and includes two areas of important native coastal prairie.
Management under this Alternative is explained in more detail on the following pages.

e Refuge Boundary Alternative D: 104,120 Acre Expansion*. *Please note that this alternative
includes all of the lands in the Refuge Boundary Expansion Alternative C. Similar to Refuge
Boundary Expansion Alternative C, this Alternative continues the four refuges’ historic focus on
land acquisition primarily in the coastal marsh and adjacent agricultural uplands that are
contiguous to existing refuges. In addition to these primarily wetland areas, this Alternative also
includes two areas of important native coastal prairie with high habitat value for resident Mottled
Ducks, many species of grassland-dependent migratory birds, and a wide variety of other native
wildlife species. This Alternative also includes an important near-coast bottomland hardwood
area, which is an acquisition target new to this Refuge Complex.

Refuge Boundary Expansion Alternative C (Preferred Alternative): 64,260 Acre Expansion*
*Please note that this alternative includes all of the lands in the Refuge Boundary Expansion
Alternative B. Similar to Refuge Boundary Expansion Alternative B, this Alternative continues the four
refuges’ historic focus on land acquisition primarily in the coastal marsh and adjacent agricultural uplands.
Much of the acquisition would still focus on habitats of particular value to the waterfowl resource and
other wetland-dependent migratory birds. The wetlands portions of this expansion alternative concentrate
on high-value wintering waterfow! habitats near the coast that are contiguous to existing Refuges. In
addition to these primarily wetland areas, this Alternative includes two areas of important native coastal
prairie with high habitat value for resident Mottled Ducks, many species of grassland-dependent migratory
birds, and a wide variety of other native wildlife species. In addition to these two kinds of high biological
value habitats, this Alternative also includes areas identified as necessary for refuge management.
Expansion is proposed for each of the four refuges in the Refuge Complex (see map on next page).
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The following summary of impacts would be associated with implementation of the preferred alternative.
A detailed description of the impacts analysis is provided in Chapter 4, Part B, Section | of the
EIS/CCP/LPP.

e Impacts to Air Quality. Smoke impacts to air quality from USFWS prescribed burning on newly
acquired lands would be mitigated by strict adherence to prescription parameters.

e Impacts to Geology and Soils. USFWS would expand interagency coordination to address
threats from coastal land loss on newly acquired lands, with goal of implementing major structural
erosion abatement projects implemented along Gulf, Gulf Intercoastal Waterway, and East
Galveston Bay shorelines. USFWS water management and prescribed burning on newly
acquired lands may benefit soil formation and vertical accretion in marshes.

e Impacts to Hydrology and Water Quality. Wetland management and hydrologic restoration by
USFWS on newly acquired lands would help restore historic continuum of fresh, intermediate,
brackish, and saline marshes which support a natural diversity of native plant, fish, and animal
communities. USFWS would increase efforts to improve water quality.

e Impacts to Vegetation and Habitats. USFWS would use habitat management and restoration
activities, such as structural water management, on newly acquired lands to control salinities and
water levels within marsh habitats to mimic natural marsh hydroperiods and provide more
productive habitats for fish and wildlife. Moist soil management would be expanded and
cooperative rice farming would be maintained where possible on newly acquired lands to provide
freshwater habitat for waterfowl and other migratory birds. Prairie restoration and management
on newly acquired lands would increase the abundance of native prairie grasses and forbs,
protecting Globally Imperiled plant communities. USFWS would increase protection and
enhancement of woodlot habitats. USFWS would use prescribed burning, controlled grazing, and
exotic/invasive species control to enhance native habitats on newly acquired lands. Shoreline
protection/restoration and marsh restoration on newly acquired lands would positively impact
nationally-declining wetland habitats. Motorized boating for fishing and hunting can impact
wetland vegetation; impacts from other public uses would be localized and minimal. The
biological program would support the adaptive management approach and oil and gas
management would reduce impacts to vegetation/habitats. Continuation of outreach and
partnership efforts would result in additional habitat restoration and enhancement on the Refuge
Complex and private lands throughout the project area.

e Impacts to Fish and Wildlife. Marsh habitats on newly acquired lands would be managed to
enhance habitat for waterfowl, shorebirds, wading birds and other wetland-dependent migratory
birds. Moist soil management would be expanded and cooperative rice farming continued on
newly acquired lands providing additional high quality wetland habitat for wintering and resident
waterfowl and other migratory birds. USFWS would provide and enhance habitats specifically
needed by Mottled Ducks. USFWS would focus management/restoration activities to obtain a
mosaic of diverse habitat types benefiting a wide variety of avian species, including several Avian
Species of Conservation Concern. Restoration and enhanced management of native prairie
habitats would benefit many declining landbird species. Integrated burning, grazing, and invasive
species control on newly acquired lands would maintain naturally diverse and productive wetland
and upland habitats benefiting avian species, Threatened and Endangered species, and a wide
variety of other wildlife species. USFWS management of water control structures on newly
acquired lands would benefit fisheries by increasing fish passage. USFWS would open specific
areas within newly acquired lands for public wildlife-dependent recreational uses. Waterfowl and
dove harvest would not affect overall populations and their long-term viability. Sanctuary areas
would be established on newly acquired lands to maintain local waterfowl populations and
mitigate hunting pressure. Motorized boating does affect distribution and habitat use of waterfowl
and other wildlife species. Impacts from other recreational activities would be localized and
minimal as to most species. No impacts to Threatened and Endangered species or long-term
viability of fisheries resources would be anticipated. USFWS would implement a variety of
new/expanded surveys, monitoring, and research on newly acquired lands to facilitate adaptive
management, allowing continual refinement and improvement of management activities. The
biological program would focus on priority wildlife species needing conservation action. Net effect
of oil and gas management would be reduction of impacts to fish and wildlife resources from
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these activities. Expanded outreach/partnership efforts would result in benefits to fish and wildlife
resources as important habitats are restored and enhanced on private lands.

e Economic Impacts. New land acquisition would result in losses of agricultural support programs
for rice farming by $407,596 in Direct Payments, $289,319 in Counter-Cyclical Payments, and
$175,710 in Indirect/Induced impacts. This represents maximum possible loss, more likely only a
percentage of this would occur because some acreage would be included in coop rice farming
and some base acreage would be retained by current landowners as farms are reconfigured.
New land acquisition would be not expected to cause significant impacts in cattle grazing industry
or commercial hunting operations.

e Fiscal Impacts on Local Governments. New land acquisition would result in losses of tax
revenues to local governments by $99,054. This represents maximum possible loss if all lands
were acquired within an expansion boundary. Refuge Revenue Sharing payments on newly
acquired lands would offset a portion of loss in tax revenues.

e Impacts on Populations and Social Impacts. No impacts on population or environmental
justice would be anticipated. Social conditions would remain generally the same with some
unresolved issues.

e Cultural Impacts. Unavoidable adverse impacts from natural phenomenon are anticipated to
continue to occur at cultural resource sites under all of the Refuge Boundary Expansion
Alternatives. In addition, Federal acquisition would provide additional protections under NHPA
and associated regulations not afforded to cultural sites on private lands. Private lands acquired
would also be subject to the actions and impacts identified for the preferred management
alternative on existing Refuge Complex lands.

Summary of Impacts from Other Alternatives Analyzed

The following summary of impacts would be associated with implementation of the three other
alternatives considered. A detailed description of the impacts analysis is provided in Chapter 4, Part B,
Sections | and Il of the EIS/CCP/LPP.

Although the acquisition area changes under Refuge Boundary Expansion Alternatives B and D, impacts
would be the same as Alternative C. However, some loss of development potential in and around Taylors
Bayou by new land acquisition would be anticipated under Alternative D. Economic and Fiscal impacts
would also slightly change from Alternative C. New land acquisition would result in losses of agricultural
support programs for rice farming by $351,808 under Alternative B and $1,545,295 under Alternative D in
Direct Payments, $249,720 under Alternative B and $1,096,880 under Alternative D in Counter-Cyclical
Payments, and $151,661 under Alternative B and $666,160 under Alternative D in Indirect/Induced
impacts. New land acquisition would result in losses of tax revenues to local governments by $47,258
under Alternative B and $184,303 under Alternative D.

Under Refuge Boundary Expansion Alternative A, coastal land loss would continue at existing or
accelerated rates on private lands. Economic considerations would dictate the type and scope of
activities affecting large-scale hydrology on private lands. Less management of marshes would be
anticipated resulting from the trend to smaller ownerships. Habitat management and restoration activities
such as water management on private lands primarily support agricultural uses, especially livestock
grazing. Rice production would continue to decline with former rice fields fallowed or converted to
improved pasture. Burning, grazing, water management, and invasive species control on some private
lands would continue to enhance wetland habitats for waterfowl and other migratory birds. On private
lands, economic considerations dictate land uses and habitat management or restoration practices that
result in benefits to fish and wildlife. Agricultural practices would continue to provide substantial benefits
to waterfowl, but may reduce wetland habitat available for other wetland-dependent avian species. Direct,
indirect, and induced impacts from existing Refuge Complex operations, agriculture, and recreation would
be the same as the impacts indicated for Refuge Management Alternative D. Refuge Revenue Sharing
payments made to local governments based on already acquired lands would continue.
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CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION

USFWS formally and informally coordinated and consulted with the local, State, and Federal
governments/agencies as part of this process. This consultation and coordination is summarized below.
More detail is provided in Chapter 5 of the EIS/CCP/LPP.

e Cooperating Agencies. The USFWS invited two federal agencies to participate as Cooperating
Agencies in this planning effort the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE) and the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA). Both agencies formally agreed in response to the invitations to
become a part of the process.

e National Marine Fisheries Service. Habitats within the Refuge Complex include areas that
have been identified by the Gulf of Mexico Fisheries Council (GMFMC) as Essential Fish Habitat
(EFH) for juvenile white and brown shrimp and juvenile red drum. Required consultation with
National Marine Fisheries Service for impacts to EFH from individual projects/strategies
implemented under this EIS/CCP/LPP will be conducted as mandated under the Magnuson-
Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (P.L. 104-297).

e Texas Parks and Wildlife Department. The USFWS recognizes that both the USFWS and the
State fish and wildlife agencies have authorities and responsibilities for management of fish and
wildlife on national wildlife refuges, as described in 43 CFR 24. Consistent with the National
Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act, as amended by the National Wildlife Refuge System
Improvement Act, the Director of the USFWS will interact, coordinate, cooperate and collaborate
with the State fish and wildlife agencies in a timely and effective manner on the acquisition and
management of national wildlife refuges. Under the Administration Act and 43 CFR 24, the
Director as the Secretary’s designee will ensure that the National Wildlife Refuge System
regulations and management plans are to the extent practicable, consistent with State laws,
regulations, and management plans.

e State Historic Preservation Office (Texas Historical Commission). The USFWS completed a
formal project review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act from the State
Historic Preservation Officer, Texas Historical Commission. A copy of the State Historic
Preservation Officer’s review document, dated June 8, 2004, is contained in the EIS at
Appendix .

e County and Local Governments. The USFWS planning team, in particular the Refuge
Complex Project Leader, made extensive efforts to inform and involve the counties and other
local governments in the planning process. A number of formal briefings were provided for the
Jefferson, Chambers, and Galveston County Judges and various County Commission members.
Briefings were also provided for several local Drainage Districts and School Districts. Additionally,
many of the County and other local government officials attended and participated in almost all of
the public meetings held in their jurisdictions.

e Elected Representatives. The USFWS sought to obtain input from elected representatives in
the project area by briefing them on the issues developed in the scoping process. The USFWS
planning team conducted a number of personal meeting/briefings and telephone briefings during
the scoping process.

DISTRIBUTION OF DRAFT EIS/CCP/LPP

The Notice of Availability for the Draft EIS/CCP/LPP was published in the Federal Register on October
17, 2006; with a public comment period closing on January 16, 2007. A copy was posted on the Service’s
Internet website at: http://www.fws.gov/southwest/refuges/Plan/completeplans.html. Digital and/or hard
copies were provided to 15 libraries in the project area, two cooperating Federal agencies, Texas Parks
and Wildlife Department, Environmental Protection Agency, 38 interested organizations, and a total of 58
other Federal or State agencies, governmental entities and elected representatives. Additionally, notice
of availability letters were sent to the 400 landowners within the preferred expansion area, 272 individuals
who participated in public meetings or workshops, and 220 members of the refuge “Friends” groups.
(These letters also provided the date and time for two public hearings to receive comments)
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COMMENTS AND SERVICE’S RESPONSES

A total of 23 comments were received and these are either printed verbatim or summarized in Chapter 6
along with the Service’s responses.

Neither of the two cooperating Federal agencies made a comment on the draft document. However,
TPWD provided a two page written comment generally supporting both of the preferred alternatives and
expressing appreciation for the Complex’s active hunting program. The Service thanks TPWD for their
cooperation and participation in the development of this document; and, their continuing support. The
Service also received a “Lack of Objections” comment from EPA following their review of the draft
document. The NOAA’s National Marine Fisheries Service commented that the Service will have to
consult with NMFS on future structural marsh management projects; and, the Service readily recognizes it
consultation obligations. No direct comments were received from local government entities or elected
officials except for an action initiated by Chambers County. Chambers County Commissioner’s Court has
approved a donation of up to 25 acres to the United States for use by the Service as an administrative
and visitor center for the Refuge Complex. The Beaumont Enterprise Newspaper issued an editorial
supporting the Service’s expanded acquisition program and recognizing the need for habitat protection.
Additionally, the Service was contacted in writing by two landowners who expressed current interest in
selling their land for inclusion in the Refuge Complex.

Five individuals provided comments at the two public hearings held on November 28 & 30, 2006, in Port
Arthur and Hankamer, Texas. These comments generally supported the Service’s proposals and added
comments about the economic benefits of ecotourism, desire for additional hunting opportunities, need for
added habitat protection, and the damages from feral hogs. The Service thanks these individuals for their
participation and support; and, will continue to try to address their specific concerns.

Four organizations in the local area provided written comments: Golden Triangle Audubon Society
(GTAS), Houston Audubon Society (HAS), Gulf Coast Bird Observatory (GCBO), and Houston Regional
Group of the Sierra Club (HSC). Five individuals provided comments which were virtually identical to
those from HSC; and three other individuals provided their comments. Comments from organizations and
individuals generally supported the Service’s conservation efforts and largely supported the Service’s
preferred management and refuge boundary expansion alternatives. However, some did express support
for the larger refuge boundary expansion alternative; and, similarly, for Refuge Management Alternative C
because if its emphasis on native habitat restoration and addressing threats to the ecosystem. The HSC
and five individuals urged the removal of cattle to be replaced by bison and their opposition to the
implementation of an entrance fee for Anahuac NWR. Some groups and individuals oppose initiating a
dove hunt on Anahuac NWR; and, also, oppose fishing in Shoveler Pond and adjacent areas. There are
some who feel that habitat types, in particular woodlots, are being outweighed by the focus on marshes.
Also, some feel that a greater emphasis should be given to non-consumptive recreational users vs. the
consumptive recreational users.

The Service thanks all of the individuals and groups who provided comments and refers readers to
Chapter 6 of the EIS/CCP/LPP for the Service’s detailed responses to these comments.
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GOAL 1. Conserve, enhance, and restore the Texas Chenier Plain region’s coastal
wetlands to provide wintering, migrational, and nesting/brood-rearing habitat for waterfowl,
shorebirds, marshbirds, wading birds, and other wetland-dependent migratory birds and

habitat for native fish @nd WIldlIfe. ...........oiiiee et 3
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Objective B. Open Water Wetlands (Estuarine and Palustrine Wetlands). Increase
species diversity and production of submerged aquatic vegetation in marsh habitats and
increase open water habitat by 10% in fresh and intermediate marshes on the Refuge
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Obijective C. Freshwater Prairie Wetlands (Palustrine). By Year 15 of the CCP’s
implementation, maintain and manage approximately 1,900 acres of managed and
natural shallow freshwater wetlands on the Refuge Complex and manage adjacent
prairie habitats to improve nesting habitat for Mottled Ducks and other ground nesting
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GOAL 2. Conserve, enhance, and restore the Texas Chenier Plain region’s coastal prairies
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GLOSSARY OF TERMS

Adaptive Management: A process in which policy decisions are implemented within a framework of
scientifically driven experiments to test predictions and assumptions inherent in a management plan.
Analysis of results help managers determine whether current management should continue or whether it
should be modified to achieve desired results.

Biological Diversity: The variety of life and its processes, including the variety of living organisms, the
genetic differences among them, and communities and ecosystems in which they occur.

Biological Integrity: The biotic composition, structure, and functioning at genetic, organism, and
community levels comparable with historic conditions, including the natural biological processes that
shape genomes, organisms, and communities.

Cultural Resources: The remains of sites, structures, or objects used by people in the past; including
archeological sites, historic sites, historic buildings, historic districts, cultural landscapes, and traditional
cultural properties.

Ecosystem: A dynamic and interrelating complex of plant and animal communities and their associated
non-living environment.

Environmental Health: Composition, structure, and functioning of soil, water, air, and other abiotic
features comparable with historic conditions, including the natural abiotic processes that shape the
environment.

Estuarine: Deep water tidal habitats and adjacent tidal wetlands that are usually partly enclosed by land
but have some access to the open ocean and are diluted by freshwater from riverine in-flows.

Exotic and Invasive Species: Any species, including its seeds, eggs, spores, or other biological
material capable of propagating that species, that is not native to that ecosystem; and whose introduction
does or is likely to cause environmental or economic harm or harm to human health.

Forb: A broad-leaved, herbaceous flowering plant that is not a grass; for example, an annual sunflower.
GIS: Geographic Information System. A computer based system for the collection, processing, and
managing of spatially referenced data. GIS allows for the overlay of many data layers and provides a
valuable tool for resource management.

Habitat: Suite of existing environmental conditions required by an organism for survival and reproduction.
The place where an organism typically lives.

Invertebrate: Any animal without a spinal column. The group includes 97% of all animal species.
Hydroperiod: Number of days per year that an area of ground is covered with water.

Neotropical Migratory Bird: A bird that breeds in Canada and the United States during summer and
spends the winter in Mexico, Central America, South America or the Caribbean islands.

Midden: A slightly elevated mound composed of shell fragments and other debris left as waste by native
Indians.

Paleoindian: People who hunted now-extinct animals prior to 6,000 years ago.

Palustrine: Nontidal wetlands dominated by trees, shrubs, or persistent emergents.
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Prescribed Burning: Burning conducted under controlled conditions to enhance natural habitats and/or
to reduce vegetative fuels to reduce the risk from uncontrolled natural fires.

Relative Sea Level Rise: The combination of global and local rises in sea level. Local rises can occur
from the shifting downward of the earth’s surface (see subsidence).

RONS: Refuge Operating Needs System. A national database which contains the unfunded operational
needs of each refuge.

Scoping Process: An early and open public participation process for determining the scope of issues to
be addressed in an Environmental Impact Statement, and for identifying significant issues related to a
proposed action.

Smoke Management: Methodologies used to reduce adverse impacts of smoke from wildland fires on
people and communities.

Submerged Aquatic Vegetation: Plants which grow beneath and at the water’s surface.

Subsidence: The motion of the Earth's surface as it shifts downward relative to a datum such as sea-
level.

Succession: The natural replacement of one biotic community by another.
Wetland: Wetlands are lands transitional between terrestrial and aquatic systems where the water table

is usually at or near the surface or the land is covered by shallow water; and, which support, under
natural conditions, plants and animals that require saturated or seasonally saturated soils.
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CHAPTER 1: PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR ACTION

Introduction

This Environmental Impact Statement/Comprehensive Conservation Plan/Land Protection Plan
(EIS/CCP/LPP) for the Texas Chenier Plain National Wildlife Refuge Complex (Refuge Complex)
combines three documents required by federal laws and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) policy:
an Environmental Impact Statement required by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969,a
Comprehensive Conservation Plan required by the National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act of
1997 (Public Law 105-57) (Refuge System Improvement Act), and a Land Protection Plan required by
Service policy. The Texas Chenier Plain Refuge Complex (Refuge Complex) consists of four separate
units of the National Wildlife Refuge System administered by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)
as one Refuge Complex. The four units are: Anahuac National Wildlife Refuge (NWR), McFaddin NWR,
Texas Point NWR, and Moody NWR. These refuge units are located along the upper Texas Gulf Coast in
Chambers County, Jefferson County, and Galveston County.

The EIS/CCP/LPP accomplishes several functions including the following:

¢ Identification of the USFWS proposed action and alternatives for management of habitat and
wildlife resources on the refuges

o |dentification of the USFWS proposed action and alternatives involving expansion of land
acquisition boundaries at all four of the refuges in the Refuge Complex. The set of alternatives for
land protection/acquisition describe a range of approaches that would meet specific conservation
goals and objectives

¢ Analysis of the effects of the proposals and alternatives on the human environment.

The CCP will be used by the refuge staff and other partners for refuge management and resource
conservation, protection and restoration purposes. The CCP will guide management decisions
throughout the next fifteen years. The plan serves to identify strategies for achieving Refuge goals and
objectives. The LPP will implement a refuge acquisition boundary expansion proposal for Anahuac,
Moody, McFaddin and Texas Point NWRs. Although achievement of the refuge purposes is not
necessarily dependent upon additional land acquisition, the possible inclusion of other lands within the
refuges will greatly benefit management of existing refuge lands and assist the USFWS in achieving its
larger ecosystem-wide goals and objectives to ensure the long-term sustainability of migratory bird
populations.

The Refuge Complex contributes to the conservation of wildlife and their habitats in the Texas Gulf Coast
Ecosystem. The individual refuges in the Refuge Complex encompass a diversity of habitats: aquatic
habitats (open water and near-shore Gulf habitats), freshwater to saline marshes, riparian habitats,
coastal woodlots, rice fields, native prairies, cheniers and coastal beach and dune habitats. These areas
host a multitude of plant, invertebrate and vertebrate species including over 300 bird species, 75 species
of freshwater fish, and 400 species of salt and brackish water fish and shellfish. The Refuge Complex
protects quality habitats for migrating, wintering and breeding waterfowl, shorebirds and waterbirds, and
provides strategic and crucial resting areas for neotropical migratory songbirds migrating across the Gulf
of Mexico.

Waterfowl! hunting has long been a tradition in the coastal wetlands of Texas. Hunting and fishing date
back to the area’s earliest occupants, the Karankawa and Atakapa Indians. More recently, wildlife
observation, particularly bird watching, has become increasingly popular, as has environmental
education. Individuals who have experienced and come to appreciate the wealth of natural resources in
the area have become the most vocal supporters of the Refuge Complex’ many wildlife resources.
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I. STATEMENT OF PROPOSED ACTIONS

This planning document involves two separate, but related Federal actions:

1.

First, the document proposes the approval and implementation of a compendium of programmatic
refuge management goals, objectives and strategies. The goals and associated objectives and
strategies have varying degrees of specificity, and it is clear that additional environmental
analysis per NEPA may be necessary prior to implementation of a specific strategy.

Nevertheless, these goals, objectives and strategies are proposed because the USFWS has
concluded that in comparison to other considered alternatives, those proposed, best achieve the
purpose, vision and goals of the Refuge Complex, contribute to the National Wildlife Refuge
System mission, are consistent with the principles of sound fish and wildlife management, and
address relevant mandates and the major issues identified during scoping.

The second proposal is that of expanding the acquisition boundary of the four constituent refuges,
increasing the habitat and wildlife resources already managed for wildlife conservation and
habitat purposes, especially migratory waterfowl. Expansion of any of the Refuge Complex’s
constituent refuge acquisition boundaries would then authorize the USFWS to work with willing
sellers using the acquisition standards and parameters defined in USFWS law, policy, and
government regulation. Lands acquired by the USFWS would be managed as part of the Refuge
System.

IIl. PURPOSES OF PROPOSED ACTIONS

As there are essentially two separate but related Federal Actions in this integrated EIS/CCP/LPP, there
are two separate but related purposes for these proposals:

1.

Comprehensive Conservation Plan - The purpose of proposing the compendium of goals,
objectives and strategies as represented in the draft Comprehensive Conservation Plan for the
Texas Chenier Plain Refuge Complex is to provide managers with a 15 year vision that
contributes to the achievement of Refuge purposes and the mission of the Refuge System.

Land Protection Plan — Refuge Acquisition Boundary Expansion - The purpose of
establishing new approved refuge boundaries for the Moody, Anahuac, McFaddin and Texas
Point NWRs by implementing a refuge acquisition boundary expansion proposal is to help the
USFWS better achieve Refuge purposes and accomplish mandates provided by law and treaty
that are related to the protection of migratory birds and other USFWS Trust resources.
Implementation of a boundary expansion proposal is expected to assist the USFWS meet its
goals and objectives of the ecosystem plan for the Texas Gulf Coast Ecosystem. Although
achievement of the refuge purposes is not necessarily dependent upon additional land
acquisition, the possible inclusion of other lands within the refuges will greatly benefit
management of existing refuge lands and assist the USFWS in achieving its larger ecosystem-
wide goals and objectives to ensure the long-term sustainability of migratory bird populations.

[ll. NEED FOR PROPOSED ACTIONS

A. Comprehensive Conservation Plan

The Texas Chenier Plain Refuge Complex administers four of the more than 540 refuges in the National
Wildlife Refuge System managed by the USFWS. Overall, there is a need to make the management of
each refuge consistent with the new National Wildlife Refuge System mission, goals and policies. A
Comprehensive Conservation Plan, required by the Refuge System Improvement Act, is needed to
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address ”...significant problems that may adversely affect the populations and habitats of fish, wildlife and
plants and the actions necessary to correct or mitigate such problems.”

Specifically, these problems at this Refuge Complex include the need to ensure biological integrity and
maintain biological diversity and environmental health by reducing saltwater intrusion and restoring
freshwater and sediment inflows to marshes and littoral systems, restoring altered wetland systems,
restoring degraded prairie and woodland habitats, protecting unique and rare habitats and fish and wildlife
species, controlling exotic and invasive species, reducing threats from contaminants, and considering and
addressing the future impacts of relative sea level rise.

With appropriate implementation, the CCP maps out strategies that will:

Accomplish management goals and objectives

Describe habitat projects that support goals and objectives
Initiate step-down management planning

Outline compatible wildlife-dependent recreational uses

The CCP provides a framework for future refuge management. This CCP is designed to serve as a vision
for the Refuge Complex, and provide management guidance through maintenance, restoration and use of
Refuge resources during the next 15 years. The environmental analysis of this plan is addressed at the
conceptual and programmatic level. While it contains some relative analytical specificity, it is not intended
to be a detailed site plan with exact locations for facilities or precise descriptions of programs.

B. Land Protection Plan — Refuge Acquisition Boundary Expansion

In a recent 25 year period, over 100,000 acres of coastal wetlands were lost in the upper Texas Gulf
Coast region (Moulton et al. 1997). Also, this area contains three (3) nationally recognized scarce and
declining wetland types: estuarine intertidal emergent, palustrine emergent and palustrine forested
wetlands. Less than one-percent of the historic 9,000,000 acre tallgrass prairie once found along the
Louisiana and Texas Gulf coasts remains (Diamond and Smeins 1984, Smeins et al. 1991), and the
majority of the native coastal prairie in the project area has been lost. Direct loss of native habitat to
development and conversion to other land uses within the project area has been extensive. Native
prairies have been converted for agricultural uses and residential and industrial development.
Development has greatly altered natural hydrological and sediment regimes, resulting in loss or severe
restriction of freshwater and sediment inflows and increased saltwater intrusion. These changes continue
to impact the project area’s native prairie and coastal marshes, resulting in a continuing trend of habitat
loss and degradation.

Coastal wetland habitats are being lost directly through erosion along the shorelines of the Gulf of
Mexico, bays and lakes, and navigation channels (particularly the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway). Average
annual rates of shoreline retreat along the Gulf at Texas Point and McFaddin NWRs are significant,
ranging from 9 to over 50 feet per year. Interior marsh loss is occurring due to the combined effects of
saltwater intrusion, land subsidence and sea level rise, resulting in the conversion of emergent marsh
habitats to open water. Due to channelization and a reduction of freshwater inflows, saltwater now
reaches farther inland into historically freshwater marshes, changing the plant and animal communities
and reducing the overall biological diversity. Construction of the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway (GIWW) in
1933 divided the once-contiguous marshes in the project area, of the Chenier Plain, severed the natural
freshwater inflows of the bayou systems to downstream marshes, and channelized several miles of the
natural bayous which drained into the Galveston Bay and Sabine Lake estuaries.

The large scale alterations to the project area and ongoing threats from sea level rise and land
subsidence require that the USFWS adopt a proactive approach to ensure the long-term protection of
natural resources in the region. USFWS acquisition from willing sellers would provide an opportunity to
extend protection, management and restoration to important segments of this marsh and coastal prairie
ecosystem. Some of the areas adjoining already acquired refuge lands have important hydrological links
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to those refuge lands and increased wildlife habitat benefits would result from single ownership and
management. Future development would further reduce an important natural resource area which has
already been significantly diminished in size and quality.

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (EIS) PLANNING
PROCESS

A. NEPA Planning Process

The overall process used to develop this EIS/CCP/LPP is consistent with the planning requirements
specified in the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), (42 U.S.C. 4321-4347) and the Council on
Environmental Quality’s Regulations for Implementing the Procedural Provisions of NEPA (CEQ) (40 CFR
1500-1508). The five (5) major steps in the NEPA process for developing an EIS were utilized in the
preparation of this document and are summarized as follows:

1. Scoping

Following publication of a Notice of Intent to prepare an EIS in the Federal Register, scoping is the early
and open process for determining the scope of issues to be addressed and for identifying the significant
issues related to a proposed action. The agency shall invite the participation of affected Federal, State,
and local agencies, any affected Indian tribe, the affected public, and any other interested persons,
including those who might not be in accord with the action on environmental grounds. Major issues
identified during the public and internal scoping process will be considered during the development of
alternatives and evaluations of environmental impacts.

2. Alternative Development

The purpose of this step is to develop alternative approaches to the major issues. The alternatives must
meet the purposes of the Federal proposal, meet the goals of the refuges and comply with the missions of
the refuge system and the USFWS. The alternatives shall include the alternative of “No Action” and shall
rigorously explore and objectively evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives. This document contains
two separate sets of alternatives addressing the two separate but related purposes in this integrated
EIS/CCP/LPP.

3. Environmental Impact Analysis

This is the heart of the EIS and presents the environmental impacts of the proposal and the alternatives in
comparative form, thus sharply defining the issues and providing a clear basis for choice among the
options for the decision maker and the public. Impacts mean the same thing as effects. Effects include
ecological (such as the effects on natural resources and on the components, structures, and functioning
of affected ecosystems), aesthetic, historic, cultural, economic, social, or health, whether direct, indirect,
or cumulative.

4. Draft EIS

A Notice of Availability is published in the Federal Register announcing completion and distribution of the
Draft EIS. Copies of the draft are made available to the public, and public meetings are held to
present/discuss the document and illicit comments. The range of alternatives addressed in the draft will
include those to be considered by the ultimate USFWS decision maker and will identify the USFWS’
preferred alternative.

5. Final EIS

The final EIS will review and analyze all the comments received on the Draft EIS and modify the draft as
needed, including refining the preferred alternative and publishing a Final EIS. Following a 30-day review
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period for additional public comment or protest, a Record of Decision is issued that describes the actions
that will be implemented. The Record of Decision identifies the rationale the decision maker used to
make the decision on the actions to be implemented.

B. Comprehensive Conservation Plan (CCP) and Land Protection Plan (LPP)
Planning Processes

The process for the preparation of the CCP is guided by requirements in the Refuge System
Improvement Act, the Refuge Planning Chapter of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Manual (Part 602 FW 2; 1,
November 1996), and the evolving policy related to the implementation of the Refuge System
Improvement Act.

The Refuge System Improvement Act specifies two areas that are to be addressed in the CCP process:
(1) identification and description of problems that may adversely affect populations and habitats of fish,
wildlife, and plants within the planning unit, and the actions necessary to correct or mitigate such
problems; and (2) identification, description, and facilitation of opportunities for wildlife-dependent
recreation and a determination that these recreational uses (specific activities, levels of use and
distribution) will be compatible with refuge purposes. The major issues, identified during scoping, relative
to these two areas provide the primary guidance in developing objectives and strategies within the CCP
to achieve refuge goals and purposes. While the life-span of the CCP is fifteen (15) years, periodically
the USFWS will review the plan. The plan may be amended, as necessary, at any time under an
adaptive management strategy.

As to the development of the CCP and the management strategies, this EIS is a comprehensive or
“programmatic” EIS addressing a broad agency program which is the development of a formal plan for
the management of the Complex. This differs from the more typical project-specific EIS which addresses
a new construction project, substantial modification of a facility, or some similar type of project. This
“programmatic” EIS does not attempt to provide NEPA compliance for site-specific projects which may be
undertaken in the future to implement the plan strategies. If these projects are proposed in the future,
then the Service will provide whatever compliance is required for the project. This compliance may be
accomplished within a step-down plan or on a project-by-project basis.

The CCP provides programmatic guidance, in the form of goals, objectives, and strategies, for several
refuge program areas. Specific implementation will be developed for individual program areas through
step-down management plans within approximately 5 years after CCP completion. Some step-down
plans may require additional NEPA compliance. Step-down plans for the Texas Chenier Plain Refuge
Complex include the following:

Step-Down Management Plans Status
Revised Fire Management Plan Future planning
Habitat Management Plan In progress

Oil & Gas Management Plan Future planning
Inventory and Monitoring Plan Future planning
Revised Hunt Plan Future planning
Visitor Services Plan Future planning
Integrated Pest Management Plan Future planning

The process for the preparation of the LPP is guided by the Land Acquisition Planning Chapter of the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Manual (Part 341 FW 2; 12, April 1996), and the evolving policy related to the Land
Acquisition Planning Procedures. This includes the Director's memo of Aug. 11, 2000, requiring Director’s
approval of all documents proposing the significant expansion of an existing unit of the National Wildlife
Refuge System.
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C. Decisions to be Made and Criteria for Decision Making
1. Land Protection/Acquisition

The Director of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service will decide which of the refuge boundary expansion
alternatives best meet the criteria described below. This decision will be made in full recognition of the
environmental effects of each alternative. The decision will be designated in a Record of Decision (ROD)
document no sooner than 30 days after the final EIS is filed with the Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) and distributed to the public.

2. Comprehensive Conservation Plan

The USFWS Southwest Regional Director will select an alternative to implement as the Texas Chenier
Plain Refuge Complex Comprehensive Conservation Plan. This decision will be made with an
understanding of the environmental consequences of all alternatives considered. The decision will be
documented in a ROD no sooner than 30 days after the final EIS is filed with the EPA and distributed to
the public. Implementation of the plan will begin immediately upon publishing a summary of the ROD in
the Federal Register.

The following criteria will be used in selecting the alternatives for implementation:

o Best meets the Refuge System mission
o Best meets the refuge purposes
o Best meets the USFWS Biological Integrity, Diversity, and Environmental Health Policy

The National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act of 1997 (Refuge Improvement Act) established
that the fundamental mission of the Refuge System is “to administer a national network of lands and
waters for the conservation, management, and where appropriate, restoration of the fish, wildlife and
plant resources and their habitat within the United States for the benefit of present and future generations
of Americans.” The primary refuge purpose for refuges within the Texas Chenier Plain Refuge Complex
is: “...for use as an inviolate sanctuary, or for any other management purpose for migratory birds.” 16
U.S.C. § 715d (Migratory Bird Conservation Act). Therefore of primary consideration will be the
alternative that best facilitates this mission and this refuge purpose.

The Biological Integrity, Diversity, and Environmental Health Policy is an additional directive for refuge
managers to follow while achieving refuge purpose(s) and System mission. It provides for the
consideration and protection of the broad spectrum of fish, wildlife and habitat resources found on refuges
and associated ecosystems. Further, it provides refuge managers with an evaluation process to analyze
their refuge and recommend the best management direction to prevent further degradation of
environmental conditions; and where appropriate and in concert with refuge purposes and System
mission, restore lost or severely degraded components.

Further the Refuge Improvement Act recognizes wildlife-dependent recreational uses involving hunting,
fishing, wildlife observation and photography, and environmental education and interpretation as the
priority public uses of the Refuge System. These uses are legitimate and appropriate public uses where
compatible with the Refuge System mission and the individual refuge purposes. When a proposed
wildlife-dependent recreational use is a compatible use within a refuge, that activity should be facilitated,
subject to such restrictions or regulations as may be necessary, reasonable, and appropriate. The
legislation also states that these priority public uses receive enhanced consideration over other uses in
planning and management. Consideration of alternatives will include evaluating how opportunities for
compatible wildlife-dependent recreation are best facilitated and/or enhanced.

In summary, the selection of an alternative for implementation on refuge lands within the Texas Chenier
Plain Refuge Complex will be based primarily on the extent to which it would meet the following criteria,
listed in priority order, as compared to the other alternatives:
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1. Conservation of native fish, wildlife, plants, and their habitats with an emphasis on migratory birds
consistent with refuge purposes.

2. Provide balanced opportunities for wildlife -dependent recreational uses that are compatible with
Refuge purposes.

D. Legal Mandates and Policy Guidance

Refuges are guided by the mission and goals of the National Wildlife Refuge System (NWRS), the
designated purpose of the Refuge unit as described in establishing legislation or executive orders,
USFWS laws and policy, and international treaties. Key concepts and guidance of the System are
covered in the NWR Administration Act of 1966, the Refuge Recreation Act of 1962, Title 50 of the Codes
of Federal Regulations, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Manual, and, most recently, through the
National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act of 1997.

The Refuge Improvement Act amends the Refuge Administration Act of 1966 by including a unifying
mission for the Refuge System, a new process for determining compatible uses on refuges, and a
requirement that each refuge will be managed under a Comprehensive Conservation Plan. The Refuge
Improvement Act states that wildlife conservation is the priority of NWRS lands and that the Secretary of
the Interior shall “...ensure that the biological integrity, diversity, and environmental health of the System
are maintained for the benefit of present and future generations of Americans....” Each refuge must be
managed to fulfill the Refuge System mission and the specific purposes for which it was established.
Additionally, this Act identifies the six wildlife-dependent recreational uses (hunting, fishing, wildlife
observation and photography, and environmental education and interpretation) that are to be priority
public uses of the Refuge System. These uses will receive enhanced consideration over other uses in
planning and management.

Lands within the National Wildlife Refuge System are different from other, multiple use public lands in that
they are closed to all public uses unless specifically and legally opened. No use may be allowed on a
refuge unless it is determined to be compatible with the purposes of which each refuge was established.
A compatible use is a use that, in the sound professional judgment of the refuge manager, will not
materially interfere with or detract from the fulfillment of the mission of the Refuge System or the purposes
of the refuge. Sound professional judgment is further defined as a decision that is consistent with
principles of fish and wildlife management and administration, available science and resources and
adherence with law.

The Refuge Improvement Act requires that a Comprehensive Conservation Plan (CCP) be in place for
each refuge by the year 2012 and that the public have an opportunity for active involvement in plan
development and revision. It is USFWS policy that CCPs are developed in an open public process and
the USFWS is committed to securing public input throughout the process.

V. BACKGROUND

A. Brief History of the Texas Chenier Plain Refuge Complex

As the coastal region of Texas became settled, the early economy of the area was based on raising cattle
and growing rice. A demand for farmland and later land for industry developed. Marshlands were drained
or altered to make rice fields and to provide sites for industrial installations. Waterfowl! suffered loss of
nesting, feeding, and resting areas when vast tracts of marshland were drained but thrived on the feed
available from the rice fields and cultivated pasture lands which replaced the wetlands. The metropolitan
area, centered around Houston, with its major seaport and growing complex of industrial, petrochemical,
scientific research, and transportation installations, has been the major influence on the land use of a
large segment of southeast Texas. As more industry flourished in the Galveston-Houston- Beaumont
metropolitan area, the economic expansion created a demand for more land to accommodate the
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continued growth. Coastal marshes have been filled to provide sites for factories, refineries, roads,
commercial, and residential areas. The USFWS identified a need to retain and intensively manage a
significant block of the coastal marsh for waterfowl habitat in the upper coastal region of Texas.

Through his will in 1954, W. L. Moody, Jr. conveyed as a gift to the USFWS an undivided % fee interest in
714 acre Lake Surprise, which became Moody NWR on November 9, 1961. In 1982, the USFWS
exchanged the fee interest in Lake Surprise with the Moody Foundation for a non-development
conservation easement on a little over 3500 acres of wetland habitat around Lake Surprise which
comprises the current Moody NWR. Anahuac NWR was established on February 27, 1963 through
donation and fee-title acquisition under authority of the Migratory Bird Conservation Act of 1929 (MBCA).
Since then, the boundary was expanded in 1979, 1982, 1989, 1991, 1993, and 2005 under authority of
the MBCA, Emergency Wetlands Resources Act, Refuge Recreation Act and Fish and Wildlife
Coordination Act. Total acreage in fee title ownership is currently 34,339 acres. McFaddin NWR was
established on May 1, 1980, under authority of the MBCA. Its boundary was expanded in 1995, 1996,
and 2005, also under authority of the MBCA. Currently, the Refuge administers a total of 58,861 acres in
combined fee title and conservation easements. Texas Point National Wildlife Refuge was established in
1979, under authority of the MBCA. It is comprised of 8,952 acres in fee title ownership.

Summary of Current Land Acquisition Status

Refuge Approved Boundary Acquired Lands Percentage Acquired
Moody NWR 3,516 acres 3,516 acres 100%
Anahuac NWR 34,339 acres 34,339 acres 100%
McFaddin NWR 70,710 acres 58,861 acres 83%
Texas Point NWR 8,952 acres 8,952 acres 100%

As additional parcels were added to the National Wildlife Refuge System for the protection of coastal
waterfow! habitat through the Migratory Bird Conservation Act, these acquisitions created a closely linked
cluster of refuges along the coast. In the early 1980’s, the USFWS decided that this closely-related group
of four refuges could be more efficiently administered as one Refuge Complex. Subsequently, the
Refuge Complex was named for the geologic/geographic feature called “cheniers” important along this
part of the Louisiana and Texas coastline. “Cheniers” are described in more detail in Chapter Three,
Affected Environment.

The initial management focus of these refuges was to retain and intensively manage this significant block
of the coastal marsh for waterfowl habitat. Water management, prescribed burning, and controlled
grazing have been traditional tools in the management of coastal marshes on these refuges. Rice
farming has been continued on Anahuac NWR to provide valuable foraging habitats for waterfowl.

B. Refuge Purposes and the Migratory Bird Conservation Act

National Wildlife Refuge System lands are acquired and refuges are established under a variety of
legislative acts and administrative orders. The USFWS defines the purposes of national wildlife refuges
when a refuge is established, based upon the establishing authorities or legislation. The primary authority
used in establishing the four refuges comprising the Texas Chenier Plain Refuge Complex was the
Migratory Bird Conservation Act. National wildlife refuges established through this act were acquired:

“...for use as an inviolate sanctuary, or for any other management purpose for migratory birds.” 16 U.S.C.
§ 715d (Migratory Bird Conservation Act).

Three other acquisition authorities have been utilized at Anahuac NWR, with the three following additional
purposes:
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“...the conservation of the wetlands of the Nation in order to maintain the public benefits they provide and
to help fulfill international obligations contained in various migratory bird treaties and conventions...” 16
U.S.C. § 3901 (b), 100 Sta. 3583 (Emergency Wetlands Resources Act);

“...suitable for — (1) incidental fish and wildlife-oriented recreational development, (2) the protection of
natural resources, (3) the conservation of endangered species or threatened species...” 16 U.S.C. §
460K-1 (Refuge Recreation Act); and,

“... for the conservation, maintenance, and management of wildlife, resources thereof, and its habitat
thereon...” 16 U.S.C. § 661-667e (Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act).

The Migratory Bird Conservation Act, passed in 1929, authorized the acquisition and management of
refuges as “inviolate sanctuaries” for migratory birds. This Act originally required that all refuges be
inviolate sanctuaries and deemed that refuges primary purposes were as breeding ground and habitat for
migratory birds. Further, the Migratory Bird Hunting and Conservation Stamp Act of 1934 (Duck Stamp
Act) required that lands purchased with revenues from this Act are to be managed as “inviolate migratory
bird sanctuaries” and prohibited migratory bird hunting. The 1949 Amendment to the Duck Stamp Act
modified the “inviolate sanctuary” requirement and allowed public waterfowl hunting on up to 25% of the
lands acquired with Migratory Bird Conservation Funds in a refuge. The portion of refuge lands acquired
with Migratory Bird Conservation Funds which could be opened to hunting was increased to 40% by the
1958 Amendment to the Duck Stamp Act. The large majority of lands within the Texas Chenier Plain
Refuge Complex were acquired with Migratory Bird Conservation Funds and in compliance with the
statutory restrictions; approximately 40% of Anahuac, McFaddin, and Texas Point NWRs are open to
waterfowl hunting.

The Refuge Recreation Act of 1962 further defined how recreational uses on refuges would be evaluated
and firmly established the concept of compatibility. The 1966 Refuge System Administration Act permitted
“the use of any area within the system for any purposes, including but not limited to hunting, fishing,
public recreation and accommodations, as long as such uses are compatible with the major purposes for
which such areas were established. “ Typically, a refuge is closed to a particular use until it is opened
administratively through the Federal Register. Refuge managers must determine compatibility of all
public, economic, and military uses proposed or occurring on a refuge. The 1997 National Wildlife Refuge
System Improvement Act amended the Refuge System Administration Act and further defined priority
uses to be the following six wildlife-dependent uses: hunting, fishing, wildlife observation and
photography, and environmental education and interpretation. Existing compatibility policy is described in
the Refuge Manual (5 RM 20). Compatibility Determinations for existing and proposed uses on the Texas
Chenier Plain Refuge Complex are in Appendix E.

C. National Wildlife Refuge System Mission and Goals
The mission of the National Wildlife Refuge System is:

“To administer a national network of lands and waters for the conservation, management and where
appropriate, restoration of the fish, wildlife, and plant resources and their habitats within the United States
for the benefit of present and future generations of Americans.” (National Wildlife Refuge System
Improvement Act of 1997)

Starting with the first refuge, Florida’s Pelican Island, established in 1903 by President Theodore
Roosevelt, the National Wildlife Refuge System has grown to more than 96 million acres in size. It
includes more than 540 refuges, at least one in every state, and over 3,000 Waterfowl Production Areas.
The needs of wildlife and their habitats come first on refuges, in contrast to other public lands managed
for multiple uses.

The goals of the National Wildlife Refuge System (Director’s Order No. 132, January 18, 2001) are:

o To fulfill our statutory duty to achieve refuge purpose(s) and further the System mission.
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o Conserve, restore where appropriate, and enhance all species of fish, wildlife, and plants that are
endangered or threatened with becoming endangered.

e Perpetuate migratory bird, inter-jurisdictional fish, and marine mammal populations.
e Conserve a diversity of fish, wildlife, and plants.

e Conserve and restore, where appropriate, representative ecosystems of the United States,
including the ecological processes characteristic of those ecosystems.

e To foster understanding and instill appreciation of fish, wildlife, and plants, and their conservation,
by providing the public with safe, high-quality, and compatible wildlife-dependent public use.
Such use includes hunting, fishing, wildlife observation and photography, and environmental
education and interpretation.

D. The Texas Gulf Coast Ecosystem Goals

The Texas Chenier Plain Refuge Complex, comprised of Moody NWR, Anahuac NWR, McFaddin NWR,
and Texas Point NWR, is located within the USFWS administrative boundary of the Texas Gulf Coast
Ecosystem and is expected to fulfill the ecosystem goals and objectives outlined below:

Goal - To help restore, maintain and enhance the level of natural species diversity (floral and faunal
communities) indigenous to the Texas Gulf Coast ecosystem, in close cooperation with resource
management agencies, other government and non-government entities, industries, private landowners
and other citizenry.

Objective 1 - Maintain, restore, and create wetlands in order to achieve a net gain in wetland quality,
quantity (based on National Wetlands Inventory data), and natural productivity.

Objective 2 - Restore, conserve, enhance, and maintain approximately 25% of the historic Gulf coastal
prairies in Texas, Louisiana, and Mexico to ensure the continued existence of native flora and fauna.

Objective 3 - Protect, restore, and enhance the biological integrity of the near coastal forest systems to
maintain viable communities of natural flora and fauna.

Objective 4 - Maintain and where possible, enhance the biological productivity of existing high quality
habitat and restore the biological productivity of degraded estuarine habitat.

Objective 5 - Develop and provide environmental education, outreach programs, and outdoor wildlife
activities (consumptive and non-consumptive) involving at least 2 million public contacts annually to foster
a broad conservation ethic.

E. Refuge Vision Statement

The Texas Chenier Plain Refuge Complex, comprised of Moody NWR, Anahuac NWR, McFaddin NWR,
and Texas Point NWRs and located on the Upper Texas Gulf Coast in Chambers, Jefferson, and
Galveston counties, will provide healthy and sustainable habitats for the diverse fish and wildlife
resources of this rich coastal ecosystem. The full array of the region’s native habitats - coastal marshes
and prairie wetlands, coastal tallgrass prairie, and coastal woodlands - will be represented on the Refuge
Complex. Protection, enhancement and restoration of these habitats will help maintain and restore the
ecosystem’s rich biological diversity.

Refuge habitats will be enhanced through management and restoration with an emphasis on benefiting
waterfowl and other wetland-dependent migratory birds, declining songbird species, and all other species
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at risk within the ecosystem. Management activities on the refuges will also seek to maintain and
enhance habitat values for coastal fisheries, which support vital recreational and commercial fishing
industries. Sound scientific monitoring and research will support an adaptive approach to management,
facilitating continual refinement and improvement of refuge management practices.

By working with partners both governmental and private, the Refuge Complex will seek to ensure the
long-term sustainability of coastal wetlands threatened by erosion, subsidence, rising sea levels and
altered hydrological regimes. Working with the scientific community, the Refuge Complex will actively
seek to develop and implement solutions to these complex problems.

The refuges will provide high quality recreational and educational opportunities for the public. The
importance of the Refuge Complex in supporting a rapidly expanding nature tourism industry will be
increased. By reaching out to and working within our communities, awareness of the importance of
conserving fish, wildlife and habitats will increase and new and innovative opportunities to promote and
implement conservation on private lands will emerge. By helping to conserve natural resources, the
refuges will maintain and enhance the quality of life for residents, who have always greatly valued and
treasured the region’s rich natural heritage.

F. Refuge Goals

Goal 1 - Conserve, enhance and restore the Texas Chenier Plain region’s coastal wetlands to provide
wintering, migrational, and nesting/brood-rearing habitat for waterfowl, shorebirds, marsh and wading
birds, other wetland-dependent migratory birds, and habitat for other native fish and wildlife.

Goal 2 - Conserve, enhance and restore the Texas Chenier Plain region’s coastal prairies and coastal
woodlands to provide wintering, migrational, and nesting habitat for resident and migratory landbirds,
including neotropical/neartic migratory birds, and habitat for other native wildlife.

Goal 3 - A comprehensive biological program will guide and support conservation efforts for all species of
native fish, wildlife and plants on the Texas Chenier Plain Refuge Complex.

Goal 4 - By working with others locally and on a landscape level, threats to biological integrity, biological
diversity and environmental health on the Refuge Complex will be addressed.

Goals 5 - All local, national and international visitors will enjoy safe and high quality outdoor experiences
on the Refuge Complex, and learn of the Refuge Complex’s role in conserving the region’s coastal
natural resources. New partnerships with our local communities will be forged to highlight, promote and
conserve the unique natural assets of the upper Texas Gulf Coast.

VI. SCOPING AND SUMMARY OF PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

A. Summary of Public Involvement

Maijor issues related to the proposed actions were actively solicited from the general public, local public
officials, local governmental entities, affected landowners, federal and state agencies, private
organizations, and the USFWS’ interdisciplinary core Planning Team. A “Notice of Intent to Prepare a
Comprehensive Conservation Plan and Associated Environmental Impact Statement” was published in
the Federal Register on October 21, 1999. Public scoping efforts included two series of public scoping
meetings, public workshops, a town hall meeting, multiple briefings for local government officials and their
staffs, and a waterfowl hunters’ forum. A mailing list of over 1200 persons and organizations is
maintained at the Refuge Complex Office and was used to distribute planning newsletters and public
meeting announcements. The following is a summary of public involvement efforts.
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B. Interdisciplinary Core Planning Team

The USFWS chartered a core planning team consisting of refuge managers, wildlife biologists, realty
specialists, migratory bird specialists, geographic information specialists, NEPA specialists, and natural
resource planners. At the request of the USFWS, an employee of the Texas Parks and Wildlife
Department was named to represent the state fish and wildlife agency and actively participated on the
core planning team. This team met regularly, providing important input in the scoping process and the
issues development. The team also provided invaluable advice and comment during the development of
the alternatives and other sections of the document.

C. Initial Public Scoping Meetings: January 11 & 12, 2000

Notices of the meetings were mailed to a list of over 1200 affected individuals, agencies, and
organizations. Additionally, meeting notices were published in the local newspapers during the week
prior to the meetings. Personal invitations were sent to the local Congressman, County Judges, and
other public officials. “Fact Sheets”, summarizing the proposals to be presented, were prepared to be
handed out to all attendees at the meetings. Each meeting included an open public forum and breakout
sessions to allow the concerned public to present their views and concerns in either a general or a
smaller group setting to accommodate individual comfort levels. Light refreshments were provided for the
public at each meeting.

The January 11th meeting was held from 4:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. at the Ramada Inn at 3801 Highway 73
in Port Arthur, Jefferson County, Texas. The meeting was attended by well over 150 people.
Congressman Nick Lampson and Jefferson County Judge Carl Griffith personally made statements to
begin the meeting. USFWS personnel/contractors gave a presentation explaining the EIS planning
process and describing the two related purposes to be addressed in this document. There was a lively
exchange with a number of verbal comments and questions coming from the audience during different
parts of the presentation. Responding to the USFWS' invitation, some 30 individuals came forward and
made verbal statements on the public address system. The USFWS recorded these statements as part of
the public input to be used in identifying issues to be addressed in this EIS. Afterwards, the public was
invited to talk individually with the dozen or so USFWS personnel stationed around the room. Comment
sheets were provided for the public and a large number of people filled-in and left comment sheets.
Announcements were made during this meeting and the subsequent meeting in Hankamer that everyone
could mail or e-mail comments to the USFWS during the next few months, and cumulatively, the USFWS
received nearly 100 additional comments by mail/e-mail.

The January 12th meeting was held from 4:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. at White’s Park off of Interstate 10 near
Hankamer, Chambers County, Texas. The meeting was attended by approximately 80 people. To begin
the meeting, USFWS personnel/contractors gave a presentation explaining the EIS planning process and
describing the two related purposes to be addressed in this document. Responding to the USFWS’
invitation, some 19 individuals came forward and made verbal statements on the public address system,
including Congressman Lampson’s staff person, reading a prepared statement from the Congressman.
The USFWS recorded these statements as part of the public input to be used in identifying issues to be
addressed in this EIS. Afterwards, the public was invited to talk individually with the dozen or so USFWS
personnel available in the building. Comment sheets were provided for the public and a large number of
people filled-in and left comment sheets. As mentioned above, announcements were made that people
could mail or e-mail comments to the USFWS during the next few months.

D. Town Hall Meeting: March 20, 2000

U.S. Congressman Nick Lampson hosted a U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Town Hall Meeting in the Port
Arthur Civic Center from 3:00 — 6:00 p.m. on March 20, 2000. The purpose of the meeting was to explore
the USFWS’ plan that will guide the management of the Texas Chenier Plain Refuge Complex and also
address the agency'’s role in the State Highway 87 rebuilding project. Congressman Lampson, Nancy
Kaufman, USFWS Regional Director from Albuquerque, NM, and Jefferson County Judge Carl Griffith
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made presentations to begin the meeting. Afterwards, the public was invited to give statements. The
public testimony was followed by a question/answer session with a panel of USFWS representatives. The
meeting was attended by just over 100 people and about two dozen people voiced their opinions on
USFWS activities and State Highway 87 in public statements.

E. Waterfowl Hunt Program Forum: October 23, 2000

An annual meeting on public waterfowl hunts for the McFaddin, Texas Point, and Anahuac National
Wildlife Refuges was held on Monday, October 23rd, beginning at 6:00 p.m. at the Port Arthur Public
Library in Port Arthur, Jefferson County, Texas. The meeting was jointly hosted by the USFWS and
Texas Parks and Wildlife Department. Notices for the meeting were included in local newspapers and the
meeting was attended by 24 interested hunters. The meeting provided hunters with information on
current hunt programs and invited their input on possible changes/improvements for future hunts. Then,
the hunters were given worksheets listing five hunt program issues identified in earlier scoping efforts and
were broken into workgroups of 6-8 individuals for discussion. They were asked to provide input on these
issues and any other items/issues they wished to comment on for the EIS/CCP/LPP. Most of the
worksheets and comments were collected at the end of the meeting, but several were received by mail in
the weeks following.

F. Workshops: November 16 & 18, 2000

Two workshops were held to provide an exchange of information and opinions between interested
members of the public and the USFWS planning team. The affected public was invited to participate in
the workshops through a very large (1200+) mail-out of Planning Newsletter 2. Prior to the workshops,
each pre-registered participant was sent a package of preliminary draft management scenarios drawn
from issues identified in the earlier scoping meetings. After a general presentation on the Refuge
Complex, planning process, alternative management scenarios, and land acquisition options, the
attendees were divided into small (5-6 persons) workgroups for discussions. The USFWS provided
professional facilitators to direct the workshops and interact with the workgroups. The facilitators captured
the opinions and comments of the individual members of the workgroups in notes and on flipcharts. The
opinions and comments from the participants in the workshops were consolidated and documented in a
Workshop Summary prepared by the facilitators/contractors.

The November 16, 2000, workshop was held on a Thursday from 6:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m. at White’s Park
off of Interstate 10 near Hankamer, Chambers County, Texas. Twenty-two (22) people from the affected
public participated with the USFWS planning team in this workshop.

The November 18, 2000 workshop was held on a Saturday from 1:00 p.m. to 4:00 p.m. at the Ramada
Inn in Port Arthur, Jefferson County, Texas. Twenty-five (25) people from the affected public participated
with the USFWS planning team in this workshop.

G. Final Public Scoping Meetings: June 18 & 20, 2002

The USFWS conducted a final series of scoping meetings, one in the afternoon and one in the evening at
each of two different locations, to present to the public preliminary drafts of conceptual alternative outlines
for both the refuge management and refuge boundary expansion portions of the EIS/ICCP/LPP. These
preliminary alternative outlines were drawn from the scoping efforts up to this point and strived to present
a reasonable range of alternatives to accomplish project purposes. Maps based on aerial photography
detailing four refuge expansion alternatives (including the “No Action” alternative) were hung from the
walls at each meeting site. Also, large poster boards outlining key elements for each of five refuge
management alternatives (including the “No Action” alternative) were displayed at each meeting site. The
meeting rooms were open for at least an hour before each presentation to provide an opportunity for the
public to look at the maps and poster boards. The public was invited to attend these meetings by
numerous notices in the local newspapers, press releases, extensive press coverage in local newspaper
articles, and a very large (2100+) mail-out of a special Planning Update which included outlines of the
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management and expansion alternatives. Additionally, personal invitations had been extended to each
public official during the briefings presented by the Refuge Complex Project Leader in May and June.

Each session included a joint presentation by the Refuge Complex Project Leader and the Lead Planner.
Each presentation consisted of a short explanation of the planning process, a statement of the current
status of work on this project, and a conceptual description of each of the refuge management and refuge
boundary expansion alternatives being considered. After the presentation, the meetings were opened to
the public for a question/answer or comment session. The two presenters remained in front of the
audience and answered the questions or listened to the comments. USFWS personnel captured the gist
of the questions and comments on laptop computers for consideration in finalizing the alternatives.
Additionally, the public was offered comment sheets to fill-out and return, and were given the option of
dictating their comments to USFWS personnel who recorded them using laptop computers.

The June 18, 2002, meetings were held on a Tuesday at White’s Park off of Interstate 10 near Hankamer,
Chambers County, Texas. The afternoon presentation started at 2:00 p.m. and the evening presentation
started at 7:00 p.m. Total attendance at these meetings was approximately 30 people. There were good
question and answer sessions with a number of questions coming mainly from land owners in the
Anahuac NWR area and people interested in the refuge hunt program.

The June 20, 2002, meetings were held on a Thursday in the John Gray Center at Lamar University,
Beaumont, Jefferson County, Texas. The afternoon presentation started at 2:00 p.m. and the evening
presentation started at 7:00 p.m. About 60 people attended these sessions. The question and answer
portion of the evening session was particularly lively with many questions or comments from the public
primarily focused on land acquisition, including some from Jefferson County Judge Carl Griffith.

In addition to these scoping efforts focused on the public, the USFWS tried to actively engage county and
other local governments in the scoping process. Similarly, the USFWS sought to obtain input from
elected representatives in the project area by briefing them on the issues developed in the scoping
process. The USFWS planning team conducted a number of personal meeting/briefings and telephone
briefings during the scoping process. Documentation and description of the many briefings given to
County officials, other local government officials, and elected representatives are contained in Chapter 5:
Coordination and Consultation.

VII. DESCRIPTION OF MAJOR ISSUES

Under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), federal agencies must identify the issues
associated with the proposed action(s). The following four (4) major issues identified during the public and
internal scoping process were considered during the development of alternatives and evaluations of
environmental impacts. The Summary of Concerns and Recommendations listed under each major issue
consolidates the input provided by the public and the core planning team during the scoping process.

A. Expansion of the Refuge Complex (Land Acquisition)

One of the ways the United States protects wildlife habitat is through acquisition of land for management
in the National Wildlife Refuge System. Should the USFWS expand the refuge boundaries of the Texas
Chenier Plain Refuge Complex refuges and acquire additional lands in the project area to benefit wildlife
and to protect and restore native habitats?

The USFWS is only authorized to acquire land within the approved boundary of a National Wildlife
Refuge. To acquire additional lands, the USFWS must first expand existing refuge boundaries to include
those lands with high habitat values which the USFWS would be interested in acquiring. This expanded
boundary then constitutes the approved refuge boundary. Subsequently, if a landowner within the
approved refuge boundary wants to sell to the USFWS, the USFWS can seek funding and acquire that
person’s property. Although the United States government has the authority to condemn land (called the
power of eminent domain), it is the policy of the USFWS to acquire land only from willing sellers. The
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only time the USFWS uses condemnation is the rare situation when a willing seller has such a serious
title problem that it can only be cured by judicial action.

The USFWS can acquire land, or interests in land, within an approved refuge boundary in two basic
ways: 1) acquisition of fee title, or 2) acquisition of a conservation easement. Both methods have been
used in acquiring lands for the refuges in the past and both would be used, as appropriate, in the future.
The habitat management needs of a particular property determine which acquisition strategy the USFWS
should use.

Most of the previous boundary expansions on the Refuge Complex were driven by an opportunity to
purchase a single ownership. When a landowner in close proximity to the existing refuge was interested
in selling to the USFWS, the NEPA compliance document addressed the expansion of the refuge
boundary for only that ownership. Even though much habitat has been acquired and conserved in the
past with this somewhat piece-meal planning approach, the USFWS feels that it is necessary to take a
long-term, ecosystem-wide planning approach to preserve the important, remaining coastal marsh and
prairie habitats in the project area.
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Summary of Concerns and Recommendations

The USFWS has insufficient resources (people and money) to adequately manage current lands,
never mind any additional lands it might acquire. USFWS should spend its money on taking care
of what they already own, not spend it on buying more land that they won’t be able to adequately
manage.

Private lands would be taken away through condemnation in a big Federal “land grab.”

Federal land acquisition removes lands from the tax rolls and causes a permanent loss of tax
base. This results in substantially lower revenues to the counties, school districts, and other
taxing entities.

USFWS should have a large expansion of the Refuge Complex to include all the marshes and
adjoining uplands in both Jefferson and Chambers Counties because all of those lands will
eventually be lost to development.

Land acquisition by USFWS would cause large negative economic impacts to agribusiness and
the service industry that supports it because ongoing agricultural practices will cease when
USFWS acquires land.

Land acquisition by USFWS would harm the commercial waterfowl guide and ouffitter industry
because commercial guides/outfitters would lose leases on lands acquired in fee title by the
USFWS.

The commercial alligator ranching industry would be negatively impacted by USFWS land
acquisition. Most alligator eggs supporting this industry come from the wild on private lands and
most eggs are currently collected in areas identified for refuge expansion. Alligator egg collecting
is not allowed on refuge lands.

Land acquisition by the USFWS would cause negative economic impacts because restrictions
imposed on oil and gas development on refuges limits or prevents such development from
occurring.

The USFWS should acquire and protect woodlots as critical resting and foraging habitat for
neotropical migratory birds.

Conservation easements should be considered as a means of protecting wildlife habitat while still
retaining lands in private ownership.

Maijor drainage/flood control projects being planned for western Jefferson County and eastern
Chambers County would be prevented or made more difficult by USFWS land acquisition.

Waterfowl hunting would decrease on lands acquired by the USFWS because hunting is allowed
on only up to 40% of the lands acquired with Migratory Bird Conservation Funds and hunting is
allowed only three days a week until noon on the refuges.

Conservation easements negatively impact waterfowl hunters who have helped fund the
acquisition with their duck stamp purchases because typically, the USFWS doesn’t purchase
hunting rights, and therefore the property is not open for public hunting.

Conservation of coastal wetlands and associated habitats in the project area through additional
land acquisition by the USFWS is needed to ensure healthy populations of waterfowl, shorebirds
and other migratory birds.
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o Native coastal prairie should be acquired and protected because most of the native tallgrass
coastal prairie on the Texas Gulf Coast has already been lost to development and conversion to
other land uses. Protection of remaining prairies is critical to protecting the region’s biological
diversity.

e Many “at risk” fish, wildlife and plant species would benefit from additional habitat protection
through USFWS land acquisition in the project area.

B. Administration of Wildlife-Dependent Recreational Uses

The Refuge Improvement Act declared that compatible wildlife-dependent recreational uses are legitimate
and appropriate priority uses of the Refuge System. These six priority uses (hunting, fishing, wildlife
observation, photography, environmental education, and interpretation) are to receive enhanced
consideration in planning and management over all other general public uses; and, when compatible, are
to be strongly encouraged on the refuges. A compatibility determination is required for a wildlife-
dependent recreational use or any other public use of a Refuge. A compatible use is one which, in the
sound professional judgment of the refuge manager, will not materially interfere with or detract from
fulfillment of the Refuge System Mission or Refuge purposes.

All six of the priority wildlife-dependent public uses are now ongoing on the Refuge Complex. Waterfowl
hunting and recreational fishing are popular uses on McFaddin, Texas Point and Anahuac NWRs.
Opportunities for wildlife observation, particularly on Anahuac NWR, annually attract birders and other
nature enthusiasts from throughout the U.S. and many foreign countries. Facilities including observation
platforms, boardwalks, signs and brochures have been developed to provide wildlife observation and
photography opportunities and to interpret the refuges’ ecological values. Anahuac NWR now serves as
an outdoor classroom for many area students participating in an environmental education program.

Challenges confronting the USFWS include providing quality recreational opportunities for the public
while ensuring that public uses remain compatible with the refuges established purposes and mission of
the NWRS, preventing conflicts between public uses, maintaining the quality of the visitor experiences,
providing universally-accessible public use programs, providing information to the public through
expanded outreach, and protecting public safety.

Summary of Concerns and Recommendations

e The areas on the refuges open to waterfowl hunting are inaccessible. Access to the marsh in the
areas open to hunting is so difficult that it limits hunting to young, in-shape hunters.

o The USFWS closes the areas on the refuges where the best waterfowl hunting is located.
e All of the refuges should be closed to hunting and maintained as “inviolate sanctuaries.”
o The USFWS does not provide adequate facilities for disabled hunters.

e The USFWS should allow hunting of other species including rails, gallinules, mourning doves,
and feral hogs.

e Waterfowl hunting opportunities on the refuges are too restricted by only opening the refuges to
hunting three days per week until noon.

e The reservation and permit issuance system at McFaddin NWR is not working well and is
inherently unfair to parts of the working public. Also, waterfowl hunters accessing McFaddin’s
Star Lake from adjacent private lands have an unfair advantage over hunter’s entering through
the main refuge entrance.
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e Airboats should or should not be allowed on the refuges.

e The USFWS should improve access for waterfowl hunting by developing more access facilities
(roads, boat launches, access ditches, walkways, etc.) and by supporting the reconstruction of
State Highway 87.

¢ An annual Hunting Permit which applies to the entire Refuge Complex should be made available
to the public by the USFWS.

e The USFWS should offer more “spaced blind” hunting opportunities on the refuges to decrease
the problems caused by hunters setting up too close to each other and interfering with the quality
of each other’s hunts.

e The USFWS should improve maintenance of existing facilities (roads, boat ramps, etc.) and
develop new facilities (fishing piers, walkways, etc.) to support recreational fishing on the refuges.

e Additional fishing, wildlife observation and photography opportunities should be provided on
McFaddin NWR by lengthening the hours the refuge is open on weekdays, opening the refuge on
weekends, and allowing these uses in additional areas of the refuge.

e The USFWS should improve maintenance on existing and develop additional facilities for wildlife
observation and photography (paths, boardwalks, observation platforms, photography blinds,
etc.)

e More interpretive signs and kiosks are needed on the refuges to interpret natural resources and
refuge management programs and to provide more information to orient visitors.

¢ The Refuge Complex needs a new Visitor Center/Administrative Headquarters in Chambers
County. This building should include interpretive exhibits and classroom space to support the
environmental education and interpretive programs on the refuges.

C. Habitat Management and Restoration of Refuge Lands

Consistent with the establishment purpose of its refuges, the primary objective of habitat management on
the Refuge Complex is to enhance and restore habitat for wintering, migrating, and nesting waterfowl and
other migratory bird species. Management practices for waterfowl, shorebirds and other wetland -
dependent wildlife on the Refuge Complex include structural management for manipulating water levels
and salinity within managed wetlands, prescribed burning, controlled livestock grazing, moist soil
management, and rice farming. Prescribed burning, controlled grazing, mowing and haying are tools
utilized to manage upland habitats including remnant stands of native prairie and newly-restored native
prairie sites. Often, a combination of management activities is applied as appropriate to the various
habitats on the Refuge Complex. Almost all acres receive some treatment annually.

Restoration of native habitats is another aspect of habitat management on the Refuge Complex. Wetland
restoration activities include reestablishing shallow freshwater wetlands and initiating moist soil
management practices in fallowed croplands, and restoring salt marsh along the Galveston Bay shoreline
and the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway. Restoration of native prairie is ongoing in formerly farmed uplands,
and additional woodlot habitats have been established.

The declining number of wetland acres within the project area accelerates the loss of wintering and
migration habitat for waterfowl, shorebirds, wading birds and other wetland-dependent wildlife; and,
highlights the need to continue intensive management for these species on the Refuge Complex. Recent
declines have been greatest for freshwater wetlands including cultivated rice acreage and natural
palustrine emergent wetlands. General declines in many grassland bird populations highlight the
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importance of maintaining, enhancing, and restoring upland prairie habitats. Chenier and riparian
woodlands within the project area are extremely important habitats for many neotropical/nearctic
migratory birds making trans-Gulf migrations. The USFWS has adopted a landscape-level ecosystem
approach to natural resource conservation. This broader approach challenges the Refuge Complex to
ensure that habitat management practices to benefit waterfowl and other migratory birds remain
consistent with maintaining the natural biological diversity of this rich coastal ecosystem. This approach
also requires the USFWS to increase collaboration, coordination and partnerships with local communities,
landowners, local and state governments and agencies, other federal agencies, industry, conservation
organizations and other stakeholders.

Summary of Concerns and Recommendations

e The USFWS has done a poor job managing for waterfowl because there were more ducks and
geese in the marsh before the USFWS took over.

e The USFWS is holding too many ducks and geese in refuge sanctuary areas, where they are
unavailable to hunters.

e The Willow Slough Levee and spillway project on the North Unit of McFaddin NWR has impeded
drainage in upstream areas and has caused flooding on adjacent private land resulting in the
landowners being unable to farm rice.

e Smoke from prescribed burning activities is causing air quality problems in the Beaumont-Port
Arthur area. Even when prescribed burns are done on a north wind, smoke which has blown out
over the Gulf gets blown back into town when the wind turns around the next day.

e The marshes on McFaddin NWR are drying up. When it was privately-owned, water was
managed better and marshes stayed wet for waterfowl and other wildlife.

e Too much water is held on marshes on Anahuac NWR, for too long. This causes problems with
the vegetation and also depletes oxygen from the water causing fish Kkills.

e The USFWS is not adequately maintaining water control structures and other infrastructure,
thereby allowing saltwater intrusion which is destroying the marshes.

e Most of the refuges were bought with “Duck Stamp” dollars, generated by hunter’s purchases;
therefore, the USFWS should be managing habitat on these refuges primarily for migratory
waterfowl.

e The timing of refuge prescribed burns, combined with a better grazing program, should be
modified to improve the habitat benefits to waterfowl.

e The USFWS should burn more acreage and more often.
e Prairie habitats should be restored because most native prairie on the Texas Gulf Coast has been
lost and this habitat type is critically important for declining populations of grassland songbirds

and other rare native plants and animals.

e The USFWS should restore, enhance and protect woodlots because these habitats are critical for
neartic/neotropical migratory birds, especially those making trans-Gulf migrations in the spring.

¢ Refuges should expand habitat management efforts for shorebirds.

¢ Annual breeding pair and monthly wintering waterfowl surveys on Texas Coast national wildlife
refuges indicate the Mottled Duck populations are declining. Refuge habitat projects are needed
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to restore/enhance shallow freshwater wetlands and grasslands to provide brood-rearing and
nesting habitat for Mottled Ducks.

o Alligator populations on the refuges are too high and may be negatively impacting Mottled Duck
production.

e The USFWS needs to expand monitoring and biological research to gain baseline data on all
native fish, wildlife and plant species, with rare and declining species being the priority.

e The USFWS should expand existing and develop new partnerships to enhance conservation of
natural resources in the project area. This includes working with landowners, volunteers,
conservation organizations, industry and other agencies.

D. Threats to the Ecosystem

Two factors, acting in combination with the loss of native habitat through development and conversion to
other land uses, constitute the greatest threats to this area’s ecosystem. They are:

e Loss of coastal and inland wetlands through land subsidence, sea level rise, loss of freshwater
and sediment inflows and saltwater intrusion, manifested as shoreline erosion and retreat along
the Gulf of Mexico and bay systems and conversion of inland vegetated marshes to open water.

e Occurrence and expansion of invasive plant and animal species in wetlands, uplands, and
coastal woodlands.

These two region-wide factors contribute to the loss of native habitats and the destruction of biological
integrity within the entire ecosystem, including the four refuges within the Refuge Complex.

The combination of rising sea levels, land subsidence, loss of freshwater and sediment inflows and
saltwater intrusion has resulted in loss of coastal habitats as shorelines erode and retreat and vegetated
marshes convert to open water. Development activities in the ecosystem have significantly altered
hydrological and sedimentation regimes. A significant percentage of the project area’s historical
freshwater marshes have been converted to less diverse brackish marsh types.

As rice agriculture declines in the area, fallowed rice fields are rapidly overwhelmed by invading Chinese
tallow which easily out-competes native vegetation. Chinese tallow also readily establishes itself on
pasture, ditch banks, levees and any other land which no longer has native cover. Also, invasive aquatic
plants like water hyacinth and Giant Salvinia are establishing themselves in the area’s freshwater
marshes.

Summary of Concerns and Recommendations

e Rising sea levels, land subsidence and reduced sediment supplies have accelerated coastal
erosion along the Gulf of Mexico, resulting in significant loss of wetlands and other important
coastal habitats on McFaddin and Texas Point NWRs. Shoreline erosion is also a concern along
Anahuac NWR’s Galveston Bay shoreline.

e Loss of the barrier beaches and dunes on McFaddin NWR has resulted in increased saltwater
intrusion in interior marshes, and coastal erosion and wetland loss on McFaddin NWR will greatly
accelerate if the already threatened beach ridge is lost completely.

e Saltwater intrusion, erosion of marsh soils, subsidence and rising sea levels are factors
contributing to marsh loss (conversion of emergent marsh to open water) in the project area’s
interior marshes.
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e Erosion along the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway is also causing wetland loss and is threatening
thousands of acres of fresh and intermediate marshes on McFaddin and Anahuac NWRs with
saltwater intrusion and conversion to brackish marsh.

¢ Land subsidence and eustatic sea level rise pose a significant future threat to the region’s coastal
wetlands. If marshes cannot accrete vertically (gain elevation through soil building processes) at
a rate which keeps up with relative sea level rise (subsidence plus eustatic sea level rise),
marshes will be inundated and converted to open water resulting in a major loss of wildlife
habitat.

e Loss or restriction of freshwater inflows has contributed, along with saltwater intrusion, to the
conversion of historically fresh or intermediate marsh to brackish marsh resulting in a loss of
biological diversity.

¢ Chinese tallow is a highly invasive exotic plant species which rapidly invades upland habitats and
shallow wetlands, levees, and fallowed fields in the project area. It quickly forms monotypic
closed-canopy stands, out-competes native plants and provides few benefits to native wildlife
resulting in a loss of biological diversity.

e Several invasive aquatic plant species, including water hyacinth and alligatorweed, are also
threatening biological diversity and wetland habitat value for migratory waterfowl and other native
fish and wildlife species. Giant Salvinia, which is a great threat to freshwater wetlands, has
recently been discovered in the project area.

e Deep-rooted sedge, a South American sedge, has recently become established and is invading
fallowed rice fields and wet pastures in the project area. Little is currently known about this
invasive species, other than it forms dense monotypic stands and out-competes native plants.

e Feral hogs are causing damage to habitats and management infrastructure on the Refuge
Complex.

e The USFWS must expand its Integrated Pest Management Program and overall efforts to
manage exotic and invasive species.

e Contaminants in the air, water, and soils pose a threat to native fish and wildlife in the region.
Petroleum and petrochemical spills from underground pipelines and shipping in the Gulf
Intracoastal Waterway and the Gulf of Mexico could have significant negative impacts on
habitats, fish and wildlife.

VIII. ISSUE OUTSIDE THE SCOPE OF THE EIS — STATE HIGHWAY 87

At the scoping meetings held in Jefferson County, the public raised the issue of relocating and
reconstructing the closed portion of State Highway 87 along the Gulf shoreline and within the McFaddin
NWR. Jefferson County elected officials also raised this issue during briefings provided them by the
USFWS. The State Highway 87 project is a proposal of Jefferson County, the Texas Department of
Transportation, and the Federal Highway Administration. The State Highway 87 project is currently being
addressed in its own Environmental Impact Statement, with the Federal Highway Administration as the
lead federal agency. The USFWS is participating as Cooperating Agency in the development of the State
Highway 87 EIS because the proposed relocated highway lies within the McFaddin NWR.

The State Highway 87 project is not within the scope of this EIS because it is not a USFWS proposal and
as such is not a part of either the Refuge Management Alternatives or the Refuge Boundary Expansion
Alternatives. However, the project is addressed in the Cumulative Impacts section of Chapter 4 of this
EIS, along with other proposed federal, state, and local government and private projects in the study
area.
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CHAPTER 2: ALTERNATIVES

Introduction

The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) prescribes that federal managers make their
decisions with regard to major federal actions in a logical and informed manner. Managers should
consider a reasonable range of alternatives, and managers should reflect upon the consequences of
each alternative, including the one proposed for implementation, as well as the alternative of taking no
action. NEPA and USFWS policy require the development of alternatives taking into account the issues
and concerns of stakeholders, interest groups, and the public in general. In an effort to acquire public
input, the USFWS has engaged in workshops and public meetings to allow for the maximum personal
access to the process by the public during the scoping process. Alternatives are derived only after there
has been careful consideration of public and stakeholder comments obtained in the scoping process.
The alternatives must meet the purposes of the Federal proposal, meet the goals of the refuges, and
comply with the missions of the Refuge System and the USFWS. NEPA also requires that the
alternatives include the alternative of “No Action” and rigorously explore and objectively evaluate a
reasonable range of alternatives.

The USFWS is considering two separate, but related federal actions and purposes within this EIS. The
first proposes the development of a Comprehensive Conservation Plan (CCP) for each of the refuges in
the Refuge Complex, and the second proposes the expansion of the refuge boundary for each of the
refuges in the Refuge Complex. The proposed refuge boundary expansions are described and detailed
in a Land Protection Plan (LPP). To more accurately inform the public and to better facilitate analysis of
the impacts, the USFWS has developed two separate sets of alternatives, with each set addressing one
of the two Federal actions. There is a set of “Refuge Management Alternatives” addressing the
development of a CCP for each refuge, and there is a set of “Refuge Boundary Expansion Alternatives”
addressing the expansion of each refuge’s boundary. Each set contains the appropriate “No Action’
alternative, explores and evaluates a reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed action, and
identifies a “Preferred Alternative” to be implemented.

Conservation priorities for North American avian species and recommendations for habitat protection,
management, and restoration in support of conservation of these species have been developed and
identified recently through several international, national, and regional avian conservation plans. These
plans include the North American Waterfowl Management Plan (NAWMP), the U.S. Shorebird
Conservation Plan, the North American Waterbird Conservation Plan, and the Partners in Flight Landbird
Conservation Plan. At a regional level, several step-down plans have been developed to guide
conservation efforts at a more local scale. Examples applicable to avian conservation on the Refuge
Complex and the project area as a whole include the Gulf Coast Joint Venture Chenier Plain Initiative
Area Plan (Esslinger and Wilson 2001), the Gulf Coast Joint Venture Mottled Duck Conservation Plan
under the North American Waterfowl Management Plan (Wilson 2005), and the Lower
Mississippi/Western Gulf Coast Region Plan (Elliot and McKnight 2000) under the U.S. Shorebird
Conservation Plan. A shared outcome of these avian conservation planning efforts has been
identification of the need for “All Bird Conservation”, i.e., addressing species and habitat conservation and
management priorities across all avian species guilds. Conservation priorities identified in these
international, national, and regional plans have been stepped-down and incorporated in both the Refuge
Management and the Refuge Boundary Expansion alternatives in this EIS/CCP/LPP.

In 2005, the USFWS published a national list of “Avian Species of Conservation Concern (USFWS 2005).
Thirty-seven of the 48 Avian Species of Conservation Concern listed by the USFWS for the Gulf Coastal
Prairie Bird Conservation Region (BCR) occur on the Refuge Complex and within wetland, prairie, and
woodland habitats in areas identified in the Refuge Boundary Expansion Alternatives.

Wetland-dependent Avian Species of Conservation Concern occurring on the Refuge Complex and areas
identified in the Refuge Boundary Expansion Alternatives include Yellow and Black rails, American
Bittern, White Ibis, Hudsonian Godwit, Long-billed Curlew, Short-billed Dowitcher, Least Tern, Seaside
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Sparrow, and Sprague’s Pipit. Avian Species of Conservation Concern utilizing prairie grassland habitats
on the Refuge Complex and areas identified in the Refuge Boundary Expansion Alternatives include
LeConte’s Sparrow, Nelson’s Sharptailed Sparrow, Henslow’s Sparrow, Buff-breasted Sandpiper, Sedge
Wren, Loggerhead Shrike, and White-tailed Hawk. Neo-tropical migrant landbirds listed as Species of
Conservation Concern which utilize woodland habitats on the Refuge Complex and areas identified in the
Refuge Boundary Expansion Alternatives include Swainson’s Warbler, Prothonotary Warbler, Kentucky
Warbler and Swallow-tailed Kite.

Wetland habitats within the project area and on the Refuge Complex provide important wintering and
migrational habitat for many species of Central Flyway waterfowl, including several species whose
continental populations are below goals established under the North American Waterfowl Management
Plan and/or listed by the USFWS as Game Birds Below Desired Condition (USFWS 2004). These
species include Northern Pintail, Lesser Scaup, and Ring-necked Duck. The Mottled Duck is a year-round
resident of Gulf Coast, and conservation and management of this species is a major goal of the
NAWMP’s Gulf Coast Joint Venture (GCJV) Chenier Plain Initiative Plan (Esslinger and Wilson 2001).
Steep declines in Mottled Duck numbers on coastal national wildlife refuges in Texas have been
documented in recent years (USFWS, Division of Migratory Birds unpublished reports), and this species
is considered to be Rare and Declining in the Coastal Prairies Region of Texas (Shackleford and
Lockwood 2000). Coastal marsh, coastal prairie and agricultural habitats within Chambers, Jefferson and
Orange counties, including the Refuge Complex historically supported the highest densities of breeding
Mottled Ducks in Texas (Stutzenbaker 1988), and continue to be critically important to the long-term
conservation of this species. Meeting the waterfowl population objectives established by the GCJV
Chenier Plain Initiative Plan requires several habitat protection, management and restoration actions for
coastal marshes and enhancement of agricultural habitats to increase their value to waterfowl (Esslinger
and Wilson 2001). These include several strategies for reducing marsh loss (conversion to open water)
and restoring already degraded marshes, prescribed burning, controlled grazing, exotic/invasive species
control, additional habitat protection through land acquisition and cooperative agreements, and increased
technical assistance for waterfowl habitat enhancement on private lands.

The project area and the Refuge Complex lie within the Gulf Coast Prairie (GCP) Region under the U.S.
Shorebird Conservation Plan (USSCP). Thirty-nine shorebird species occur in this Region, and it is
considered to be of “extremely high importance” to 14 species and of “considerable importance” for 21
additional species. Of these 35 species, 17 are considered to be species of conservation concern under
the USSCP. Four are considered “Highly Imperiled” — Snowy Plover, Piping Plover, Long-billed Curlew,
and Eskimo Curlew (believed extirpated). Thirteen species are considered “Species of High Concern:”
American Golden Plover, Wilson’s Plover, Mountain Plover, American Oystercatcher, Whimbrel,
Hudsonian Godwit, Marbled Godwit, Ruddy Turnstone, Red Knot, Sanderling, Buff-breasted Sandpiper,
American Woodcock, and Wilson’s Phalarope. Wetland habitats within the Refuge Complex provide
important migrational and wintering habitat for many of the shorebird species identified as needing
conservation attention within the GCP Region, including for three of the “Highly Imperiled” species: Piping
Plover, Long-billed Curlew, and Snowy Plover, and for ten “Species of High Concern”: American Golden
Plover, Whimbrel, Hudsonian Godwit, Marbled Godwit, Ruddy Turnstone, Red Knot, Sanderling, Buff-
breasted Sandpiper, American Woodcock, and Wilson’s Phalarope. The GCP Region Shorebird Plan
recommends several management actions for maritime and non-maritime shorebirds including increased
protection and enhanced management of beach nesting areas, additional habitat protection through land
acquisition, restoration of beach and barrier island habitat, incorporation of shorebird conservation into
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers projects, addressing freshwater inflow needs of estuaries as part of water
resources planning and development, expansion and enhancement of exotic/invasive species
management efforts (Chinese tallow), continued use of prescribed burning to enhance shorebird habitat
in wetland and prairie habitats, and expanded and enhanced management of rice agriculture, crawfish
impoundments, and moist soil units to benefit shorebirds. Standardization and coordination of systematic
population monitoring of priority shorebird species is also recommended.

The North American Waterbird Conservation Plan (Kushlan et al. 2002) classified colonial and semi-
colonial breeding water bird species into one of several “at risk” categories, including “not currently at

risk”, “low”, “moderate”, “high”, “highly imperiled”, and identified those species for which there is
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“insufficient information available to assess risk”. Wetland habitats within the project area on the Refuge
Complex provide important wintering, migrational and/or nesting habitat for 14 colonial and semi-colonial
water bird species deemed at moderate risk, and 6 species deemed at high risk. High risk species
include Tri-colored Heron, Little Blue Heron, Snowy Egret, Least Tern (all four nest on the Refuge
Complex), Wood Stork, and Gull-billed Tern. The population status of solitary breeding marsh birds will
be assessed in the second version of the NAWCP. The lands within the Refuge Complex are extremely
important for many of these species, including several already identified by the USFWS as Species of
Conservation Concern. These include Yellow Rail, Black Rail, and American Bittern. For the Southeast
U.S. Region, the NAWCP identifies major concerns or threats to waterbirds to be fisheries “by-catch”, loss
and deterioration of habitat, disturbance of nesting areas (particularly to beach-nesting terns and
skimmers), and effects from contaminants. Standardization and coordination of systematic population
monitoring of priority water bird species is also recommended.

The Partners in Flight (PIF) Conservation Program is an international, multi-agency and multi-organization
conservation initiative for North American landbirds and waterbirds. PIF recently completed an
assessment of the status and conservation needs of all North American land and waterbirds. This
assessment included consideration of population trends, habitat trends, and threats on breeding and
wintering grounds. National, regional, and more local conservation priorities were determined. These
species represent conservation priorities for the USFWS and other PIF partners including state wildlife
agencies, the U.S. Forest Service, and other governmental and private partners. Multi-agency PIF
conservation strategies for Texas are currently under development, and these strategies will guide
management activities at the local and regional scale. In Texas, the PIF partners have identified priority
species for conservation, monitoring and management in relation to specific habitat types and seasons
within the Texas Coastal Prairies region (Texas Parks and Wildlife Department 2000), which includes the
Refuge Complex. Habitats on the Refuge Complex provide wintering, migrational and/or nesting habitat
for 16 species of wetland-associated birds, 10 species of grassland birds, and 13 species utilizing
woodland habitats which are listed as Rare and Declining within the Texas Coastal Prairies Region.
Currently, the Gulf Coast Bird Observatory in Lake Jackson, Texas, in partnership with the Gulf Coast
Joint Venture, is preparing the PIF Landbird Conservation Plan for the Gulf Coastal Prairies (Bird
Conservation Region 37) which includes project area and Refuge Complex.
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PART A: REFUGE MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES

The first of the two separate, but related, proposals addressed in this EIS is the development of a
Comprehensive Conservation Plan (CCP) for the Refuge Complex. The Comprehensive Conservation
Plan provides a framework for future management of the Moody, Anahuac, McFaddin and Texas Point
NWRs. The CCP is designed to serve as a vision for the Refuge Complex and provide management
guidance through maintenance, restoration, and use of Refuge resources during the next 15 years. The
environmental analysis of this plan is addressed at the conceptual and programmatic level. While it
contains some relative analytical specificity, it is not intended to be a detailed site plan with exact
locations for facilities or precise descriptions of programs. Overall, there is a need to make the
management of each refuge consistent with the National Wildlife Refuge System mission, goals, and
policies. The USFWS’ CCP policy encourages managers and planners to develop alternatives in order to
arrive at the best decision possible on behalf of the American public as well as the overall mission of the
Refuge System. All of the alternatives will accomplish, in different ways and with different perspectives,
the Refuge Goals that define the responsibilities of the refuge staff as they relate to achievement of the
purposes for which the refuge was established and the overall mission of the Refuge System. Also, some
Refuge Goals relate to the USFWS’ responsibilities toward compliance with a number of federal statutes
such as the Endangered Species Act, the National Historic Preservation Act, the Antiquities Act, and the
Clean Water Act, among others.

Since the USFWS is conducting an ongoing action and is considering developing new management
plans, the “No Action” alternative is the continuance of current management activities and programs on
the Refuge Complex under existing management plans. Four additional refuge management alternatives
were developed, considering refuge establishment purposes for the conservation and management of
migratory birds, the mission of the Refuge System, and the major issues developed during public and
internal scoping.

The Refuge System Improvement Act states that a CCP for each refuge is needed to address
“...significant problems that may adversely affect the populations and habitats of fish, wildlife and plants
and the actions necessary to correct or mitigate such problems.” Specifically, these problems at this
Refuge Complex include the need to ensure biological integrity and maintain biological diversity and
environmental health by reducing saltwater intrusion and restoring freshwater and sediment inflows to
marshes and littoral systems, restoring altered wetland systems, restoring degraded prairie and woodland
habitats, protecting unique and rare habitats and fish and wildlife species, controlling exotic and invasive
species, reducing threats from contaminants and considering and addressing the future impacts of
relative sea level rise. Development of the refuge management alternatives considered addressing these
problems and issues.

The Refuge System Improvement Act also directs the USFWS to facilitate compatible wildlife-dependent
recreational uses on national wildlife refuges. Through the refuge management alternatives, the six
priority wildlife-dependent uses occurring on Refuge Complex are evaluated (hunting, fishing, wildlife
observation and photography, and environmental education and interpretation), as are strategies to better
manage them and/or provide additional opportunities for these uses to occur.

The Refuge System Improvement Act also directed that the Secretary of the Interior in administering the
Refuge System will, in preparing each Comprehensive Conservation Plan, consult with adjoining Federal,
State, local, and private landowners and affected State conservation agencies. Consistent with the
Refuge System Improvement Act, the USFWS expressed in Director’s Order No.148 recognition that the
various State game and fish organizations have a unique role in the planning and decision making
process for CCPs; and, provided for State fish and wildlife agency representation on the CCP planning
teams. Representatives of Texas Parks and Wildlife Department (TPWD) have been involved from the
very start of the planning process for this EIS. A designated TPWD representative has participated as a
member of the Core Planning Team in the scoping and alternative development stages of this EIS.
Preliminary drafts of both sets of alternatives were presented for discussion and comment at the TPWD
offices in Austin, Texas.
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Summary of Refuge Management Alternatives

The five Refuge Management Alternatives (A - E) are listed below with a short summary for each.
Refuge Management Alternative A: (NEPA No Action Alternative) Continuation of Current Management

Under this Alternative, current management programs on the Refuge Complex would continue
unchanged. Management of wetland habitats including coastal marsh and prairie wetlands to benefit
waterfowl, shorebirds, wading birds, and other wetland-dependent migratory birds would continue at
current levels and intensities using prescribed burning, grazing, water level and salinity management, rice
farming, moist soil management, and mowing and haying. Restoration and protection of native habitats
including wetlands, prairie and woodlands would proceed at current annual acreage rates and using
existing techniques. The Refuge Complex would continue to provide opportunities for all six of the
Refuge System’s priority wildlife-dependent recreational uses, including hunting, fishing, wildlife
observation and photography, and environmental education and interpretation through the use of existing
programs and facilities.

Refuge Management Alternative B: Emphasis on Intensifying Management of Wetland Habitats for
Waterfowl, Shorebirds, Wading Birds, and Other Wetland-Dependent Migratory Birds

Under this Alternative, the Refuge Complex would focus its management efforts on active management of
wetland and upland habitats to benefit waterfowl, shorebirds, wading birds, and other wetland-dependent
migratory and resident birds. In marsh habitats, grazing intensity, annual prescribed burn acreage and
the frequency of burning would be increased to substantially increase the amount of marsh habitat in
early successional plant communities. Two new marsh semi-impoundments totaling 7,500 acres would
be constructed and water management capabilities enhanced in existing impoundments through
installation of new control structures and levees. The cooperative rice farming program, moist soil
management, and haying and mowing programs on Anahuac NWR would be expanded to enhance
shallow fresh water wetland habitats and adjacent upland prairies for resident Mottled Ducks, and for
wintering and migrating waterfowl shorebirds and wading birds. The Refuge Complex would also
continue to provide and promote opportunities for all six of the National Wildlife Refuge System’s priority
wildlife-dependent recreational uses, with an emphasis on providing more public hunting opportunities.

Refuge Management Alternative C: Emphasis on Native Habitat Restoration and Addressing Major
Threats to the Ecosystem

Under this Alternative, the Refuge Complex would focus its management efforts on restoring wetlands,
native prairie and woodlots, and on reversing trends of loss and degradation of these native habitats by
increasing efforts to address coastal erosion, saltwater intrusion, and loss of freshwater and sediment
inflows. Restoration of native prairie and prairie wetlands would occur on all suitable upland sites. A
portion of the historic fresh and intermediate component of the Refuge Complex’s coastal marshes would
be restored and ongoing interior marsh loss addressed by working with agencies and other stakeholders
on major hydrologic restoration projects that restore freshwater inflows and further restrict saltwater
intrusion across watersheds, and through refuge-specific projects. Efforts to address coastal wetland loss
resulting from shoreline erosion along the Gulf, Galveston Bay and the GIWW would be intensified by
increasing coordination among agencies and other stakeholders to develop and implement major projects
aimed at stabilizing shorelines, and by implementing smaller scale projects on the Refuge Complex. The
Refuge Complex would continue to provide the current level of opportunities for all six of the National
Wildlife Refuge System’s priority wildlife-dependent recreational uses.
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Refuge Management Alternative D: (Preferred Alternative) Emphasis on an Integrated Management
Approach Combining: 1) Expanded Habitat Management and Restoration Programs, 2) New Research
and Wildlife Population Monitoring, and 3) Increased Efforts to Address Major Threats to the Ecosystem

Under this Alternative, the Refuge Complex would continue and expand current habitat management and
native habitat restoration programs, with increased monitoring and research to assess management
actions and facilitate an adaptive management approach. Wetland habitat management activities for
waterfowl, shorebirds and other wetland-dependent migratory birds including prescribed burning,
controlled grazing, management of marsh semi-impoundments, and moist soil management would be
refined and expanded through development of new infrastructure. Concurrently, additional restoration of
native habitats including wetlands, prairie and woodlots would be undertaken to benefit a variety of native
fauna, with a focus on priority species identified as in need of conservation actions through national and
international conservation initiatives.

Additional shoreline protection and hydrologic restoration projects would be implemented on the Refuge
Complex and coordination with other agencies would be expanded to address shoreline erosion and
interior marsh loss on a landscape scale. Implementation of major projects that protect, restore and
enhance coastal marshes by restoring freshwater inflows, providing sediments through the beneficial use
of dredge materials, restricting saltwater intrusion, and protecting shorelines would be the goal of this
interagency coordination and cooperation. Through new partnerships with universities and other
agencies, additional research and monitoring would be conducted to assess the impacts of relative sea
level rise and to gather baseline data on fish and wildlife populations and habitat use with an emphasis on
documenting the status of several sensitive or declining species. The Refuge Complex would also
continue to provide and promote opportunities for all six of the National Wildlife Refuge System’s priority
wildlife-dependent recreational uses: hunting, fishing, wildlife observation and photography, and
environmental education and interpretation. The Refuge Complex would seek to improve the quality of
visitor services and of the visitor experience.

Refuge Management Alternative E: Emphasis on a Passive Management Approach

Under this Alternative, the Refuge Complex would change its management focus from active habitat
management and restoration to a more passive management approach, in which plant communities and
wildlife populations are influenced primarily by natural events such as lightning-caused fires, herbivory by
native wildlife, and tidal or stream flooding. Active habitat management and restoration activities including
prescribed burning, controlled cattle grazing, rice farming and moist soil management would be
discontinued. Management of water levels and salinities through active manipulation of water control
structures would be discontinued. Efforts to address threats to ecosystem health would focus on
monitoring rather than active restoration or protection. The Refuge Complex would continue to provide
opportunities for all six of the National Wildlife Refuge System’s priority wildlife-dependent recreational
uses: hunting, fishing, wildlife observation and photography, and environmental education and
interpretation, but administrative oversight and management would occur at reduced levels.

Elements Common to All Refuge Management Alternatives

Although the Refuge Management Alternatives all differ in their emphasis and focus, the management
programs for each of the Alternatives have a number of elements or features common to all. Following is
a description of those elements or features common to all of the Refuge Management Alternatives:

Complete Land Acquisition within Current Refuge Boundaries

The remaining lands within the current refuge boundaries will be acquired when, and if, the owners are
willing to sell and funding is available. This is relevant only at McFaddin NWR because all the lands
within the current refuge boundaries have already been acquired at the other refuges within the Refuge
Complex. Acquisition of the remaining lands would not alter the emphasis or implementation within each
of the different Refuge Management Alternatives.
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Wilderness Review

The USFWS is required to conduct a wilderness review for each refuge as part of the CCP process. A
wilderness review is the process used by the USFWS to determine whether or not to recommend lands or
waters in the National Wildlife Refuge System to Congress for designation as a wilderness. A detailed
Wilderness Review for each of the refuges within the Refuge Complex is contained in Appendix F in this
document. The Wilderness Review and the recommendation to not include any of the Refuge Complex’
lands or waters in the Wilderness System is valid for all of the Refuge Management Alternatives.

Protection of Cultural Resources

Cultural resources are those physical remains, objects, historic records, and traditional life ways that
connect us to our nation’s past. They include archaeological resources, historic properties,
buildings/structures, Indian sacred sites, museum collections, objects of antiquity, and similar cultural
properties. As a Federal agency, the USFWS is responsible for carrying out an array of laws and
regulations concerning cultural resources. Some of the more important Federal cultural resources
protection statutes are: the Antiquities Act, the Historic Sites Act, the National Historic Preservation Act,
and the Archaeological Resources Protection Act. The purpose of the Federal historic preservation
program is to ensure that cultural resources are duly considered as Federal agencies carry out their
missions. The USFWS will ensure the same level of cultural resource protection required by law under
each of the Refuge Management Alternatives.

Protection for Research Natural Areas (RNAS)

Research Natural Areas (RNAs) on national wildlife refuges are part of a national network of designated
lands permanently reserved for research and educational purposes. They are intended to represent the
full array of North American ecosystems, biological communities, habitats, and phenomena; and
geological and hydrological formation and conditions, all intended for research purposes. RNAs are
areas where natural processes are allowed to predominate without human intervention. Under certain
circumstances, however, deliberate manipulation is used to maintain unique features that the RNA was
established to protect (Refuge Manual, 8 RM 10). RNA’s were originally intended to be treated as a kind
of “wilderness” concept without the strict constraints placed on officially designated wilderness areas.
They are intended to promote the naturalness of the area and encourage universities and other
conservation groups to conduct research of these areas.

There is one RNA within the Texas Chenier Plain Refuge Complex. The Lone Tree Bayou Research
Natural Area was designated on February 3, 1967 and is located within the Anahuac NWR. This RNA
consists of approximately 200 acres of A7 Tidal Salt Marsh located along Lone Tree Bayou, a tributary of
Oyster Bayou. It is managed for native plant associations and provides important habitat for a variety of
native fauna including waterfowl, wading birds, alligators, and several marine fish and shellfish species.
The Lone Tree Bayou Research Natural Area will be afforded the same level of protection under all of the
Refuge Management Alternatives.

Detailed Description of Refuge Management Alternatives

The following sections contain a detailed narrative description of each Refuge Management Alternative
along with the array of goals, objectives and strategies. While the goals do not vary between Alternatives,
the objectives and strategies vary to differentiate the specific approaches to managing resources.

Each of the Refuge Management Alternatives contains a particular management emphasis or
combination of emphases that distinguishes that alternative from the others. These emphases directly or
indirectly influence the composition of the compendium of objectives and strategies derived from a
particular alternative. Each alternative carries with it a particular philosophy or perspective that translates
into a set of objectives and strategies that drive the achievement of the refuge goals and thus, become
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the heart of the CCP. It is through this process that the USFWS eventually chooses its management
direction leading to the fulfillment of the refuge purposes and the realization of its overall vision.
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|. REFUGE MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVE A (NEPA NO ACTION
ALTERNATIVE) - CONTINUATION OF CURRENT MANAGEMENT

Alternative A Concept

Management Focus

Under this Alternative, current management programs on the Refuge Complex would continue
unchanged. Management of wetland habitats including coastal marsh and freshwater wetlands to benefit
waterfowl, shorebirds, wading birds, and other wetland-dependent migratory birds would continue at
current levels and intensities using water level and salinity management, prescribed burning, grazing,
cooperative rice farming, moist soil management, and mowing and haying . Restoration and protection of
native habitats including wetlands, prairie and woodlands would proceed at current annual acreage rates
and using existing techniques. Refuge staff would continue to provide technical assistance to private
landowners wishing to enhance wetland and upland habitats for waterfowl and other wildlife on private
lands.

The Refuge Complex biological program involving systematic field surveys to monitor population status
and trends of migratory birds including waterfowl, shorebirds and neotropical and nearctic migratory
songbirds, alligators, and habitats would continue. Periodic research would be conducted through
partnerships with universities and the U.S. Geological Survey Biological Resources Division.

Ongoing efforts to address threats to ecosystem health posed by relative sea level rise and hydrological
alterations, invasive/exotic species and contaminants would continue. These include coordination with
other agencies and conservation
organizations on ongoing planning
processes and studies aimed at
developing solutions to address
coastal land loss, continuing to
implement small-scale erosion
abatement projects along the Gulf of
Mexico, Galveston Bay and the Gulf
Intracoastal Waterway through
interagency partnerships, and
maintaining existing shoreline
restoration projects. Exotic plant and
animal control programs would
continue at current levels. Periodic
monitoring of contaminant levels in air,
soil and water and fish and wildlife
resources would be conducted
through the USFWS’ Environmental
Contaminants program.

The Refuge Complex would continue
to provide opportunities for all six of
the Refuge System’s priority wildlife-
dependent recreational uses,
including hunting, fishing, wildlife
observation and photography, and
environmental education and
interpretation through the use of
existing programs and facilities.
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Administration of refuge management programs would continue using existing staffing levels, facilities
and equipment.

Rationale for this Management Focus

The coastal marshes, prairies and woodlots of the Chenier Plain region of southwestern Louisiana and
southeast Texas comprise a hemispherically important biological area. The Texas Gulf Coast is the
primary site for ducks wintering in the Central Flyway, with an average of 1.3-4.5 million birds, or 30-71%
of the total Flyway population (Stutzenbaker and Weller 1989). This area also winters 90% of the snow,
Canada, and greater white-fronted geese in the Central Flyway (Buller 1964). Additionally, the coastal
marshes, prairies and prairie wetlands of the Chenier Plain region of the Texas Gulf Coast serve as a
critical staging area for Central Flyway waterfowl migrating to and from Mexico and Central and South
America. Hundreds of thousands shorebirds, wading birds, and other marsh and waterbirds also winter
or migrate through the region, including several now identified by the USFWS as Avian Species of
Conservation Concern. Coastal prairie and coastal woodlots support over 150 migratory and resident
landbird species, including 9 species of grassland birds and 7 species utilizing woodland habitats listed as
Rare and Declining within the Coastal Prairies Region of Texas (Texas Parks and Wildlife Department
2000). Overall, wetland, prairie and woodland habitats on the Refuge Complex provide habitat for 33
avian species designated by the USFWS as Avian Species of Conservation Concern in the Gulf Prairies
Bird Conservation Region (USFWS 2005).

The high degree of alteration in this ecosystem has resulted in loss and degradation of native habitats,
loss of biological diversity, and decreased habitat quality for migratory birds and other native wildlife.
Alterations of historic hydrology including loss of freshwater inflows and increased saltwater intrusion in
combination with sea level rise, land subsidence and interruption of mineral sediment supply are
contributing to ongoing coastal land loss and marsh degradation. Almost all of the region’s historic native
tallgrass coastal prairie and its associated prairie wetlands have disappeared, and remaining coastal
woodlots are imminently threatened by development and other land use changes. Several highly invasive
exotic plant species are replacing native habitats and impacting natural biological diversity. Air and water
quality issues in the region pose a potential contaminant threat to habitats and fish and wildlife, as do
accidental spills and discharges from the major petrochemical shipping, storage, and processing facilities
located in close proximity to sensitive habitats. Habitat losses to date and ongoing ecosystem threats are
such that intensive management of remaining habitats, in combination with habitat restoration where
feasible, are required to conserve fish and wildlife resources.

The Refuge Complex provides over 170,000 annual visitors opportunities to waterfowl hunt, fish for fresh
and saltwater species, observe and photograph wildlife, and learn about this coastal ecosystem through
interpretive and environmental education programs. Southeast Texas has a long and rich tradition of
outdoor recreation. Demand for these recreational opportunities on public lands and waters is increasing.
The human population in the 8-county area surrounding Houston now exceeds 6 million people, and the
Texas Gulf Coast has become a popular nature tourism destination nationally and internationally.

A. USFWS Habitat Management and Restoration

The primary focus of USFWS land management activities on the Refuge Complex is to fulfill the
establishment purpose(s) for the Refuges, i.e., for the conservation and management of migratory birds
and their habitats. A complete description of USFWS management activities and programs on the
Refuge Complex is found in Chapter 3, Affected Environment.

The major habitat management and restoration activities implemented on the Refuge Complex by the
USFWS can be grouped into three major categories:

o Wetland Specific Management and Restoration

o Water level and salinity management in coastal marshes
o Wetland restoration
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0 Moist soil management
o0 Cropland management — cooperative rice farming program

e Upland Specific Management and Restoration

o Native prairie restoration and management
o0 Woodlot restoration and protection

e General Habitat Management and Restoration Activities

Fire Management —Wildland Fire Suppression and Prescribed Burning
Controlled Livestock Grazing

Invasive Species Management

Shoreline Protection and Restoration

Mowing and Haying

Oo0O0OO0O0
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These habitat management and restoration activities focus on achieving the following two Refuge goals:

e GOAL 1. Conserve, enhance and restore the Texas Chenier Plain region’s coastal wetlands to
provide wintering, migrational, and nesting/brood-rearing habitat for waterfowl, shorebirds, marsh
and wading birds, other wetland-dependent birds, and habitat for other native fish and wildlife.

e GOAL 2. Conserve, enhance and restore the Texas Chenier Plain region’s coastal prairies and
coastal woodlands to provide wintering, migrational, and nesting habitat for resident and
migratory landbirds, including neotropical/nearctic migratory birds, and habitat for other native
wildlife species.

1. Wetland Specific Management and Restoration

Managed marsh units within the Refuge Complex are under varying degrees of structural control, and
may best be described as marsh semi-impoundments. Some units are entirely or almost entirely behind
man-made levees and water control structures and are intensively managed through manipulation of
water control structures. Most are managed less intensively, relying to some degree on natural
topography and drainage to control hydrologic regimes.

The typical water management regime for managed marshes on the Refuge Complex involves
maintaining salinities within the range of the particular marsh type being targeted. Salinity inputs may be
increased to higher than target levels if required to control aquatic invasive species. The general water
level management regime across most of the Refuge Complex involves maintaining pre-determined water
levels which provide favorable conditions for dabbling ducks and geese during fall and winter. Following
the wintering migratory bird season, marsh units are allowed to draw down gradually to create soil
conditions favorable for the germination of a variety of seed producing annual plants in emergent
marshes and water levels conducive to the germination and establishment of submerged and floating
aquatic plants in open water habitats. Summer water levels are maintained to promote the growth of
these species.

a. Emergent Wetlands

The objective for Emergent Wetlands (Estuarine and Palustrine) is to maintain the historic continuum of
fresh, intermediate, brackish and saline coastal marshes on the Refuge Complex, and to maintain a
diversity of marsh plant communities both in species composition and vegetational structure (stem
densities and height). Habitat values for waterfowl, shorebirds and many wading bird species are greatly
enhanced in slightly brackish to fresh marshes containing several perennial and annual plant species
(primarily grasses and sedges) which provide important food resources, and where disturbance reduces
the height and/or density of vegetation. Perennial emergent plants important to wintering waterfowl
include seashore paspalum (Paspalum vaginatum) and Olney bulrush (Scirpus olneyi). Early
successional emergent plant species important as waterfowl food producers also include annual grasses
such as millet (Echinochloa spp.) and sprangle-top (Leptichloa fascicularis) and forbs such as water
hyssop (Bacopa monnieri) and purple ammania (Ammania coccinea). Coastal marshes have evolved
with a disturbance regime which includes fire, herbivory by native wildlife and more recently livestock, and
infusion of saline waters during tidal surges associated with tropical storms and hurricanes. Water level
and salinity management, prescribed burning, and controlled grazing are available tools for influencing
plant communities (species composition and structure) in marsh habitats.

Current USFWS management activities in emergent wetlands:

e Actively manage water levels and salinities in managed marsh units (approximately 30,000 acres
of semi-impoundments and impoundments on the Refuge Complex) utilizing water control
structures, levees and water delivery and drainage infrastructure to maintain a continuum of
brackish to fresh conditions and desirable marsh hydroperiods (wetting and drying cycles).

¢ On Texas Point NWR, utilize passive water management with rock weirs to reduce saltwater
intrusion and restore hydrology.

e On Moody NWR, monitor non-development conservation easement.

CHAPTER 2: ALTERNATIVES 12
(PART A: Refuge MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES)



e Conduct a rotational prescribed burning program in emergent marsh habitats on the Refuge
Complex, with an annual burning objective of 12,000-15,000 acres. Prescribed burns are
conducted primarily in fall and early winter (late September to early December). Conduct
wildland fire suppression activities with full consideration of natural resource objectives.

e Conduct a rotational grazing program on approximately 41,000 acres of marsh and upland
habitats on the Refuge Complex.

o Manage muskrat and nutria populations on the Refuge Complex utilizing trapping under Special
Use Permit for nuisance animal control when necessary to prevent damage to emergent marsh
habitats.

b. Open Water Wetlands (Estuarine and Palustrine)

The objective for Open Water Wetlands (Estuarine and Palustrine) is to produce a diverse and healthy
annual crop of submerged and floating aquatic vegetation in ponds and other open water habitats, and to
maintain a desirable interspersion of open water and emergent marsh habitats on the Refuge Complex.
The diversity and productivity of aquatic plant communities are also dependent upon maintenance of the
historic continuum of fresh to saline marsh types. The submerged aquatic plant community serves as a
direct source of important waterfowl foods (e.g., seeds and tubers), and indirectly, as a rich environment
for aquatic macroinvertebrates, which are heavily utilized by waterfowl and many other wetland birds
(Baldassarre and Bolen 1994). These habitats are extremely important for brood-rearing and molting
Mottled Ducks (Stutzenbaker 1988), and these habitats are important to fishery resources providing vital
nursery habitat for many species of marine fish and shellfish (Stutzenbaker and Weller 1989). Water level
and salinity management within marsh semi-impoundments are important tools for restoring and
maintaining submerged aquatic vegetation production and species diversity. Common reed (Phragmites
communis), cattail (Typha spp.) and California bulrush (Scirpus californicus) are aggressive plant
invaders which can form dense homogeneous stands in open water habitats in brackish to fresh marshes.
In fresh marsh environments, establishment and expansion of maiden cane (Panicum hemitomen) and
giant cutgrass (Zizaniopsis miliacea) can also result in loss of open water habitats. Submerged aquatic
vegetation production is substantially reduced due to shading and loss of substrate when extensive
encroachment by these species occurs.

Current USFWS management activities in open water wetland habitats:

e Manage water levels and salinities in managed marsh units (semi-impoundments and
impoundments) to maximize the annual production of desirable submerged and floating aquatic
plants.

o Utilize an integrated management approach involving salinity and water level management,
prescribed burning, controlled grazing, herbicide application and mechanical manipulation to
control invasive emergent plant encroachment into open water habitats.

c. Freshwater Prairie Wetlands (Palustrine)

The objective in Freshwater Prairie Wetlands (Palustrine) is to maintain approximately 1,000 -1,200 acres
of managed and natural shallow freshwater wetlands on the Refuge Complex. The loss of native prairie
habitats and their associated shallow prairie wetlands have been substantial along the Texas Coast
(Moulton et al. 1997). A large portion of the upper Texas Coast prairie habitats have been cultivated for
rice production, which provides valuable habitat for waterfowl, shorebirds, and many other migratory birds
(Hobaugh et al. 1989, Wilson 2001). However, rice production has declined significantly during the last
decade in counties surrounding the Refuge Complex, reducing available prairie wetland habitat for
waterfowl, shorebirds and other wetland-dependent species. Mottled Ducks heavily utilize prairie habitats
adjacent to freshwater wetlands for nesting (Stutzenbaker 1988).

Current USFWS management activities in freshwater “prairie” wetlands:
e Farm 500-700 acres of rice annually through a cooperative farming program on Anahuac NWR.
e Manage approximately 500 acres of moist soil units annually on Anahuac NWR. Of these, 150
acres are managed to provide freshwater habitat during spring and summer for brood-rearing
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Mottled Ducks, and 100 acres are managed to provide migrational habitat for shorebirds during
spring and fall.

e Mow (and/or hay) 100 acres of transitional wet prairie annually on Anahuac NWR to enhance
migrational and wintering habitat for waterfowl and shorebirds.

2. Upland Specific Management and Restoration
a. Native Prairie and other Grasslands

The objective for native prairie and other grasslands is to protect and manage 5,744 acres on non-saline
grasslands on the Refuge Complex, including “prairie remnants”, permanently fallowed former croplands
which are naturally revegetating, and sites previously restored using intensive restoration techniques. An
additional 245 acres of fallowed croplands would be restored on Anahuac NWR under this Alternative. It
is now estimated that 99.8% and 99.6 % of little bluestem and eastern gamma grass/switch grass
prairies, respectfully, have been lost in Texas (McFarland 1995). Nine of the 13 avian species listed as
Rare and Declining within the Coastal Prairies Region in Texas (Texas Parks and Wildlife Department
2000) are present in grasslands on the Refuge Complex. In 2005, the USFWS listed 7 avian species
occurring in prairie habitats on the Refuge Complex as Avian Species of Conservation Concern in the
Gulf Prairies Bird Conservation Region. Intensive restoration of native prairie and enhancement of
existing grassland habitats through an integrated management approach utilizing prescribed fire, exotic
plant control, controlled grazing and mowing (and/or haying) is needed on the Refuge Complex to provide
high quality nesting and wintering habitat for prairie-dependent avian species and other wildlife.

Current USFWS management activities in native prairie and other grassland habitats:

e Conduct spring prescribed burning, rotational controlled grazing, mowing (and haying) and
invasive plant control to maintain and enhance existing 5,744 acres of grassland habitats on the
Refuge Complex. Conduct wildland fire suppression activities with full consideration of natural
resource objectives.

¢ Increase native prairie plant diversity by planting and sprigging native grasses and forbs within
existing grassland habitats on Anahuac NWR.

e Through partnerships with conservation organizations and volunteers, conduct native prairie
restoration using intensive restoration techniques on an additional 245 acres on Anahuac NWR in
the following management units: Curlew Prairie, Field 51, VIS Prairie Demonstration, Onion
Bayou Prairie and Saltcedars. Intensive restoration techniques include exotic plant
control/removal, restoring natural contours and hydrology by removing cropland levees and other
infrastructure, and seeding with native prairie seed mixtures.

b. Coastal Woodlands

The objective for Coastal Woodlands is to protect and enhance the existing 127 acres of woodland
habitats on the Refuge Complex. Coastal woodlots in the Chenier Plain region are extremely important to
migrating songbirds, providing essential feeding and resting areas for numerous neotropical migratory
birds crossing the Gulf of Mexico (Rappole 1974, Sprunt 1975, Mueller 1981). Although comprising less
than 1% of Refuge Complex acreage, woodland habitats are extremely important to overall avian
diversity, including several sensitive species. Six of the 7 avian species listed as Rare and Declining
within the Coastal Prairies Region in Texas (Texas Parks and Wildlife Department 2000) are present in
Refuge Complex woodlands. In 2005, the USFWS listed 4 species that occur in Refuge Complex
woodlands as Avian Species of Conservation Concern in the Gulf Prairies Bird Conservation Region.

The amount of native coastal woodlot habitat in the Chenier Plain region has been reduced mainly
through development, conversion to pasture and logging of bottomland hardwoods (Mueller 1981).
Although woody habitat has significantly increased in the region with the rapid expansion of exotic
Chinese tallow trees, these new tallow woodlands provide poor habitat for migrant songbirds (Barrow and
Renne 2001).
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Current USFWS management activities in coastal woodlands:
e Protect and enhance existing 127 acres of woodlands on the Refuge Complex using fencing,
invasive plant control, and native tree and shrub plantings to diversify woodlots and create
additional understory.

B. USFWS Biological Program — Surveys, Monitoring, and Research

USFWS habitat management and restoration activities benefit many species of native fish, wildlife and
plants on the Refuge Complex. The USFWS biological program on the Refuge Complex includes
monitoring, field surveys and research studies of fish and wildlife population status, population trends and
habitat utilization. The information obtained allows the USFWS to adapt management efforts on the
Refuge Complex as needed to achieve Refuge purposes and to maintain and restore natural biological
diversity and biological integrity.

These fish and wildlife conservation efforts focus on achieving the following Refuge goal:
e GOAL 3. A comprehensive biological program will guide and support conservation efforts for all
species of native fish, wildlife and plants on the Texas Chenier Plain Refuge Complex.

1. Waterfowl, Shorebirds, and other Wetland-Dependent Migratory Birds

The biological program’s objective for waterfowl, shorebirds and other wetland-dependent migratory birds
is to help maintain healthy populations of species utilizing the Refuge Complex, and to document
population status and trends and habitat utilization of priority species. Coastal habitats of the Texas
Chenier Plain region provide important wintering and migration habitat for waterfowl! of the Central
Flyway, and for millions of shorebirds, wading birds, colonial nesting waterbirds, and other wetland-
dependent migratory birds. Monitoring and studies of population trends and habitat utilization provide
information to assess management activities on the Refuge Complex. Data are also used in support of
international, national and regional migratory bird conservation initiatives.

Current USFWS biological program and management activities supporting conservation of waterfowl,
shorebirds and other wetland-dependent migratory birds:

e Conduct monthly aerial surveys of wintering and migrating waterfowl (September through March)
of the four refuges on the Refuge Complex.

e Conduct periodic spring and fall shorebird surveys in various representative wetland habitats on
Anahuac NWR.

e On Anahuac NWR, manage 100 acres of moist soil units annually to provide freshwater wetland
and mudflat habitat for shorebirds during spring and fall migrations.

e Conduct annual nesting survey for colonial nesting waterbirds on Gulf shoreline of Texas Point
NWR.

o Participate in national, regional and local banding studies of migratory waterfowl and other
migratory birds, including ongoing banding studies of Mottled Ducks and Snow Geese.

o Facilitate and support occasional research studies on priority species through partnerships with
universities and the U.S. Geological Survey Biological Resources Division.

e Collect data from harvested waterfowl at check stations on Anahuac and McFaddin NWR
including body condition indices and lead shot ingestion rates.

o Participate in the annual Audubon Society Christmas Bird Count.

¢ Maintain existing nesting habitat site for Least Terns on McFaddin NWR.

e Coordinate with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to evaluate and develop opportunities for
creating colonial water bird habitat through the beneficial use of dredge material.

The objective for Mottled Ducks, an important resident waterfowl species, is to increase breeding
populations to long-term average levels by maintaining favorable habitat conditions including nesting,
brood-rearing, molting and wintering habitats. Both spring breeding pair and September aerial surveys
conducted by the USFWS indicate a steady decline in Mottled Duck populations on coastal national
wildlife refuges in Texas over the last 16 years. While drought conditions along much of the Texas Coast
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during late 1990’s undoubtedly contributed to this decline, other potential causative factors include loss of
freshwater wetlands and upland nesting habitat due to land use changes, loss of pair bond, brood rearing
and molting habitats due to invasive plant encroachment in open water habitats, brush encroachment in
nesting habitats, increased predation by alligators, mammalian predators and fire ants, and lead shot
ingestion rates that have remained high in some areas.

Current USFWS biological program and management activities supporting conservation of Mottled Ducks
include:

e Conduct annual Mottled Duck breeding pair survey on Texas coastal refuges (including Anahuac
NWR) in March.

e Conduct banding program on the Refuge Complex and adjacent private lands in cooperation with
Texas and Louisiana state wildlife agencies.

e Coordinate with USFWS Division of Migratory Birds on specific research needs and support
research activities.

¢ On Anahuac NWR, manage 150 acres of moist soil units annually specifically to provide brood
rearing habitat for Mottled Ducks during summer.

o Utilize water level and salinity management, prescribed burning, and rotational grazing in
managed marsh units (semi-impoundments and impoundments) to provide quality Mottled Duck
brood-rearing, molting, and wintering habitat.

e Maintain quality nesting habitat utilizing an integrated brush control program which include,
prescribed burning, controlled grazing, herbicide application, and mowing to reduce brush
encroachment in salty prairie habitats, on levees and along fence lines.

2. Migratory and Resident Landbirds

The biological program’s objective for migratory and resident landbirds is to help maintain healthy
populations of species utilizing the Refuge Complex, and to document population status and trends and
habitat utilization of priority species. Coastal habitats of the Texas Chenier Plain region provide important
wintering, migrating and nesting habitat for migratory and resident landbirds. Monitoring and study of
population trends and habitat utilization provides information to assess management activities on the
Refuge Complex. Data are also used in support of international, national and regional migratory bird
conservation initiatives.

Current USFWS biological program activities supporting conservation of migratory and resident landbirds:

e Conduct periodic surveys of migratory and resident landbirds on the Refuge Complex, including
neotropical and nearctic migrants, in marsh, prairie and woodland habitats.

o Facilitate and support occasional research studies on priority species on the Refuge Complex
through partnerships with universities and the U.S. Geological Survey Biological Resources
Division.

e Participate in the annual Audubon Society Christmas Bird Count. Two area counts include the
Anahuac and McFaddin/Texas Point NWRs.

3. Fish and other Aquatic Species

The biological program’s objective for fish and other aquatic species is to ensure healthy populations and
document population trends, status and habitat utilization of priority species on the Refuge Complex.
Estuarine marsh habitats support over 95% of the Gulf of Mexico’s commercial and recreational fisheries
species during some portion of their life cycles. The continuum of fresh to saline aquatic environments on
the Refuge Complex support highly diverse aquatic vertebrate and invertebrate communities.

A second objective for fish and other aquatic species is to incorporate fisheries and aquatic resource
management into the management of all estuarine marshes on the Refuge Complex.
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Current USFWS biological program and management activities supporting conservation of fish and other
aquatic species:
o Working with the USFWS'’ Division of Fisheries, continue to support and facilitate
periodic monitoring of fishery resources.
o Retrofit existing water control structures and incorporate design features in any new structures to
facilitate ingress and egress of living marine organisms in estuarine marshes.
e Enhance marine organism access to and from managed marshes by managing water control
structures to facilitate passage during key movement periods.

4. Threatened and Endangered Species, Species of Conservation Concern

The biological program’s objective for Threatened and Endangered species, Species of Conservation
Concern, and other “watch species” is to support recovery efforts and to obtain information on population
trends, status and habitat utilization of sensitive and/or declining species utilizing the Refuge Complex.
Eight federally-listed Threatened and Endangered species occur on or adjacent to the Refuge Complex:
Bald Eagle, Piping Plover, Brown Pelican, Loggerhead sea turtle, Kemp’s Ridley sea turtle, Green sea
turtle, Hawksbill sea turtle, and Leatherback sea turtle. The sea turtles are found offshore in the Gulf and
in Galveston Bay, but no nesting on beaches has been documented on the Refuge Complex. The
Refuge Complex also provides important habitat for 33 avian species identified by the USFWS as Avian
Species of Conservation Concern within the Gulf Prairies Bird Conservation Region. Nine out of the 13
avian species listed by the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department as rare and declining species in coastal
prairies and marshes in Texas are found on the Refuge Complex. The Texas Parks and Wildlife
Department lists three species of reptiles which occur or potentially occur on the Refuge Complex as
threatened: the smooth green snake, alligator snapping turtle and the Texas horned lizard. Several
additional species of reptiles and amphibians are listed in the Texas Natural Heritage Database, now
maintained by The Nature Conservancy’s Texas Conservation Data Center.

Current USFWS biological program activities supporting conservation of Threatened and Endangered
species and other species of conservation concern:
o Participate in the annual coast-wide wintering Piping Plover survey.
¢ Report all incidences of stranded sea turtles to National Marine Fisheries Service.
¢ Document the occurrence of Threatened and Endangered species and species of conservation
concern on the Refuge Complex during field surveys.
o Facilitate and support occasional research studies on priority species through partnerships with
universities and the U.S. Geological Survey Biological Resources Division.

5. Mammals

The biological program objective for mammals on the Refuge Complex is to help maintain healthy
populations and natural diversity and to document population status and trends and habitat utilization of
priority species. Coastal habitats of the Texas Chenier Plain region support a diverse mammalian
community.

Current USFWS biological program activities supporting conservation of mammals:
e Document the occurrence of mammals on the Refuge Complex during field surveys for other
species.
¢ Facilitate and support occasional research studies on mammals through partnerships with
universities and the U.S. Geological Survey Biological Resources Division.
¢ Control muskrat populations as needed to prevent damage to emergent marsh habitats through
issuance of Special Use Permit for trapping and removal.

6. Reptiles and Amphibians

The biological program objective for reptiles and amphibians is to maintain healthy populations and
natural diversity, and to document population status and trends. The objective for alligators is to maintain
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alligator populations at self-sustaining levels, but at densities consistent with migratory bird management
objectives. The American alligator was first afforded protection under the Endangered Species Act in the
late 1960's. Since then, populations have increased dramatically throughout its range. Nest counts
conducted by the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department indicate a substantial increase in alligator
numbers throughout its range in Texas (TPWD, Annual Alligator Reports). Survey information on
McFaddin NWR indicates a greater than 200% increase in the refuge alligator population during the past
decade; a similar increase has been noted on Anahuac NWR.

Current USFWS biological program activities supporting conservation of reptiles and amphibians:

e Administer an adult alligator harvest program as a compatible refuge economic use on the
Anahuac and McFaddin NWRs under the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department’s alligator
management program.

e Conduct annual basking and nighttime spotlight surveys on Anahuac and McFaddin NWRs to
monitor alligator population trends.

e Monitor recoveries of marked alligators on McFaddin NWR to enhance population trend
monitoring.

e Continue coordination and information sharing with the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department on
alligator harvest management, population monitoring, and research.

o Facilitate and support occasional research studies on sensitive and/or declining species through
partnerships with universities and the U.S. Geological Survey Biological Resources Division.

7. Invertebrates

The biological program objective for invertebrates is to maintain healthy populations and natural diversity,
and to document species occurrence on the Refuge Complex.

Current USFWS biological program activities supporting conservation of invertebrates include:
e Work with partners to conduct baseline inventories of species occurrence and relative
abundance. Cooperate with established inventory programs such as “Bio-Blitz” and annual North
American Butterfly Association count.

8. Plant Resources

The biological program objective for plant resources is to maintain native plant species diversity and to
document native species composition and plant community changes over time on the Refuge Complex.
Natural disturbances such as drought and floods, fire and herbivory by wildlife, and management
activities such as grazing, prescribed burning, water level and salinity management all impact plant
communities on the Refuge Complex. Sea level rise, subsidence and invasive plant and animal species
are now also impacting native plant communities. Understanding how these events, processes and
management activities affect plant community dynamics is essential to ensure long-term conservation of
plant resources.

Current USFWS biological program activities supporting conservation of plant resources:

e Assess habitat response to management activities including prescribed burning and grazing and
natural perturbations such as fire and hurricanes through systematic field vegetation surveys and
monitoring.

e Facilitate and support periodic research and monitoring of plant resources and factors such as
sea level rise, subsidence and exotic species which are impacting plant resources through
partnerships with universities and the U.S. Geological Survey Biological Resources Division.

C. Addressing Threats to the Ecosystem
The USFWS has ongoing efforts on the Refuge Complex to address threats to ecosystem health posed

by relative sea level rise, hydrological alterations, exotic species, and contaminants. These include
coordination with other agencies and conservation organizations on ongoing planning processes and
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studies aimed at developing solutions to address coastal land loss due to erosion along the Gulf of
Mexico, and to implement erosion abatement projects along the Gulf of Mexico, Galveston Bay and the
Gulf Intra-coastal Waterway.

These efforts addressing threats to ecosystem health focus on achieving the following Refuge goal:
GOAL 4. By working with others locally and on a landscape level, threats to biological integrity, biological
diversity, and environmental health on the Texas Chenier Plain Refuge Complex will be addressed.

1. Coastal Land Loss

The objective for the threat from relative sea level rise and reduced sediment supply is to decrease rates
of coastal land loss due to shoreline erosion along the Gulf of Mexico, East Galveston Bay, and the
GIWW. Along the Texas Coast, wetland losses between the mid-1950’s and mid-1990’s were most
substantial for estuarine emergent marshes (Moulton et al. 1997). Relative sea level rise and reduced
coarse sediment supply to Gulf and bay nearshore littoral systems are resulting in significant loss of
coastal habitats. Average rates of shoreline retreat along the Gulf adjacent to the refuges are as high as
50 feet per year on Texas Point NWR, and 10-15 feet per year along most of McFaddin NWR (Bureau of
Economic Geology unpublished data, Morton 1998). Over 800 acres of dunes and emergent marsh has
been lost due to Gulf shoreline erosion on these refuges during the last 25 years, and remaining inland
marshes are increasingly threatened by more frequent inundation during high tidal events. Although less
severe, erosion along the East Galveston Bay shoreline is also causing wetland loss on Anahuac NWR,
and also threatens remaining marshes with saltwater intrusion. Erosion along the GIWW is causing direct
loss of wetlands and poses a significant threat to marshes from saltwater intrusion on both McFaddin and
Anahuac NWRs. Levees created when the GIWW was constructed have almost entirely eroded away
along significant portions of its length within these refuges.

Current USFWS efforts addressing shoreline erosion and resulting land loss:

o Working with the Texas General Land Office and other partners, maintain existing dune
restoration project and explore opportunities for additional dune restoration along the Gulf of
Mexico on McFaddin NWR.

¢ Working with the Texas General Land Office and other partners, maintain existing shoreline
protection and seek opportunities for additional protection along the GIWW shoreline on
McFaddin NWR. Rock breakwaters, shoreline armoring, and emergent marsh plantings are
methodologies currently in use.

e Coordinate with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and other partners to implement additional
projects to beneficially use dredge materials from the Sabine-Neches Ship Channel to reduce
land loss by restoring sediment supply to the Gulf shoreline and marshes on and adjacent to
Texas Point NWR, and from the GIWW to restore sediment supply to marshes on McFaddin and
Anahuac NWRs.

e Coordinate with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers on their ongoing Section 227 National
Shoreline Erosion Demonstration Project in Jefferson County, Sabine Pass to San Luis Pass
Shoreline Erosion Feasibility Study for Galveston and Jefferson counties.

o Working with the Galveston Bay Foundation, Galveston Bay Estuary Program, and other
conservation partners, maintain existing offshore rock wave breaks and restore emergent marsh
by planting smooth cordgrass along the East Galveston Bay shoreline on Anahuac NWR.

e Coordinate with USFWS Partners for Fish and Wildlife and Coastal programs to implement
shoreline protection projects on Moody NWR.

2. Altered Hydrologic Processes

The objective for the threat from altered hydrologic processes and resulting interior marsh loss is to
protect existing and restore emergent coastal marsh habitat on the Refuge Complex by reducing
saltwater intrusion, increasing freshwater and inflows and mineral sediment supply to marshes, and
maintaining natural marsh hydroperiods. Land subsidence and sea level rise, channel construction, and
channelization of natural waterways has had significant hydrologic impacts including saltwater intrusion,
increased tidal energies causing erosion of organic marsh substrates, loss of freshwater inflows and
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reduced mineral sediment supply to marshes, and excessive flooding or drainage/drying of marshes.
Over the last century, these factors have gradually converted extensive areas of fresh and intermediate
marshes to a more brackish regime thereby decreasing natural biological diversity, and in some areas
have resulted in conversion of vegetated emergent marshes to open water (marsh loss). Relative sea
level rise threatens further loss of vegetated marsh due to submergence and increased saltwater
intrusion. To survive, remaining marshes must accrete or gain elevation at a rate that keeps up with
relative sea level rise. Maintaining plant productivity and preventing loss of organic marsh soils by
restricting saltwater intrusion and tidal energies, increasing freshwater inflows, and beneficially using
dredge materials to increase mineral sediment supply appear to offer the most realistic options for
reversing current trends of interior marsh loss in the Chenier Plain region.

Current USFWS efforts addressing altered hydrologic processes and marsh loss:

o Actively manage water levels and salinities in managed marsh units on Anahuac and McFaddin
NWRs (semi-impoundments and impoundments) utilizing water control structures, levees and
water delivery and drainage infrastructure to maintain a continuum of brackish to fresh conditions
and desirable marsh hydroperiods (wetting and drying cycles). Utilize passive rock weirs to
restore hydrology and decrease saltwater intrusion on Texas Point NWR.

¢ Coordinate with state and federal agencies and others to implement a hydrological restoration
project aimed at stopping emergent marsh loss (conversion of emergent marsh to open water) on
J.D. Murphree WMA, Sea Rim State Park and private lands in the eastern portion of the Salt
Bayou watershed affected by the Keith Lake Fish Pass in Jefferson County.

o Coordinate with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Texas General Land Office, Texas Parks and
Wildlife Department, Texas Department of Transportation and others to develop strategies to
restore and enhance wetlands throughout the Refuge Complex through the beneficial use of
dredged material.

3. Invasive Species

The objective for the threat from invasive species is to utilize an integrated pest management (IPM)
program to control invasive species (exotic and native species) on the Refuge Complex, emphasizing
reduction and control of Chinese tallow. Monocultures of invasive plants reduce natural biological
diversity, increase erosion, alter nutrient cycling and displace macro- and micro-fauna that depend on
native plants for habitat and food (Sheley and Petroff 1999). Refuge habitats are currently significantly
impacted by exotic plants and animals including: Chinese tallow (Sapium sebiferum), deep-rooted sedge
(Cyperus entrerianus), water hyacinth (Eichhornia crassipes), alligator weed (Alternathera ohiloceroides),
water lettuce (Pistia stratiotes), McCartney rose (Rosa bracteata), vasey grass (Paspalum urvillei),
Johnson grass (Sorghum halepense), deep-rooted sedge (Cyperus entrerianus), Eurasian water milfoil
(Myriophyllum spicatum), hydrilla (Hydrilla verticillata), common Salvinia (Salvinia minima) Japanese
honeysuckle (Lonicera japonica) red imported fire ants, nutria, and feral hogs. Giant salvinia (S.
molesta), to date documented on the Refuge Complex only once and in small amounts near a refuge boat
ramp, has been found nearby and poses a significant threat to freshwater wetlands. Invasive native plant
species include eastern baccharis (Baccharis halimifolia), big-leaf sumpweed (lva frutescens), rattlebox
(Sesbania drummondii), common reed (Phragmites communis) and cattail (Typha spp.).

Current USFWS efforts addressing invasive species:

o On the Refuge Complex, annually treat 25% of all Chinese tallow trees seven feet tall or 4" in
diameter using basal bark herbicide applications, and utilize mowing, fire and spot herbicide
applications on smaller plants.

o Utilize salinity management, mechanical removal and spot herbicide treatments to control water
hyacinth near water control structures and in water delivery systems on the Refuge Complex.

e Utilize salinity management, fire, mowing and spot herbicide treatment to control invasive aquatic
plants such as cattail and common rush on the Refuge Complex.

e Utilize fire and mowing to control brush encroachment by Eastern baccharis in Refuge Complex
grassland habitats.

e Continue feral hog population control efforts on McFaddin and Anahuac NWRs.
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e Coordinate with the Trinity Bay Conservation District and the Chambers-Liberty Counties
Navigation District on control of aquatic and terrestrial invasive plants on waterways, canals and
ditches and on banks and levees within drainage and irrigation easements through the Anahuac
NWR.

4. Contaminants

The objective for addressing the threat from contaminants is to identify and assess contaminant threats to
fish and wildlife resources on the Refuge Complex. Contaminant issues affecting the Refuge Complex
include potential petroleum and petrochemical spills from: 1) on-Refuge oilfield operations; 2) shipping on
the GIWW; and 3) offshore production in the Gulf and Galveston Bay. The potential for petrochemical
and petroleum spills affecting the Refuge Complex is high. Several active oil and gas wells are currently
producing on the Refuge Complex. Significant drilling and production activity occurs in Gulf waters
offshore of McFaddin and Texas Point NWRs. The GIWW between Houston and Lake Charles,
Louisiana is one of the busiest reaches of this waterway for shipping petrochemical and petroleum
products. The GIWW parallels much of McFaddin and Anahuac NWRs, and the Sabine-Neches Ship
Channel parallels Texas Point NWR. Former and current oil and gas production areas on the Refuge
Complex contain extensive infrastructure which is no longer in use, including flow lines, pipelines, oil pits,
well pads, and brine disposal areas. Many of these lines, pits and pads may contain contaminants
including heavy metals, normal occurring radio-active material, brine, and petroleum products. In
addition, Refuge Complex marshes comprise the downstream end of at least 10 waterways. Factories,
refineries, solid waste disposal sites, oil field sludge disposal areas, feedlot operations, agricultural
operations and housing developments are potential pollution sources in upstream reaches of these
watersheds. Finally, high levels of lead shotgun pellets likely occur over much of the Refuge Complex.
Incidence of lead shot in Mottled Duck gizzards remains relatively high to the present in birds harvested
on the Anahuac and McFaddin NWRs, even after over 15 years of implementation of non-toxic
ammunition regulations.

Current USFWS efforts addressing contaminants:

¢  Working with the USFWS Division of Ecological Services, conduct periodic monitoring and
studies of contaminant levels and impacts to fish and wildlife resources on the Refuge Complex.

e Facilitate and support research and monitoring on contaminants and contaminant impacts to fish
and wildlife resources on the Refuge Complex through partnerships with universities and the U.S.
Geological Service Biological Resources Division.

o Coordinate with federal, state and local agencies on oil spill response planning, preparedness
and implementation.

¢ Continue monitoring of lead shot ingestion rates in Mottled Ducks harvested on Anahuac and
McFaddin NWRs.

5. New Oil and Gas Exploration and Development

Minerals underlying the refuges are privately held and the USFWS must allow reasonable use of the
surface of refuges to explore for and develop oil and gas reserves. The objective for management of
New Oil and Gas Exploration and Development is to ensure that new oil and gas exploration and
development on the Refuge Complex is conducted in the most environmentally-sensitive manner possible
by defining a process which facilitates close coordination with industry and timely processing of requests
to conduct activities, and which mandates the use of scientifically-accepted “best management practices”
for these activities in sensitive coastal environments.

Current USFWS efforts addressing new oil and gas development:
e Coordinate with oil and gas interests on all exploration and development activities on the Refuge
Complex, and administer these activities under existing USFWS policy and regulations through
issuance of Special Use Permits.
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D. USFWS Public Use Program

The Texas Chenier Plain Refuge Complex offers a wide variety of recreational and environmental
educational opportunities and received over 172,000 visitors during fiscal year 2002. Guidance for
authorizing public uses on National Wildlife Refuges is provided in the National Wildlife Refuge System
Improvement Act (the Act) of 1997 (P.L. 105-57). The Act states, “Compatible wildlife-dependent
recreation is a legitimate and appropriate general public use of the System . . . through which the
American public can develop an appreciation for fish and wildlife.” Through the use of existing programs
and facilities, the Refuge Complex provides opportunities for all six of the Refuge System’s priority
wildlife-dependent recreational uses, which are:

Hunting

e Fishing

e Wildlife observation and photography

e Environmental education and interpretation

These visitor and recreational opportunities focus on achieving the following refuge goal:

e GOAL 5. All local, national and international visitors will enjoy safe and high quality outdoor
experiences on the Refuge Complex, and learn of the Refuge Complex’ role in conserving the
region’s coastal natural resources. New partnerships with our local communities will be forged to
highlight, promote and conserve the unique natural assets of the upper Texas Gulf Coast.

1. Hunting

The objective for hunting is to provide safe and high quality waterfowl hunting opportunities on the Refuge
Complex. Waterfowl hunting is a traditional and still very popular outdoor recreational pursuit in the
region. Refuges and other public lands along the Gulf Coast play a key role in providing hunting
opportunity to the public.

Current USFWS public use program activities supporting hunting:

e Provide waterfowl hunting opportunities on approximately 37,300 acres of the Refuge Complex.
Opportunities include assigned area by reservation or drawing hunts, controlled entry hunts which
limit overall numbers of hunters in a particular hunt unit, and unrestricted entry hunts.
Reservation, drawing, and controlled entry hunts require a fee permit, while unrestricted hunts do
not. All refuge hunters must possess a general refuge hunting permit.

¢ Administer the waterfow! hunt program under current regulations. Hunting on all hunt units is
allowed 3 days per week until noon (except the Pace Tract on Anahuac NWR which is open
seven days per week until noon).

¢ Maintain existing access facilities which support the hunting program including hunter check
stations, roads, boat ramps, boat rollers, parking areas, foot bridges and waterways.

e Conduct routine law enforcement activities to protect public safety and natural resources.

2. Fishing

The objective for fishing is to provide safe and high quality fishing opportunities on the Refuge Complex.
The Refuge Complex offers exceptional recreational fishing and crabbing opportunities in both saltwater
and freshwater environments. Catfish, bass and brim in freshwater environments and speckled trout,
flounder and red drum in saltwater environments are among the popular game fish species on the
refuges. Crabbing for blue crabs is also a popular recreational pursuit along refuge waterway and lake
shorelines.

Current USFWS public use program activities supporting fishing:
e Maintain existing access facilities which support the fishing program including roads, boat ramps,
parking areas, fishing piers and trails.
e Host annual National Fishing and Boating Week event on Anahuac NWR.
e Conduct routine law enforcement activities to protect public safety and natural resources.
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3. Wildlife Observation and Photography

The objective for wildlife observation and photography is to provide safe and high quality opportunities for
wildlife observation and photography on the Refuge Complex. The Refuge Complex provides local,
regional, national and international visitors with a wide range of wildlife observation and photography
opportunities, supporting a rapidly growing nature tourism industry in Texas. Migratory bird and alligator
viewing are the main attractions. The refuges are highlighted Upper Texas Gulf Coast sites on the Great
Texas Birding Trail. Anahuac NWR is an internationally known birding destination, receiving visitors each
year from all 50 states and over 20 countries.

Current USFWS public use program activities supporting wildlife observation and photography:

e Maintain existing facilities which support wildlife observation and photography including the
Anahuac NWR Visitor Information Station, and roads, parking areas, trails, observation platforms,
boardwalks, and photography blinds.

e Conduct routine law enforcement activities to protect public safety and natural resources.

4. Environmental Education and Interpretation

The objective for environmental education and interpretation is to provide safe and high quality
opportunities for environmental education and interpretation on the Refuge Complex. The
implementation of environmental education and interpretive programs for students and visitors on the
Refuge Complex is important to increase the quality of the visitor experience and to further public
awareness of the benefits, issues and challenges associated with natural resource conservation in this
productive and diverse coastal ecosystem.

Current USFWS public use program activities supporting environmental education and interpretation
include:

e Through a partnership with the Friends of Anahuac Refuge, refuge volunteers and local school
districts, provide an environmental education program on Anahuac NWR for kindergarten through
fifth grade students. Specific curricula have been developed for each grade. Over 1,000 students
annually are taught during field trips to the refuge, and through an in-school reading program.

¢ Provide guided tours and interpreted nature walks for visitors on Anahuac NWR in partnership
with the Friends of Anahuac Refuge and volunteers.

¢ Maintain existing facilities which support environmental education and interpretation including the
Anahuac NWR Visitor Information Station, roads, parking areas, trails, interpretive signs,
observation platforms, and boardwalks.

e Host annual educational special events including the Youth Waterfowl Expo and National Fishing
Week celebration on Anahuac NWR and Marsh Madness on McFaddin NWR and participate in
educational activities at local and regional festivals including the Texas GatorFest and the Texas
Rice Festival.

e Conduct routine law enforcement activities to protect public safety and natural resources.

5. Beach Uses on McFaddin NWR

The objective for beach uses on McFaddin NWR is to protect public safety and natural resources along
the Gulf of Mexico shoreline within the refuge. The beaches along the Gulf of Mexico on and adjacent to
the McFaddin NWR support recreational uses including surf fishing, swimming, sunbathing, wildlife
observation, and camping. The beaches on McFaddin NWR are considered an area of joint Federal and
State of Texas jurisdiction. The beach inland of the Mean High water line lies within the Refuge.
Motorized vehicular traffic occurs on the beach from the vegetation line seaward to mean low tide line, on
the public beach easement established under the State of Texas “Open Beaches Act” (Texas Natural
Resources Code, Chapter 61: Use and Maintenance of Public Beaches).

Current USFWS public use program activities related to beach use on McFaddin NWR include:
e Conduct routine law enforcement activities to protect pubic safety and natural resources.
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E. Community Outreach and Partnerships

The objective for community outreach and partnerships is to promote conservation of natural resources
by working effectively with partners in support of USFWS management programs on the Refuge Complex
including habitat management and restoration, fish and wildlife population management, and providing
public recreational and educational opportunities. Partnerships with the Friends of Anahuac Refuge and
the McFaddin and Texas Point Refuges Alliance, two citizen support groups, with state agencies such as
the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department, the Texas General Land Office and the Galveston Bay Estuary
Program, and with conservation organizations such as the Galveston Bay Foundation, Ducks Unlimited
and local Audubon Society chapters have been highly successful. Volunteers on the Refuge Complex
currently provide over 10,000 hours of service annually. In addition, the USFWS is working with private
landowners to enhance or restore coastal marsh and prairie wetlands habitat on private lands, by
providing technical assistance and helping to coordinate use of several private lands programs (such as
the USFWS Partners for Fish and Wildlife Program and the multi-partner Texas Prairie Wetland Project).
Many private lands in the region are skillfully managed to provide habitat for wintering waterfowl and other
migratory birds.

Current USFWS community outreach and partnership activities:

e Maintain existing partnerships with the Friends of Anahuac Refuge and the McFaddin and Texas
Point Refuges Alliance and conservation organizations such as the Galveston Bay Foundation,
Ducks Unlimited and local Audubon Society chapters.

o Participate in partnership efforts with local and county governments, and state and federal
agencies including the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department, Texas General Land Office,
Galveston Bay Estuary Program, National Marine Fisheries Service and the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers to protect and enhance coastal natural resources.

¢ Maintain active refuge volunteer program on the Refuge Complex.

e Provide technical assistance to private landowners in Chambers, Jefferson and Galveston
counties wishing to enhance wetland habitats for waterfowl and other wetland-dependent
migratory birds through active management and restoration.

e Coordinate with private landowners in Chambers, Jefferson and Galveston counties to develop
habitat enhancement and restoration projects through the USFWS Partners for Fish and Wildlife
Program, and through other private lands programs such as the Texas Prairie Wetlands Project
(a partnership program sponsored by Ducks Unlimited, Texas Parks and Wildlife Department, the
Natural Resource Conservation Service, and the USFWS).

F. Administration and Staffing

Current staffing on the Refuge Complex includes 30 full-time positions and 2 seasonal positions. Staffing
is complimented by programs such as the Student Career Enhancement Program, the Youth
Conservation Corps program, and student interns during the summer field season. Current staffing levels
are as follows:

Texas Chenier Plain Refuge Complex

Refuge Manager — Refuge Complex Project Leader
Refuge Complex Administrative Officer

Refuge Complex Law Enforcement Officer

Fire Management Officer

Assistant Fire Management Officer

Prescribed Fire Specialist

Range Technician — Fire Monitor

Range Technician — Fire Crew (5)

Anahuac NWR
Refuge Manager
Refuge Administrative Technician
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Refuge Operations Specialist

Wildlife Biologist

Outdoor Recreation Planner

Outdoor Recreation Planner — Volunteer Coordinator
Maintenance Mechanic

Heavy Equipment Operator (2)

Maintenance Worker

Biological Technician — Seasonal

McFaddin NWR

Refuge Manager

Administrative Assistant

Wildlife Biologist

Biological Technician

Heavy Equipment Operator
Maintenance Worker

Biological Technician — Seasonal

Texas Point NWR
Refuge Manager
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. REFUGE MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVE B - EMPHASIS ON
INTENSIFYING MANAGEMENT OF WETLAND HABITATS FOR
WATERFOWL, SHOREBIRDS, WADING BIRDS, AND OTHER
WETLAND-DEPENDENT MIGRATORY BIRDS

Alternative B Concept

Management Focus

Under this Alternative, the Refuge Complex would focus its management efforts on active management of
wetland and upland habitats to benefit waterfowl, shorebirds, wading birds, and other wetland-dependent
migratory and resident birds. In marsh habitats, grazing intensity, annual prescribed burn acreage and
the frequency of burning would be increased to substantially increase the amount of marsh habitat in
early successional plant communities. Two new marsh semi-impoundments totaling 7,500 acres would
be constructed and water management capabilities enhanced in existing impoundments through
installation of new water control structures and levees. The cooperative rice farming program, moist soil
management, mowing (and haying) programs on Anahuac NWR would be expanded to enhance shallow
freshwater wetland habitats and adjacent upland prairies for resident Mottled Ducks, and for wintering
and migrating waterfowl, shorebirds and wading birds. Management of native prairie and coastal woodlot
habitats would focus on protecting existing prairie units and woodlots. Efforts to provide technical and
financial assistance to private landowners through implementation of private lands initiatives to enhance
waterfow! habitat on private lands would be expanded.

The Refuge Complex would also continue to provide and promote opportunities for all six of the National
Wildlife Refuge System’s priority wildlife-dependent recreational uses. Changes to the public waterfowl
hunt program would include providing additional opportunity for waterfowl hunting and new hunting
opportunities for additional species, more “assigned area” (spaced blind) hunting opportunities, and
allowing commercially guided hunting on designated portions of the Refuge Complex. New wildlife
observation and photography facilities would be developed to provide for additional opportunities to view
wetland-dependent birds. Interpretive and environmental education programs and facility development
would focus on habitat management activities in wetlands, and on conservation of waterfowl and other
wetland-dependent migratory birds.

Three essential staffing positions would be added and filled to implement Refuge Management
Alternative B, and would include a wildlife biologist, law enforcement officer, and heavy equipment
operator.

Rationale for this Management Focus

The Texas Gulf Coast is the primary site for ducks wintering in the Central Flyway, with an average of 1.3-
4.5 million birds, or 30-71% of the total Flyway population (Stutzenbaker and Weller 1989). This area
also winters 90% of the snow, Canada, and greater white-fronted geese in the Central Flyway (Buller
1964). Additionally, the coastal marshes, prairies and prairie wetlands of the Chenier Plain region of the
Texas Gulf Coast serve as a critical staging area for Central Flyway waterfowl migrating to and from
Mexico and Central and South America. The Refuge Complex’s coastal marshes host hundreds of
thousands of wintering and migrating Central Flyway waterfowl, shorebirds, wading birds and other
wetland dependent birds. Intensive management of Refuge Complex habitats is needed to help counter
habitat changes over much of the region which have negatively impacted the quantity and quality of
habitat for waterfowl and other migratory birds.

Alterations of historic hydrology including loss of freshwater inflows and increased saltwater intrusion,
coastal erosion, land subsidence and sea level rise are contributing to ongoing coastal marsh loss and
degradation, and these changes are negatively impacting habitat quality for many waterfowl species
(Chabreck 1982, Stutzenbaker and Weller 1989). Recent trends in local agriculture have also decreased
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the quantity and quality of available habitat for migrating and wintering waterfowl and other migratory
birds. Acreage in rice production, which provides valuable freshwater wetland habitat for waterfowl,
shorebirds and other migratory birds and freshwater inflows to estuaries, has declined significantly over
the last decade in Jefferson and Chambers counties.

Under specific resources in the description of this Alternative and the following Alternatives, some
USFWS management activities are described as being “No Change from Refuge Management
Alternative A”. This means the USFWS would continue the management activities affecting that particular
resource as already described in Refuge Management Alternative A, “Continuation of Current
Management”. In other places, the USFWS management activities are described as “...would continue
with additions and/or modifications” which means the management activities affecting that particular
resource as already described in Refuge Management Alternative A would continue with the stated
additions and/or modifications.

A. USFWS Habitat Management and Restoration

The primary focus of USFWS land management activities on the Refuge Complex is to fulfill the
establishment purpose(s) for the Refuges, i.e., for the conservation and management of migratory birds
and their habitats. Habitat management and restoration activities under Refuge Management Alternative
B would emphasize enhancing wetland habitats to benefit waterfowl, shorebirds, wading birds, and other
wetland-dependent migratory and resident birds. These activities would include water management,
prescribed burning, controlled grazing, and mowing (and haying).

These habitat management activities focus on achieving the following two Refuge goals:

o GOAL 1. Conserve, enhance and restore the Texas Chenier Plain region’s coastal wetlands to
provide wintering, migrational, and nesting/brood-rearing habitat for waterfowl, shorebirds, marsh
and wading birds, other wetland-dependent birds, and habitat for other native fish and wildlife.

e GOAL 2. Conserve, enhance and restore the Texas Chenier Plain region’s coastal prairies and
coastal woodlands to provide wintering, migrational, and nesting habitat for resident and
migratory landbirds, including neotropical/neartic migratory birds, and habitat for other native
wildlife species.

1. Wetland Specific Management and Restoration

Water management activities (e.g. structural management of water levels and salinities and freshwater
inflows) impact the Refuge Complex’s hydrologic regime and strongly influence wetland plant
communities. Managed marsh units within the Refuge Complex are under varying degrees of structural
control, and may be best described as marsh semi-impoundments. Some units are entirely or almost
entirely behind man-made levees and water control structures, and are intensively managed through
manipulation of the water control structures. Most are managed less intensively, relying to some degree
on natural topography and drainage to control hydrologic regimes. Structural water management allows
maintenance of the historic continuum of fresh, intermediate, brackish and saline marshes on the Refuge
Complex.

a. Emergent Wetlands

The objective for Emergent Wetlands (Estuarine and Palustrine) under Refuge Management Alternative B
is to establish, manage and maintain 60 to 70% of fresh and intermediate emergent coastal marshes on
the Refuge Complex in target plant communities which contain several early successional plant species.
Habitat values for waterfowl, shorebirds and many wading bird species are greatly enhanced in fresh and
intermediate marshes with early successional plant communities containing several perennial and annual
plant species (primarily grasses and sedges) which provide important food resources, and where
disturbance reduces the height and/or density of vegetation. [See |.A.1.a. Emergent Wetlands for a
description of successional emergent plant species]. In addition to water level and salinity management,
prescribed burning and controlled grazing are available tools for influencing plant communities (species
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composition and physical structure) in marsh habitats. The use of these management tools would be
expanded and/or intensified under this Alternative to increase the number of acres of emergent marsh
habitats with target plant communities.

USFWS management activities for emergent wetlands in Refuge Management Alternative A would
continue, with the following modifications and additional activities:
e Construct a 1,500-acre marsh semi-impoundment with levees and water control structures on the
Deep Marsh Unit of Anahuac NWR
e Construct a 5,000-acre marsh semi-impoundment with levees and water control structures in the
Dipping Vats Management Unit of McFaddin NWR.
e Conduct a rotational prescribed burning program in emergent marsh habitats on the Refuge
Complex, with an annual burning objective of 35,000 acres.
e Conduct annual prescribed burning in selected fresh and intermediate marsh units which are key
waterfowl! habitats.
e Increase current grazing intensity (stocking rates and duration) in all grazing units containing
fresh and intermediate marshes on the Refuge Complex.
¢ Increase herbivory by native wildlife by developing new grit sites and maintaining sanctuary areas
for geese through the special white goose conservation season (in effect since 1999) which
follows the regular waterfowl season.

b. Open Water Wetlands (Estuarine and Palustrine)

The objective for Open Water Wetlands (Estuarine and Palustrine) is to increase species diversity and
production of submerged aquatic vegetation in marsh habitats and increase open water habitat by 10% in
fresh and intermediate marshes on the Refuge Complex. The submerged aquatic plant community
serves as a direct source of important waterfowl foods (e.g., seeds and tubers), and indirectly, as a rich
environment for aquatic macroinvertebrates, which are heavily utilized by waterfowl and many other
wetland birds (Baldassarre and Bolen 1994). [See |.A.1.b. Open Water Wetlands (Estuarine and
Palustrine) for further explanation of submerged aquatic vegetation and competing vegetation]. Water
level and salinity management within marsh semi-impoundments are important tools for restoring and
maintaining submerged aquatic vegetation production and species diversity. Construction of marsh
terraces in larger open water wetlands to reduce wave fetch and turbidity can promote the establishment
and growth of submerged aquatic vegetation.

USFWS management activities for open water wetlands in Refuge Management Alternative A would
continue, with the following modifications and additional activities:

e On Anahuac NWR, improve water level management capabilities in Shoveler Pond, Rail
Reservoir, Moccasin Pond, Otter Pond, and East Unit South Reservoir of Anahuac NWR by
modifying existing and installing new water control structures.

e On McFaddin NWR, enhance water level and salinity management in Wild Cow Bayou
Management Unit by installing additional water control structures along the GIWW and
rehabilitating levees (LeBlanc’s Reservoir, Pond 11, Pond 13), and modifying the existing western
levee system to prevent saltwater intrusion.

e On McFaddin NWR, enhance water management in Willow and Barnett Lake units of McFaddin
NWR through design and construction of new water control structures along the GIWW.

e On McFaddin NWR, enhance water management in Willow Slough (North Unit of McFaddin
NWR) through design and construction of new water control structures/spillways and associated
management infrastructure.

¢ On McFaddin NWR, construct marsh terraces to reduce fetch and turbidity and increase
production of submerged aquatic vegetation in Willow/Barnett Lake area and Ponds 28 and 29 on
McFaddin NWR, and as needed in open water areas on Texas Point NWR and Anahuac NWR.

e Throughout the Refuge Complex, implement an integrated control program for common reed,
cattail and other emergent plants resulting in loss of open water habitats using herbicide
application, mechanical removal, salinity control, prescribed burning and controlled grazing on
selected units including the Deep Marsh, East Unit and Middleton Tract units of Anahuac NWR,
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and the White’s Fee, Wild Cow Bayou, White’s Pasture and North Unit of McFaddin NWR.
Expand control efforts over the life of the CCP using the most effective strategies.

o Develop enhanced Geographic Information System capabilities to monitor status and trends of
wetlands on all four refuges in the Refuge Complex. Use GIS technology, remote sensing,
LIDAR surveys and other tools to map micro-topography and define watersheds, quantify water
usage, and detect trends in open water to emergent marsh ratios and large-scale vegetative
changes.

e Facilitate and support a research study to identify causative factors of the “black water
phenomenon” which negatively impacts submerged aquatic vegetation production in marsh
habitats, and to guide development of adaptive management strategies to prevent or minimize
these impacts.

c. Freshwater Prairie Wetlands (Palustrine)

The objective for Freshwater Prairie Wetlands (Palustrine Emergent) is to maintain 2,400 to 2,800 acres
of managed and natural shallow freshwater wetlands on the Refuge Complex, and to actively manage
adjacent prairie habitats to improve nesting habitat for Mottled Ducks and other ground nesting migratory
birds. A large portion of the upper Texas Coast prairie habitats have been cultivated for rice production,
which provides valuable habitat for waterfowl, shorebirds, and many other migratory birds (Hobaugh et al.
1989, Wilson 2001). However, rice production has declined significantly during the last decade in
counties surrounding the Refuge Complex, reducing available prairie wetland habitat for waterfowl,
shorebirds and other wetland-dependent species. Mottled Ducks heavily utilize prairie habitats adjacent to
freshwater wetlands for nesting (Stutzenbaker 1988).

USFWS management activities proposed to achieve this objective for freshwater prairie wetlands:

e Increase rice acreage in Anahuac NWR cooperative farming program to 800 to 1,200 acres per
year (an increase of 300-500 acres over current levels).

¢ Increase moist soil management on the Refuge Complex by 1,100 acres annually, to a total of
1,600 acres. Develop an additional 900 acres (to a total of 1,400 acres) of moist soil units on the
Anahuac NWR (400 acres on the Old Anahuac Unit, 400 acres on the East Unit, and 100 acres
on the Middleton Tract Unit), and develop 200 acres of moist soil units on McFaddin NWR.

e Provide migrational habitat for shorebirds annually during spring and fall on 300 acres of moist
soil units on Anahuac NWR.

e Mow and/or hay 400 acres of transitional wet prairie annually on Anahuac NWR to enhance
migrational and wintering habitat for waterfowl and shorebirds.

e Create shallow freshwater wetland habitat in selected dredge disposal sites along the GIWW on
McFaddin NWR by installing levees and water control structures during the next maintenance
dredging cycle. This will involve a cooperative project with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.

2. Upland Specific Management and Restoration
a. Native Prairie and other Grasslands

The objective for native prairie and other grasslands is to protect and manage the 5,744 acres of non-
saline grasslands on the Refuge Complex, including “prairie remnants”, permanently fallowed former
croplands which are naturally revegetating, and sites previously restored to native prairie using intensive
restoration techniques. Prescribed burning, controlled grazing, mowing (and haying) and invasive plant
control would be the primarily management tools employed.

No Change from Refuge Management Alternative A, except that no additional native coastal prairie will
be restored on Anahuac NWR using intensive restoration techniques.
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b. Coastal Woodlands

The objective for Coastal Woodlands is to protect and enhance the existing 127 acres of woodland
habitats on the Refuge Complex.

No Change from Refuge Management Alternative A.

B. USFWS Biological Program — Surveys, Monitoring, and Research

The USFWS habitat management and restoration activities benefit many species of native fish, wildlife
and plants on the Refuge Complex. The USFWS biological program on the Refuge Complex includes
monitoring, field surveys and research studies of fish and wildlife population status, population trends and
habitat utilization. The information obtained allows the USFWS to adapt management efforts on the
Refuge Complex as needed to achieve Refuge purposes and to maintain and restore biological integrity
and biological diversity. Data are also used in support of international, national and regional conservation
initiatives.

These wildlife conservation efforts focus on achieving the following Refuge goal:
o GOAL 3. A comprehensive biological program will guide and support conservation efforts for all
species of native fish, wildlife and plants on the Texas Chenier Plain Refuge Complex.

1. Waterfowl, Shorebirds, and other Wetland-Dependent Migratory Birds

The biological program objective for waterfowl, shorebirds and other wetland-dependent migratory birds is
to help maintain healthy populations of species utilizing the Refuge Complex, and to document population
status and trends and habitat utilization of priority species. Coastal habitats of the Texas Chenier Plain
region provide important wintering and migrating habitat for waterfowl of the Central Flyway, and for
millions of shorebirds, wading birds, colonial nesting waterbirds, and other wetland-dependent migratory
birds. Monitoring and studies of population trends and habitat utilization provide information to assess
management activities on the Refuge Complex. Data are also used in support of international, national
and regional migratory bird conservation initiatives.

No change from biological program activities in Refuge Management Alternative A. USFWS biological
program activities supporting conservation of waterfowl, shorebirds, and other wetland-dependent
migratory birds in Refuge Management Alternative A would continue.

The objective for Mottled ducks, an important resident waterfowl species, is to increase breeding pair
densities in suitable habitats on the Refuge Complex to at least 11 breeding pairs per square mile (the
15-year average for the period 1988-2002); and, to gather additional information on the factors impacting
Mottled Duck populations through applied research and monitoring. Both spring breeding pair and
September aerial surveys conducted by the USFWS indicate a steady decline in Mottled Duck
populations on coastal national wildlife refuges in Texas over the last 16 years. While drought conditions
along much of the Texas Coast during late 1990’s undoubtedly contributed to this decline, other potential
causative factors include loss of freshwater wetlands and upland nesting habitat due to land use changes,
loss of pair bond, brood rearing and molting habitats due to invasive plant encroachment in open water
habitats, brush encroachment in nesting habitats, increased predation by alligators, mammalian predators
and fire ants, and lead shot ingestion rates that have remained high in some areas.

USFWS biological program and management activities for Mottled Ducks described in Refuge
Management Alternative A would continue. Proposed additional USFWS biological program and
management activities supporting conservation of Mottled Ducks include:
¢ Expand and refine annual Mottled Duck breeding pair index survey on the Refuge Complex to
include an assessment of Mottled Duck use by habitat type (fresh, intermediate, and brackish
marshes).

CHAPTER 2: ALTERNATIVES 30
(PART A: Refuge MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES)



o Facilitate and support new research including studies to: 1) evaluate Mottled Duck nesting
success and brood survival and identify factors affecting these vital rates; 2) determine habitat
utilization and preferences during nesting, brood rearing, and molting periods; and 3) evaluate
effects of predation by alligators, mammalian predators and fire ants on Mottled Duck survival.
This would include removing alligators and mammalian predators from key Mottled Duck brood-
rearing habitats, and assessing impacts on nest success and duckling survival.

e Manage 400 acres of moist soil units annually on Anahuac NWR specifically to provide brood-
rearing habitat for Mottled Ducks during summer.

¢ Enhance management capabilities for Mottled Ducks on 300 acres of freshwater impoundments
within the Wild Cow Bayou Management Unit on McFaddin NWR by rehabilitating existing levees
and installing new water control structures. Intensively manage approximately 400 hundred acres
of marsh habitat located adjacent to freshwater impoundments as optimum brood-rearing habitat.

e Develop and maintain at least two grit sites for Mottled Ducks within the Wild Cow Bayou
Management Unit of McFaddin NWR.

e Restore pair pond and brood rearing habitats in key management units on the Refuge Complex
(those currently supporting breeding Mottled Ducks) by restoring open water habitats lost to
invasive plant encroachment, using an integrated approach (an intensified program involving
prescribed burning, controlled grazing, water level and salinity management, mechanical removal,
and spot herbicide treatments).

¢ Provide additional open, shallow freshwater habitat in and adjacent to key management units
(those currently supporting breeding Mottled Ducks).

e Maintain optimal nesting cover in salty prairie habitats by applying prescribed fire and grazing at
designated frequencies and intensities, based on ongoing site-specific assessments. Manage
fire occurrence in salty prairie and other optimum nesting cover using mowed green fire breaks
and other innovative techniques.

2. Migratory and Resident Landbirds

The biological program objective for migratory and resident landbirds is to help maintain healthy
populations of species utilizing the Refuge Complex, and to document population trends, status and
habitat utilization of priority species. Monitoring and study of population trends and habitat utilization
provides information used to assess and improve management activities on the Refuge Complex. Data
are also used in support of international, national and regional migratory bird conservation initiatives.

No Change from biological program activities in Refuge Management Alternative A.
3. Fish and other Aquatic Species

The biological program objective for fish and other aquatic species is to ensure healthy populations and
document population trends, status and habitat utilization of priority species on the Refuge Complex. A
second objective is to incorporate fisheries and aquatic resource management into the management of all
estuarine marshes on the Refuge Complex.

No Change from biological program activities in Refuge Management Alternative A.
4. Threatened and Endangered Species, Species of Conservation Concern

The biological program objective for Threatened and Endangered species, Species of Conservation
Concern, and other “watch species” is to support recovery efforts and to obtain information on population
trends, status and habitat utilization of sensitive and/or declining species utilizing the Refuge Complex.
Eight federally-listed Threatened and Endangered species occur on or adjacent to the Refuge Complex:
Bald Eagle, Piping Plover, Brown Pelican, Loggerhead sea turtle, Kemp’s Ridley sea turtle, Green sea
turtle, Hawksbill sea turtle, and Leatherback sea turtle.

No Change from biological program activities in Refuge Management Alternative A.
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5. Mammals

The biological program objective for mammals is to maintain healthy populations and to document
population trends, status and habitat utilization of priority species on the Refuge Complex.

No change from biological program activities in Refuge Management Alternative A.
6. Reptiles and Amphibians

The biological program objective for reptiles and amphibians is to maintain healthy populations and
natural diversity, and to document population status and trends. The objective for Alligators is to maintain
alligator populations at self-sustaining levels, but at densities consistent with migratory bird management
objectives.

No change from biological program activities in Refuge Management Alternative A.
7. Invertebrates

The biological program objective for invertebrates is to maintain healthy populations and natural diversity,
and document species occurrence on the Refuge Complex.

No change from biological program activities in Refuge Management Alternative A.
8. Plant Resources

The biological program objective for plant resources is to maintain native plant species diversity and to
document native species composition and plant community changes over time on the Refuge Complex.

No change from biological program activities in Refuge Management Alternative A.

C. Addressing Threats to the Ecosystem

The USFWS has ongoing efforts on the Refuge Complex to address threats to ecosystem health posed
by relative sea level rise, hydrological alternations, exotic species, and contaminants. These include
coordination with other agencies and conservation organizations on ongoing planning processes and
studies aimed at developing solutions to address coastal land loss along the Gulf of Mexico, and to
implement small-scale erosion abatement projects along the Gulf, Galveston Bay, and the Gulf
Intracoastal Waterway.

These efforts addressing threats to ecosystem health focus on achieving the following Refuge goal:
o GOAL 4. By working with others locally and on a landscape level, threats to natural biological
diversity, ecological integrity, and environmental health on the Texas Chenier Plain Refuge
Complex will be addressed.

For addressing threats posed by Relative Sea Level Rise and Reduced Sediment Supply, Altered
Hydrologic Processes, Invasive Species, Contaminants, and for managing New Oil and Gas
Development, there would be no change from USFWS activities in Refuge Management Alternative A.

D. USFWS Public Use Program

The Texas Chenier Plain Refuge Complex offers a wide variety of recreational opportunities and received
over 172,000 visitors during Fiscal Year 2002. Through the use of existing programs and facilities, the
Refuge Complex provides opportunities for all six of the Refuge System’s priority wildlife-dependent
recreational uses, which are:

e Hunting
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e Fishing
o Wildlife Observation and Photography
¢ Environmental Education and Interpretation

These visitor and recreational opportunities focus on achieving the following Refuge goal:

e GOAL 5. Alllocal, national and international visitors will enjoy safe and high quality outdoor
experiences on the Refuge Complex, and learn of the Refuge Complex’ role in conserving the
region’s coastal natural resources. New partnerships with our local communities will be forged to
highlight, promote and conserve the unique natural assets of the upper Texas Gulf Coast.

1. Hunting

The objective for hunting is that, within 15 years, 90% of all hunting visits on the Refuge Complex will
qualify as high-quality hunting experiences, as determined by surveys of hunters conducted at the
waterfowl check stations. Under this Alternative, intensified management of wetland habitats for
waterfow! will increase wintering waterfowl populations on the Refuge Complex. Additional hunting
opportunities for waterfowl and other game species could be provided. Crowding in the more accessible
or “best” hunting spots is a major factor impacting hunt quality on the Refuge Complex. Converting the
most accessible hunt units from an unrestricted entry to an “Assigned Area” program would help alleviate
the crowding problem.

Current USFWS public use program activities in support of hunting in Refuge Management Alternative A
would continue, with the following changes:
¢ On Anahuac NWR, modify the East Unit hunt program to an “Assigned Area” program for the
entire unit, and establish a new Assigned Area program on the Middleton Tract hunt unit.
e Open the Anahuac NWR East Unit to hunting during the September teal season.
e On McFaddin NWR, establish new “Assigned Area” programs on the Star Lake, 5-mile Cut, and
Clam Lake hunt areas.
¢ Open a designated portion of McFaddin NWR to seven-day per week waterfowl hunting.
e Open the Refuge Complex to snipe, rail, and gallinule hunting.
e Establish a guided hunt program (concession with commercial outfitter) on the designated
portions of the Anahuac and McFaddin NWRs.
¢ Open Anahuac NWR for dove hunting in designated area(s) in cooperation with the Texas Parks
and Wildlife Department.

2. Fishing

The objective for fishing is that, within 15 years, 90% of all fishing visits on the Refuge Complex will
qualify as high-quality fishing experiences, as determined by angler comments documented during
routine visitor contacts.

Current USFWS public use program activities in support of fishing in Refuge Management Alternative A
would continue, with the following changes:
e Extend the open hours on McFaddin NWR (designated areas accessible from Clam Lake Road)
to one hour before sunrise to one hour after sunset on weekdays, and open this portion of the
Refuge on weekends.

3. Wildlife Observation and Photography

The objective for wildlife observation and photography is that, within 15 years, several new facilities will
be developed to increase opportunities to view and photograph waterfowl, shorebirds and other wetland-
dependent migratory birds in managed wetland habitats. Because overall management of the Refuge
Complex under this Alternative will emphasize wetland habitat management, new wildlife viewing and
photography opportunities should be developed in managed habitats such as marsh semi-impoundments,
rice fields and moist soil units for waterfowl, shorebirds and other wetland-dependent migratory birds.
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Current USFWS public use program activities in support of wildlife observation and photography in
Refuge Management Alternative A would continue, with the development of the following additional
facilities:
e Construct a new observation platform overlooking the Anahuac NWR Oyster Bayou Moist Soil
units.
e Construct a tree-canopy height observation platform on the Anahuac NWR East Bay Bayou Trail,
overlooking the rice and moist soil units.
o Develop a levee trail, boardwalk for wildlife observation and photography blind near the Refuge
Headquarters on McFaddin NWR.
e Develop a connecting trail, boardwalk and observation platform on Texas Point NWR.

4. Environmental Education and Interpretation

The objective for environmental education and interpretation is that, within 15 years, 90% of visitors will
feel that they have increased their knowledge of wetland management programs and wetland-dependent
migratory birds found on the Refuge Complex. Because overall management of the Refuge Complex
under this Alternative will emphasize intensified management of wetland habitats, educational and
interpretive programs and materials would focus on managed habitats, management techniques, and
wetland-dependent fish and wildlife resources.

Current USFWS public use program activities in support of environmental education and interpretation in
Refuge Management Alternative A would continue, with the development of the following additional
facilities and programs:

e On Anahuac NWR, develop interpretive exhibits on wetland and upland habitat management
practices including prescribed burning, controlled grazing, water management and exotic species
control and strategically place throughout the Refuge.

o Develop interpretive exhibits on waterfowl for the Anahuac NWR East Unit Hunter Check Station.

o Develop a Refuge Complex brochure on the role of fire management in enhancing marsh and
upland habitats for waterfowl.

e Develop interpretive signs for the Anahuac NWR Oyster Bayou Moist Soil Unit overlooks.

¢ On Anahuac NWR, conduct weekly winter interpretive walks, focusing on wintering waterfowl and
the habitats they utilize.

o Develop a Refuge Complex mobile interpretive display focusing on intensive management
techniques used to support waterfowl, shorebirds, and other wetland-dependent migratory birds.

o Develop interpretive exhibits on wetland and upland habitat management practices including
prescribed burning, controlled grazing, water management and exotic species control and
strategically place throughout the Refuge Complex.

e Develop interpretive exhibit on waterfowl for the McFaddin NWR check station.

e Conduct monthly fall and winter waterfowl identification programs, utilizing new observation
platforms on McFaddin and Texas Point NWRs.

¢ Produce a slide show emphasizing the importance of each Refuge in conserving coastal natural
resources, emphasizing waterfowl, shorebirds and wetland-dependent migratory birds and their
habitats.

e Develop videos describing wetland habitat management programs and how they enhance habitat
for wetland-dependent migratory birds.

¢ Revise each general brochure and website to emphasize each Refuge’s role in managing for
waterfowl, shorebirds, and other wetland-dependent species.

5. Beach Uses on McFaddin NWR

The objective for beach uses on McFaddin NWR is to protect public safety and natural resources along
the Gulf of Mexico shoreline within the refuge.

No change from USFWS law enforcement activities to protect public safety and natural resources on
McFaddin NWR in Refuge Management Alternative A.
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E. Community Outreach and Partnerships

The objective for community outreach and partnerships is to promote conservation of natural resources
by working effectively with partners in support of USFWS management programs on the Refuge Complex
including habitat management and restoration, fish and wildlife population management, and providing
public recreational and educational opportunities. Partnerships with the Friends of Anahuac Refuge and
the McFaddin and Texas Point Refuges Alliance, two citizen support groups, with state agencies such as
the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department, the Texas General Land Office and the Galveston Bay Estuary
Program, and with conservation organizations such as the Galveston Bay Foundation and local Audubon
Society chapters have been particularly effective. Volunteers on the Refuge Complex provide over
10,000 hours of service annually. In addition the USFWS is working with private landowners to enhance
or restore coastal marsh and prairie wetlands habitat on private lands, by providing technical assistance
and helping to coordinate use of several private lands programs (such as the USFWS Partners for Fish
and Wildlife Program and the multi-partner Texas Prairie Wetland Project). Many private lands in the
region are skillfully managed to provide habitat for wintering waterfowl and other migratory birds. The
objective for Private Lands Partnerships is that, within 15 years, 1,500 acres of coastal marsh and prairie
wetlands habitat on private lands in the Texas Chenier Plain region will be enhanced or restored through
coordination with interested private landowners and the use of USFWS private lands programs. Many
private lands in the region are skillfully managed to provide habitat for wintering waterfowl and other
migratory birds. A variety of private lands programs are available to private landowners, and there is
widespread interest in managing for waterfowl.

Current USFWS community outreach and partnership activities in Refuge Management Alternative A
would continue, with the following efforts to expand partnerships with private landowners to enhance
wetland habitats:

e Hold three on-refuge workshops for private landowners and other agency personnel to
demonstrate marsh management and restoration, moist soil management, and other wetland
management techniques, and to highlight available USFWS private lands programs and grant
opportunities.

e Increase coordination with private landowners in Chambers, Jefferson and Galveston counties to
develop habitat enhancement and restoration projects through the USFWS Partners for Fish and
Wildlife Program, and through other private lands programs such as the Texas Prairie Wetlands
Project (a partnership program sponsored by Ducks Unlimited, Texas Parks and Wildlife
Department, the Natural Resource Conservation Service, and the USFWS).

F. Administration and Staffing

In addition to the existing Refuge Complex staff positions under Refuge Management Alternative A, three
essential staffing positions would be filled to implement Refuge Management Alternative B:

o Wildlife biologist

e Law enforcement officer

e Heavy equipment operator
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. REFUGE MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVE C - EMPHASIS ON
NATIVE HABITAT RESTORATION AND ADDRESSING MAJOR
THREATS TO THE ECOSYSTEM

Alternative C Concept

Management Focus

Under this Alternative, the Refuge Complex would focus its management efforts on restoring wetlands,
native prairie and woodlots, and on reversing trends of loss and degradation of these native habitats by
increasing efforts to address coastal erosion, saltwater intrusion, and loss of freshwater and sediment
inflows. Restoration of native prairie and prairie wetlands would occur on all suitable upland sites. Areas
currently or formerly in rice cultivation on Anahuac NWR would be restored to native prairie and shallow
depressional prairie wetlands. Controlled grazing and prescribed burning programs would be
substantially modified. Controlled cattle grazing in marsh units would occur at reduced intensity, and be
timed to follow prescribed burns or wildland fires. The frequency of prescribed burning would decrease in
marsh habitats, and the primary timing of prescribed burning activities would shift from fall and winter to
spring and summer to mimic the historic fire regime. Controlled grazing and prescribed burning in upland
prairie habitats would include more short duration, high intensity grazing episodes and increased spring
and summer burning.

A portion of the historic fresh and intermediate component of the Refuge Complex’s coastal marshes
would be restored and ongoing interior marsh loss addressed by working with agencies and other
stakeholders on major hydrologic restoration projects that restore freshwater inflows and further restrict
saltwater intrusion across watersheds, and through refuge-specific projects.

Following completion of watershed hydrologic restoration projects, intensive water level and salinity
management in selected marsh semi-impoundments through active manipulation of water control
structures would be replaced by more passive hydrological management using rock weirs. Efforts to
address coastal wetland loss resulting from shoreline erosion along the Gulf, Galveston Bay and the
GIWW would be intensified by increasing coordination among agencies and other stakeholders to
develop and implement major projects aimed at stabilizing shorelines, and by implementing smaller scale
projects on the Refuge Complex. Restoring sediment supply to the Gulf’'s near shore littoral zone,
restoration of the Gulf beach/dune complex and under shore marshes on Galveston Bay, and stabilizing
the banks of the GIWW would be the focus of USFWS efforts. Control and monitoring programs for
invasive species would be intensified, and additional efforts to monitor and reduce impacts of
contaminants implemented.

The Refuge Complex would continue to provide the current level of opportunities for all six of the National
Wildlife Refuge System'’s priority wildlife-dependent recreational uses: hunting, fishing, wildlife
observation and photography, and environmental education and interpretation. No changes in
administration of the public waterfowl hunt program would be implemented. New wildlife observation and
photography facilities would be developed for viewing wildlife in restored habitats. Interpretive and
environmental education programs and facility development would focus on interpreting native habitats
and native biological diversity, threats to ecosystem integrity, and habitat restoration techniques and
projects.

Rationale for this Management Focus

The coastal marshes, prairies and woodlots of the Chenier Plain region of southwestern Louisiana and
southeast Texas comprise a hemispherically important biological area. The Refuge Complex’ coastal
marshes host hundreds of thousands of wintering and migrating Central Flyway waterfowl, shorebirds,
wading birds and other wetland-dependent migratory birds. Coastal prairie and coastal woodlots on the
Refuge Complex support over 150 migratory and resident land bird species, including 9 species of
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grassland birds and 7 species utilizing woodland habitats listed as Rare and Declining within the Coastal
Prairies Region in Texas (Texas Parks and Wildlife Department 2000). Overall, wetland, prairie and
woodland habitats on the Refuge Complex provide habitat for 33 Avian Species of Conservation Concern
in the Gulf Prairies Bird Conservation Region.

The high degree of alteration in this ecosystem has resulted in loss and degradation of native habitats
and loss of biological diversity. Alterations of historic hydrology including loss of freshwater inflows and
increased saltwater intrusion, coastal erosion, land subsidence and sea level rise are contributing to
ongoing coastal marsh loss and degradation. Almost all of the region’s historic native tallgrass coastal
prairie and its associated prairie wetlands have disappeared, and remaining coastal woodlots are
imminently threatened by development and other land use changes. Several highly invasive exotic plant
species are replacing native habitats and severely impacting native biological diversity. Air and water
quality issues in the region pose a potential contaminant threat to fish and wildlife, as do accidental spills
and discharges from the major petrochemical shipping, storage and processing facilities located in close
proximity to sensitive wetland habitats on the Refuge Complex.

A. USFWS Habitat Management and Restoration

The primary focus of USFWS land management activities on the Refuge Complex is to fulfill

the establishment purpose(s) for the Refuges, i.e., for the conservation and management of migratory
birds and their habitats. Under Refuge Management Alternative C, the USFWS would emphasize
restoration of wetlands, native prairie and woodlots, and reversing trends of loss and degradation of
these native habitats by increasing efforts to address the effects of relative sea level rise and reduced
sediment supply, altered hydrologic processes, exotic and invasive species and environmental
contaminants.

Habitat management and restoration activities would focus on achieving the following two refuge goals:

e GOAL 1. Conserve, enhance and restore the Texas Chenier Plain region’s coastal wetlands to
provide wintering, migrational, and nesting/brood-rearing habitat for waterfowl, shorebirds, marsh
and wading birds, other wetland-dependent birds, and habitat for other native fish and wildlife.

e GOAL 2. Conserve, enhance and restore the Texas Chenier Plain region’s coastal prairies and
coastal woodlands to provide wintering, migrational, and nesting habitat for resident and
migratory landbirds, including neotropical/neartic migratory birds, and habitat for other native
wildlife species.

1. Wetland Specific Management and Restoration

Water management activities (e.g. structural management of water levels and salinities and freshwater
inflows) impact the Refuge Complex’s hydrologic regime and strongly influence wetland plant
communities. Managed marsh units within the Refuge Complex are under varying degrees of structural
control, and may be best described as marsh semi-impoundments. Some units are entirely or almost
entirely behind man-made levees and water control structures, and are intensively managed through
manipulation of the water control structures. Most are managed less intensively, relying to some degree
on natural topography and drainage to control hydrologic regimes. Structural water management allows
maintenance of the historic continuum of fresh, intermediate, brackish and saline marshes on the Refuge
Complex.

a. Emergent Wetlands and Open Water Wetlands (Estuarine and Palustrine)

The objective for emergent and open water wetlands (Estuarine and Palustrine) under this Alternative is
to maintain a mosaic of plant communities and successional stage marsh habitats primarily through
natural disturbance events such as wildfire and herbivory by native wildlife. The USFWS would work with
partner agencies to restore hydrology on a watershed scale, allowing scaling back some water
management infrastructure to more passive infrastructure like rock weirs. Prescribed burning and grazing
will be applied when needed to mimic the historic disturbance frequency and extent. Meeting the habitat
needs of the region’s diverse group of wetland-dependent avian species requires maintaining a diversity
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of plant communities within marshes. Historically, disturbance events such as wildfire and herbivory by
native wildlife (bison in particular) helped maintain this diversity. Although the historic fire frequency for
the Chenier Plain marshes is unknown, we are assuming that these habitats historically burned at least
every 2-4 years based on the region’s high frequency of lightning strikes and long growing seasons which
produce fuels capable of carrying fire in a single year. Allowing natural wildfire starts to burn (where
practical) followed by controlled cattle grazing most closely replicates the historic disturbance regime;
however, prescribed burning will probably be necessary to complete the historic 2-4 year burn frequency.
Varying timing and frequency of prescribed burns within marsh units increases plant community diversity
(Fredrickson and Reid 1990).

USFWS management activities proposed to achieve this objective for emergent and open water
wetlands:

e Upon completion of major hydrologic watershed-scale restoration projects, replace structural
management infrastructure in selected marsh semi-impoundments on the Refuge Complex with
more passive hydrological control using rock weirs.

o Where feasible, utilize natural lightning starts to accomplish burning objectives by allowing natural
wildfires to burn within Refuge Complex boundaries until they naturally extinguish.

e Conduct a rotational prescribed burning program in emergent marsh habitats with an annual
burning objective of 5,000 to 6,000 acres annually. Integrate prescribed burning location and
frequency with natural fire occurrences.

o Apply controlled cattle grazing in marsh units only in recently burned areas, at reduced intensity
and only from October through April.

b. Freshwater Prairie Wetlands (Palustrine)

The objective for freshwater prairie wetlands (Palustrine) is to, within 15 years, create or restore 500
acres of shallow freshwater prairie “pothole” wetlands to reduce impacts of discontinuing the Anahuac
NWR cooperative rice farming program, and maintain 500 acres of shallow freshwater wetlands annually
using moist soil management. Loss of palustrine emergent wetlands has been the most pronounced
among all coastal wetland types on the Texas Coast (Moulton et al. 1997). These wetlands provided
extremely valuable habitat for many species of migratory birds and other native wildlife. Very few natural
prairie wetlands remain on or adjacent to the Refuge Complex. Moist soil management also provides
valuable shallow freshwater wetland habitat. The cooperative rice farming program would be phased out
under this Alternative, resulting in a loss of 500-700 acres of farmed freshwater wetland habitat.

USFWS management activities proposed to achieve this objective for freshwater prairie wetlands:
¢ On Anahuac NWR, and restore approximately 500 acres of shallow depressional “pothole” prairie
wetlands in the following management units: East Unit -300 acres, Granberry — 92 acres, Onion
Bayou Prairie — 17 acres, East Bay Bayou Tract — 32 acres, and Middleton Tract — 60 acres.
e On Anahuac NWR, maintain moist soil management acreage at 500 acres annually.

2. Upland Specific Management and Restoration
a. Native Prairie and other Grasslands

The objective for native prairie and other grasslands is to protect and manage all of the 5,744 acres of
non-saline grassland habitats on the Refuge Complex, including “prairie remnants”, permanently fallowed
former croplands which are naturally revegetating, and sites previously restored to native prairie using
intensive restoration techniques. Prescribed burning, controlled grazing, mowing (and haying) and
exotic/invasive plant control would be the primarily management tools employed. A second objective is
to within 15 years, restore 4,535 acres of former cropland on Anahuac NWR to native prairie using
intensive restoration techniques. Of the five Refuge Management Alternatives, the most extensive native
prairie restoration would occur under this Alternative.

It is now estimated that 99.8% and 99.6 % of little bluestem and eastern gamma grass/switch grass
prairies, respectfully, have been lost in Texas (McFarland 1995). Nine of the 13 avian species listed as
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Rare and Declining within the Coastal Prairies Region in Texas (Texas Parks and Wildlife Department
2000) are present in grasslands on the Refuge Complex. In 2005, the USFWS listed 7 avian species
occurring in prairie habitats on the Refuge Complex as Species of Conservation Concern in the Gulf
Prairies Bird Conservation Region. Topography, soils, fire and grazing and trampling actions of
herbivores, all in association with climate, are natural functions controlling grassland development. The
use of prescribed fire, grazing, mowing, and herbicides at different sites with varying soil moisture can
produce the variety of habitats needed to support a diverse prairie avifauna (Ryan 1990). Restoration of
native prairie, an integrated management approach utilizing prescribed fire, exotic plant control, and
controlled grazing is needed on the Refuge Complex to provide large blocks of nesting and wintering
habitat for prairie-dependent avian and other wildlife species.

Current USFWS management activities to achieve objectives for native prairie and other grassland
habitats would continue as in Refuge Management Alternative A. Proposed modifications and additional
activities include:

e On Anahuac NWR, following phase out cooperative rice farming program, restore 2,312 acres of
fallowed cropland and associated infrastructure on the East Unit to native prairie using intensive
restoration techniques.

¢ On Anahuac NWR, restore an additional 2,223 acres of native prairie using intensive restoration
techniques on the following management units: Gator Marsh — 97 acres, North Gator Marsh —
204 acres, Longtom Prairie — 186 acres, Pintail Marsh — 120 acres, Airstrip Prairie and East Bay
Bayou Marsh — 1,000 acres, Middleton — 370 acres.

e Construct a 5-acre native prairie grass propagation area on the East Unit to increase native grass
seeds for use in the prairie restoration program.

o Modify the controlled grazing program on upland prairie units to include more short-duration/high-
stocking rate grazing episodes.

e Continue to conduct prescribed burns in prairie units in the spring, and initiate limited summer
burning to help control invasive and exotic woody vegetation.

b. Coastal Woodlands

The objective for coastal woodlands is to, within 15 years, create 29 acres of new coastal woodlots on the
Refuge Complex, and protect and diversify the 127 acres of existing woodlots and riparian woodlands.
Coastal woodlots in the Chenier Plain region are extremely important to migrating songbirds (Rappole
1974, Sprunt 1975, Mueller 1981). Refuge Complex woodlands mark the first landfall for hundreds of
thousands neo-tropical migratory birds making the trans-Gulf flights from Mexico, Central and South
America during the spring migration. These birds spend one to several days in woodlands resting and
foraging to help replenish fat reserves before continuing their migration to breeding habitats. During the
fall migration, coastal woodlots provide the last opportunity for trans-Gulf migrants to increase their fat
levels necessary for crossing the Gulf of Mexico (Caldwell et al. 1963). Migrant landbirds made greater
use of woodlots with larger trees and denser under stories (Mueller and Sears 1987). Increasing the
quality of habitat in Refuge Complex woodlots for migratory landbirds requires removing exotic plants and
increasing under story density and species diversity.

Current USWS management activities to achieve objectives for coastal woodlands would continue as in
Refuge Management Alternative A. Proposed additional activities include:
e On Anahuac NWR, create two 1-acre woodlots, one near the VIS and one at the Volunteer
housing area. Create a 27-acre woodlot (green tree reservoir) on the East Unit along East Bay
Bayou.
e Increase feral hog control efforts.

B. USFWS Biological Program — Surveys, Monitoring, and Research

The USFWS habitat management and restoration activities benefit many species of native fish, wildlife
and plants on the Refuge Complex. The USFWS biological program on the Refuge Complex includes
monitoring, field surveys and research studies of fish and wildlife population status, population trends and
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habitat utilization. The information obtained allows the USFWS to adapt management efforts on the
Refuge Complex as needed to achieve Refuge purposes and to maintain and restore natural biological
diversity and ecological integrity. Data are also used in support of international, national and regional
conservation initiatives.

These wildlife conservation efforts focus on achieving the following refuge goal:
e GOAL 3. A comprehensive biological program will guide and support conservation efforts for all
species of native fish, wildlife and plants on the Texas Chenier Plain Refuge Complex.

1. Waterfowl, Shorebirds, and other Wetland-Dependent Migratory Birds

The biological program objective for waterfowl, shorebirds and other wetland-dependent migratory birds is
to maintain healthy populations and document population trends, status and habitat utilization of
waterfowl and other priority wetland-dependent migratory bird species on the Refuge Complex. The
objective for Mottled Ducks is to maintain favorable habitat conditions for the year-round needs of the
Mottled Duck on the Refuge Complex, including nesting, brood-rearing, molting and wintering habitats.
No Change from biological program activities in Refuge Management Alternative A.

2. Migratory and Resident Landbirds

The biological program objective for migratory and resident landbirds is to help maintain healthy
populations, document population trends, status, and habitat utilization of priority species on the Refuge
Complex.

No Change from biological program activities in Refuge Management Alternative A.

3. Fish and other Aquatic Species

The biological program objective for fish and other aquatic species is to help maintain healthy populations
and document population trends, status and habitat utilization of priority species on the Refuge Complex.
A second objective is to incorporate fisheries and aquatic resource management into the management of
all estuarine marshes on the Refuge Complex.

No Change from biological program activities in Refuge Management Alternative A.

4. Threatened and Endangered Species, Species of Conservation Concern

The biological program objective for Threatened and Endangered species, Species of Conservation
Concern, and other “watch species” is to support recovery efforts and to obtain information on population
trends, status and habitat utilization of sensitive and/or declining species utilizing the Refuge Complex.
Eight federally-listed Threatened and Endangered species occur on or adjacent to the Refuge Complex:
Bald Eagle, Piping Plover, Brown Pelican, Loggerhead sea turtle, Kemp’s Ridley sea turtle, Green sea
turtle, Hawksbill sea turtle, and Leatherback sea turtle.

No Change from biological program activities in Refuge Management Alternative A.

5. Mammals

The biological program objective for mammals is to maintain healthy populations and to document
population trends, status and habitat utilization of priority species on the Refuge Complex.

No change from biological program activities in Refuge Management Alternative A.
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6. Reptiles and Amphibians

The biological program objective for reptiles and amphibians is to maintain healthy populations and
natural diversity, and to document population status and trends. The objective for alligators is to maintain
alligator populations at self-sustaining levels, but at densities consistent with migratory bird management
objectives.

No change from biological program activities in Refuge Management Alternative A.
7. Invertebrates

The biological program objective for invertebrates is to maintain healthy populations and natural diversity,
and document species occurrence on the Refuge Complex.

No change from biological program activities in Refuge Management Alternative A.
8. Plant Resources

The biological program objective for plant resources is to maintain native plant species diversity and to
document native species composition and plant community changes over time on the Refuge Complex.

No change from biological program activities in Refuge Management Alternative A.

C. Addressing Threats to the Ecosystem

Under Refuge Management Alternative C, the USFWS would increase efforts aimed at reversing trends
of loss and degradation of native habitats by increasing efforts to address the effects of relative sea level
rise and reduced sediment supply, altered hydrologic processes, exotic and invasive species and
environmental contaminants. These efforts would include expanded coordination with other agencies and
conservation organizations with a goal of implementing large-scale shoreline protection and hydrologic
restoration projects. The USFWS would also implement smaller scale erosion abatement projects along
the Gulf, Galveston Bay, and the GIWW and hydrologic restoration projects throughout the Refuge
Complex.

These efforts addressing threats to ecosystem health focus on achieving the following Refuge goal:
o GOAL 4. By working with others locally and on a landscape level, threats to natural biological
diversity, ecological integrity, and environmental health on the Texas Chenier Plain Refuge
Complex will be addressed.

1. Coastal Land Loss

The objective for the threat from relative sea level rise and reduced sediment supply is to decrease rates
of coastal land loss due to shoreline erosion along the Gulf of Mexico, East Galveston Bay, and the
GIWW. Along the Texas Coast, wetland losses between the mid-1950’s and mid-1990’s were most
substantial for estuarine emergent marshes (Moulton et al. 1997). Relative sea level rise and reduced
coarse sediment supply to Gulf and bay nearshore littoral systems are resulting in significant loss of
coastal habitats. Average rates of shoreline retreat along the Gulf adjacent to the refuges are as high as
50 feet per year on Texas Point NWR, and 10-15 feet per year along most of McFaddin NWR (Bureau of
Economic Geology unpublished data, Morton 1998). Over 800 acres of dunes and emergent marsh has
been lost due to Gulf shoreline erosion on these refuges during the last 25 years, and remaining inland
marshes are increasingly threatened by more frequent inundation during high tidal events. Although less
severe, erosion along the East Galveston Bay shoreline is also causing wetland loss on Anahuac NWR,
and also threatens remaining marshes with saltwater intrusion. Erosion along the GIWW is also causing
direct loss of wetlands and poses a significant threat to marshes from saltwater intrusion on both
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McFaddin and Anahuac NWRs. Levees created when the GIWW was constructed have almost entirely
eroded away along significant portions of its length within these refuges.

Current USWS efforts to address threats from relative sea level rise and reduced sediment supply would
continue as in Refuge Management Alternative A. Proposed additional activities and modifications
include:

¢ Increase coordination with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, National Marine Fisheries Service,
Texas General Land Office, Texas Parks and Wildlife Department, Galveston Bay Estuary
Program, Texas Department of Transportation and other local, state and federal agencies to
develop and implement long-term inter-jurisdictional strategies to reduce coastal land loss along
the Gulf of Mexico, East Galveston Bay and the GIWW. Goals would include implementing major
projects to restore the Gulf barrier beach/dune complex on McFaddin NWR (dependent upon the
results of ongoing sand source investigations, possibly using off-shore sand supplies), to restore
sediment supply to the Gulf's nearshore littoral zone on Texas Point NWR through the beneficial
use of dredge material, and to construct structural protection (rock breakwaters) and restore
emergent marshes along shorelines of Galveston Bay (Anahuac NWR) and the GIWW (Anahuac
and McFaddin NWRs).

e Participate in the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers new Regional Sediment Management program.

e Increase coordination among state, federal and local agencies on the issue of relative sea level
rise and promote advanced conservation planning to address threats.

o Develop partnerships with universities and the U.S. Geological Survey, and facilitate and support
new research and monitoring on marsh accretion and its relation to management practices
including burning and structural marsh management.

¢ Install an additional 7,500 linear feet of shoreline erosion abatement (offshore rock wave breaks)
and restore 10 acres of undershore emergent marsh (smooth cordgrass plantings) along East
Galveston Bay shoreline on Anahuac NWR.

e Restore an additional 5,000 linear feet of the dunes along the Gulf of Mexico on McFaddin NWR.

e Protect an additional 10,000 linear feet of GIWW shoreline on McFaddin and Anahuac NWRs
using offshore wave breaks, shoreline armoring, and/or emergent plantings (smooth cordgrass).

2. Altered Hydrologic Processes

The objective for the threat from altered hydrologic processes and resulting interior marsh loss is to
protect existing and restore emergent coastal marsh habitat on the Refuge Complex by reducing
saltwater intrusion, increasing freshwater and inflows and mineral sediment supply to marshes, and
maintaining natural marsh hydroperiods. Land subsidence and sea level rise, channel construction, and
channelization of natural waterways has had significant hydrologic impacts including saltwater intrusion,
increased tidal energies causing erosion of organic marsh substrates, loss of freshwater inflows and
reduced mineral sediment supply to marshes, and excessive flooding or drainage/drying of marshes.
Over the last century, these factors have gradually converted extensive areas of fresh and intermediate
marshes to a more brackish regime thereby decreasing natural biological diversity, and in some areas
have resulted in conversion of vegetated emergent marshes to open water (marsh loss). Relative sea
level rise threatens further loss of vegetated marsh due to submergence and increased saltwater
intrusion. To survive, remaining marshes must accrete or gain elevation at a rate that keeps up with
relative sea level rise. Maintaining plant productivity and preventing loss of organic marsh soils by
restricting saltwater intrusion and tidal energies, increasing freshwater inflows, and beneficially using
dredge materials to increase mineral sediment supply appear to offer the most realistic options for
reversing current trends of interior marsh loss in the Chenier Plain region.

USFWS activities addressing altered hydrologic processes in Refuge Management Alternative A would
continue. Proposed additional activities and modifications include:
¢ Expand coordination with local, state and federal agencies to develop and implement watershed-
scale hydrologic restoration projects. A key component would be assessing the feasibility of and
identifying options for restoring freshwater inflows to coastal marshes within the Salt Bayou
watershed south of the GIWW.
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¢ Expand coordination with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Texas General Land Office, Texas
Parks and Wildlife Department, Texas Department of Transportation and others to develop
strategies to restore and enhance wetlands ton the Refuge Complex through the beneficial use of
dredged materials. This will include participation in the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers new
Regional Sediment Management program.

e Throughout the Refuge Complex, replace selected water control structures with rock weirs
following completion of watershed hydrologic restoration projects which reduce saltwater intrusion
and increase freshwater inflows.

o Develop partnerships with universities and the U.S. Geological Survey, and facilitate and support
new research and monitoring on marsh accretion and its relation to management practices
including burning and structural marsh management.

e Monitor status and trends of Refuge Complex wetlands through enhanced Geographic
Information System capabilities.

e Research the availability of, and if possible, acquire additional water rights to facilitate increasing
freshwater inflows to the Anahuac NWR'’s East Unit from East Bay Bayou and Onion Bayou and
to the Middleton Tract from EIm Bayou.

o Coordinate with Trinity Bay Conservation District and other partners to repair saltwater barriers
and water control structures on East Bay, EIm and Onion bayous.

e On Anahuac NWR, construct a passive overflow spillway structures East Bay and Elm bayous to
restore over bank flooding and freshwater inflows into East Unit marshes.

e On Anahuac NWR, construct rock weirs in constructed channels in northern portion of Pace Tract
to reduce saltwater intrusion and decrease tidal energies.

e On Anahuac NWR, enhance water management by replacing water control structures and
restoring levees along East Bay Bayou on the East Unit and Middleton Unit.

¢ On McFaddin NWR, restore hydrology by reducing saltwater intrusion and restoring marsh
hydroperiods through construction of rock weirs and/or earthen plugs in constructed channels in
the Willow/Barnett Lake Unit.

e Research the availability of and need for acquiring water rights to ensure that freshwater inflows
remain adequate to maintain the natural diversity and productivity of the Willow Slough marsh on
the McFaddin NWR North Unit.

e Restore natural hydrology to western marshes on McFaddin NWR by restoring Mud Bayou to its
historic dimensions through construction of a rock weir.

e Coordinate with state and federal agencies and others to develop and implement comprehensive
hydrological restoration on Texas Point NWR. Reducing saltwater intrusion and tidal energies by
restoring Texas Bayou to historic dimensions and reducing the influence of constructed channels
will be key components of this project.

o Throughout the Refuge Complex, restore surface hydrology by removing barriers formed by
abandoned roads, levees and well pads remaining from past oil and gas development and
agricultural activities.

3. Invasive Species

The objective for the threat from invasive species is to implement a comprehensive invasive species
control program utilizing Integrated Pest Management strategies which will: 1) reduce current infestations
by 50% within 15 years; and 2) prevent any new infestations. Monocultures of invasive plants reduce
natural biological diversity, increase erosion, alter nutrient cycling and displace macro- and micro-fauna
that depend on native plants for habitat and food (Sheley and Petroff 1999). Refuge habitats are
currently significantly impacted by exotic plants and animals including: Chinese tallow (Sapium
sebiferum), water hyacinth (Eichhornia crassipes), alligator weed (Alternathera ohiloceroides), water
lettuce (Pistia stratiotes), McCartney rose (Rosa bracteata), vasey grass (Paspalum urvillei), Johnson
grass (Sorghum halepense), Cyperus entrerianus, Eurasian water milfoil (Myriophyllum spicatum), hydrilla
(Hydrilla verticillata), Salvinia minima, Japanese honeysuckle (Lonicera japonica) red imported fire ants,
nutria, and feral hogs. Giant salvinia (S. molesta), to date documented on the Refuge Complex only once
and in small amounts near a refuge boat ramp, has been found nearby and poses a significant threat to
freshwater wetlands. Invasive native plant species include eastern baccharis (Baccharis halimifolia), big-
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leaf sumpweed (lva frutescens), rattlebox (Sesbania drummondii), common reed (Phragmites communis)
and cattail (Typha spp.).

USFWS efforts addressing invasive species in Refuge Management Alternative A would continue.
Proposed activities through an expanded Integrated Pest Management program would include:

e Throughout the Refuge Complex, expand field monitoring to provide early detection of new
infestations, and develop enhanced GIS capabilities to map existing and new stands of upland
and aquatic exotic and invasive plants.

o Develop new partnerships with universities and the U.S. Geological Survey Biological Resources
Division to evaluate exotic and invasive species control strategies.

e On Anahuac NWR, evaluate control strategies for deep-rooted sedge and several exotic grasses
currently impacting upland prairie habitats.

e On Anahuac NWR, mechanically remove Chinese tallow along the GIWW, Oyster Bayou, East
Bay Bayou, Onion Bayou, and State Highway 124.

e On Anahuac NWR, increase coordination with the Trinity Bay Conservation District and the
Chambers-Liberty Counties Navigation District on control of aquatic and terrestrial invasive exotic
plants on waterways, canals and ditches and on banks and levees within drainage and irrigation
easements throughout the Anahuac NWR.

o Evaluate use of approved and permitted biological control agents as they become available, for
use in IPM program for exotic and invasive species control. An approved biological control
agenct for Salvinia spp. is now available for release in Texas, and its use on the Refuge Complex
will be evaluated.

e Expand integrated control activities for water hyacinth in the Willow Slough Marsh on the North
Unit of McFaddin NWR.

o On Texas Point NWR, utilize spot herbicide treatments to help control McCartney rose on non-
saline prairie habitats.

¢ On the Refuge Complex, expand control efforts for invasive emergent marsh plants such as
cattail and common rush where encroachment has resulted in loss of desirable open water
habitats.

o Develop exotic aquatic plant interpretive signs and install them at all Refuge Complex boat
ramps.

o Develop step-down Feral Hog Management and Nuisance Animal Management plans. Expand
control efforts for feral hogs and nutria as necessary.

4. Contaminants

The objective for the threat from contaminants is to, within 15 years, identify and monitor all potential
point and non-point source pollution impacts to the Refuge Complex and develop a strategy to clean up
contaminants and protect refuge resources from those impacts. Contaminant issues affecting the Refuge
Complex include potential petroleum and petrochemical spills from: 1) on-Refuge oilfield operations; 2)
shipping on the GIWW; and 3) offshore production in the Gulf. The potential for petrochemical and
petroleum spills affecting the Refuge Complex is high. Over 20 active oil and gas wells are currently
producing on the Refuge Complex. Significant drilling and production activity occurs in Gulf waters
offshore of McFaddin and Texas Point NWRs. The GIWW between Houston and Lake Charles,
Louisiana is one of the busiest reaches of this waterway for shipping petrochemical and petroleum
products. The GIWW parallels much of McFaddin and Anahuac NWRs, and the Sabine-Neches Ship
Channel parallels Texas Point NWR. Former and current oil and gas production areas on the Refuge
Complex contain extensive infrastructure which is no longer in use, including flow lines, pipelines, oil pits,
well pads, and brine disposal areas. Many of these lines, pits, and pads may contain contaminants
including heavy metals, normal occurring radio-active material, brine, and petroleum products. In
addition, Refuge Complex marshes comprise the downstream end of at least 10 waterways. Factories,
refineries, solid waste disposal sites, oil field sludge disposal areas, feedlot operations, agricultural
operations and housing developments are potential pollution sources in upstream reaches of these
watersheds. Finally, high levels of lead shotgun pellets likely occur over much of the Refuge Complex.
Incidence of lead shot in Mottled Duck gizzards remains relatively high to the present in birds harvested
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on the Anahuac and McFaddin NWRs, even after over 15 years of implementation of non-toxic
ammunition regulations.

Current USFWS activities addressing threats from contaminants in Refuge Management Alternative A
would continue. Proposed additional activities would include:

o Develop a comprehensive spill response plan for incidents occurring off-refuge which threaten
Refuge Complex resources.

e Increase coordination with the interagency spill response programs. Integrate Refuge Complex
spill response activities with interagency programs.

o Assemble and maintain a qualified first responder team comprised of Refuge Complex staff
through training and participation in interagency spill response drills.

e Throughout the Refuge Complex, conduct contaminant investigations in current and former oil
and gas production areas and develop clean up plans for any contaminated areas which pose
threats to habitats and fish and wildlife resources.

e Conduct a thorough inventory and assessment of abandoned oil and gas infrastructure on the
Refuge Complex, and develop plans for removal of abandoned facilities and habitat restoration.

o Facilitate and support water quality monitoring in Taylors Bayou, Willow Slough, Spindletop
Bayou, Mud Bayou, Oyster Bayou, Robinson Bayou, East Bay Bayou, Onion Bayou, EIm Bayou
and the GIWW.

e Facilitate and support field assessment to identify any potential “hot spots” of lead contamination
on the Refuge Complex. Develop and implement management actions for remediating any areas
with high levels of lead.

5. New Oil and Gas Exploration and Development

Minerals underlying the refuges are privately held and the USFWS must allow reasonable use of the
surface of refuges to explore for and develop oil and gas reserves. The objective for managing new oil
and gas exploration and development is to ensure that new oil and gas exploration and development on
the Refuge Complex is conducted in the most environmentally-sensitive manner possible by defining a
process which facilitates close coordination with industry and timely processing of requests to conduct
activities, and which mandates the use of scientifically-accepted “best management practices” for these
activities in sensitive coastal environments.

Current USFWS activities addressing management of new oil and gas exploration and development in
Refuge Management Alternative A would continue. Proposed additional activities include:

o Develop a step-down Oil and Gas Management Plan for the Refuge Complex.

o Establish an Oil and Gas Management Specialist position.

D. USFWS Public Use Program

The Texas Chenier Plain Refuge Complex offers a wide variety of recreational opportunities and received
over 172,000 visitors during Fiscal Year 2002. Through the use of existing programs and facilities, the
Refuge Complex provides opportunities for all six of the Refuge System’s priority wildlife-dependent
recreational uses, which are:

¢ Hunting

e Fishing

¢ Wildlife Observation and Photography

¢ Environmental Education and Interpretation

These visitor and recreational opportunities focus on achieving the following refuge goal:

e GOAL 5. All local, national and international visitors will enjoy safe and high quality outdoor
experiences on the Refuge Complex, and learn of the Refuge Complex’ role in conserving the
region’s coastal natural resources. New partnerships with our local communities will be forged to
highlight, promote and conserve the unique natural assets of the upper Texas Gulf Coast.
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1. Hunting

The objective for hunting is to provide safe and high quality waterfowl hunting opportunities on the Refuge
Complex. Waterfowl hunting is a traditional and still very popular outdoor recreational pursuit in the
region. Refuges and other public lands along the Gulf Coast play a key role in providing hunting
opportunity to the public at large.

Current USFWS public use program activities in support of hunting would continue with no change from
Refuge Management Alternative A.

2. Fishing

The objective for fishing is to provide safe and high quality fishing opportunities on the Refuge Complex.
The Refuge Complex offers exceptional recreational fishing and crabbing opportunities in both saltwater
and freshwater environments. Catfish, bass and brim in freshwater environments and speckled trout,
flounder and red drum in saltwater environments are among the popular game fish species on the
refuges. Crabbing for blue crabs is also a popular recreational pursuit along refuge waterway and lake
shorelines.

Current USFWS public use program activities in support of fishing would continue with no change from
Refuge Management Alternative A.

3. Wildlife Observation and Photography

The objective for wildlife observation and photography is to provide safe and high quality opportunities for
wildlife observation and photography on the Refuge Complex; and, within 15 years, Refuge Complex
visitors will be provided with several new, high-quality opportunities to view and photograph wildlife in
restored native habitats. Because overall management of the Refuge Complex under this Alternative will
emphasize native habitat restoration, new wildlife viewing and photographic opportunities would be
developed for these habitats and the species they support.

Current USFWS public use program activities in support of wildlife observation and photography in
Refuge Management Alternative A would continue, with the following additional facility development:
e On Anahuac NWR, develop a trail/wildlife viewing area in restored prairie habitat on the
Granberry Tract unit.
e Develop a connecting trail, boardwalk and observation platform on Texas Point NWR, through
woodlot, prairie and marsh habitats.
e Develop a canoe trail for wildlife observation in Star Lake/Five Mile Cut on McFaddin NWR.

4. Environmental Education and Interpretation

The objective for environmental education and interpretation is to, within 15 years, have 90% of visitors
feel that they have increased their knowledge of the region’s native habitats, native fish and wildlife,
native habitat restoration methods, and the major threats to ecosystem health. Because overall
management of the Refuge Complex under this Alternative will emphasize native habitat restoration and
addressing threats to the ecosystem, educational and interpretive programs and materials should focus
on restoring native habitats, native fish and wildlife and some of the major threats. Educating visitors
about these resources and issues and about the Refuge Complex’ conservation role in restoring and
maintaining native biological diversity will lead to support and responsible stewardship.

Current USFWS public use program activities in support of environmental education and interpretation in
Refuge Management Alternative A would continue; with the development of the following additional
facilities and programs:
e On Anahuac NWR, develop four seasonally changing displays for the Visitor Information Station,
focusing on native habitats and native biological diversity of the Refuge.
e On Anahuac NWR, develop invasive species monitoring program with local high school.
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e On Anahuac NWR, develop two educational activities (one high school, one middle school level)
describing neotropical migratory bird migration and the importance of protecting breeding,
wintering and stopover habitat, for use in school classrooms, and followed by a field trip to the
Refuge during spring migration.

e On Anahuac NWR, develop interpretive exhibits on wetland, prairie and woodlot restoration.
Conduct monthly interpretive programs, for adults and youth, focusing on native habitat
restoration and native biological diversity.

e On Anahuac NWR, develop an environmental education activity/program focused on native
habitats, restoration methodologies, and threats to the ecosystem’s natural biological diversity for
older students and presentations to the general public.

¢ On Anahuac NWR, establish a program to work with local elementary schools to propagate native
plant species for use in restoration efforts. Follow up with a designated ‘planting’ day and
educational tour of the Refuge.

o Develop interpretive facilities on Texas Point NWR to interpret woodlot, prairie, and wetland
habitats and associated fish and wildlife.

e Conduct monthly beach walks on McFaddin NWR, focusing on human impacts to natural
systems.

e On Anahuac NWR, conduct teacher training workshop annually to facilitate school field trips led
by school teachers, focusing on native habitats, the species those habitats support, and the role
of the refuges in conserving those resources.

e Produce standardized presentation emphasizing the importance of the Refuge Complex in
protecting and restoring native wetland and upland habitats.

o Develop brochures for butterflies, dragonflies/damselflies, wildflowers, reptiles and amphibians,
mammals and invasive/exotic species found on the Refuge Complex.

o Develop videos interpreting Refuge Complex fish, wildlife, plants, cultural resources and
restoration practices.

¢ Revise general brochures and websites to emphasize the Refuge Complex’ role in restoring
native upland and wetland habitats.

5. Beach Uses on McFaddin NWR

The objective for beach uses on McFaddin NWR is to protect public safety and natural resources along
the Gulf of Mexico shoreline within the refuge.

No Change from current USFWS activities to protect public safety and natural resources on McFaddin
NWR in Refuge Management Alternative A.

E. Community Outreach and Partnerships

The objective for community outreach and partnerships is to promote conservation of natural resources
by working effectively with partners in support of USFWS management programs on the Refuge Complex
including habitat management and restoration, fish and wildlife population management, and providing
public recreational and educational opportunities. Partnerships with the Friends of Anahuac Refuge and
the McFaddin and Texas Point Refuges Alliance, two citizen support groups, with state agencies such as
the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department, the Texas General Land Office and the Galveston Bay Estuary
Program, and with conservation organizations such as the Galveston Bay Foundation and local Audubon
Society chapters have been particularly effective. Volunteers on the Refuge Complex provide over
10,000 hours of service annually. In addition, the USFWS is working with private landowners to enhance
or restore coastal marsh and prairie wetlands habitat on private lands, by providing technical assistance
and helping to coordinate use of several private lands programs (such as the USFWS Partners for Fish
and Wildlife Program and the multi-partner Texas Prairie Wetland Project). Many private lands in the
region are successfully managed to provide habitat for wintering waterfowl and other migratory birds. The
objective for Private Lands Partnerships is to, within 15 years, restore or enhance 500 acres of native
prairie and 10 acres of woodland habitat on private lands in the Texas Chenier Plain region through
coordination with interested private landowners and the use of USFWS private lands programs.
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Current USFWS community outreach and partnership activities in Refuge Management Alternative A
would continue, with the following efforts to expand partnerships with private landowners to enhance
upland habitats:

e On Anahuac NWR, hold two on-refuge workshops for private landowners and other agency
personnel to demonstrate prairie restoration and management techniques, and to highlight
available USFWS private lands programs and grant opportunities.

e Provide technical assistance to private landowners in Chambers, Jefferson and Galveston
counties wishing to enhance grassland and woodland habitats for wildlife.

F. Administration and Staffing

In addition to the already existing staff positions under Refuge Management Alternative A, three essential

staffing positions would be filled to implement Refuge Management Alternative C:

e Geographic Information Systems specialist
¢ Natural resource specialist - oil & gas management
¢ Plant ecologist
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IV. REFUGE MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVE D (PREFERRED
ALTERNATIVE) - EMPHASIS ON AN INTEGRATED MANAGEMENT
APPROACH COMBINING: 1) EXPANDED HABITAT MANAGEMENT
AND RESTORATION PROGRAMS, 2) NEW RESEARCH AND WILDLIFE
POPULATION MONITORING, & 3) INCREASED EFFORTS TO
ADDRESS MAJOR THREATS TO THE ECOSYSTEM

Alternative D Concept

Management Focus

Under this Alternative, the Refuge Complex would continue and expand current habitat management and
native habitat restoration programs, with increased monitoring and research to assess management
actions and facilitate a more effective adaptive management approach. Wetland habitat management
activities for waterfowl, shorebirds and other wetland-dependent migratory birds including structural water
management in marshes, prescribed burning, controlled grazing, and moist soil management would be
refined and enhanced, and in some cases expanded through development of new infrastructure.
Concurrently, additional restoration of native habitats including wetlands, prairie and woodlots would be
undertaken to benefit a variety of native fauna with a focus on priority species identified as in need of
conservation through national and international conservation initiatives.

Efforts to address coastal habitat loss and degradation resulting from shoreline erosion along the Gulf,
Galveston Bay and the GIWW and to restore emergent marshes would be intensified by increasing
coordination among agencies and other stakeholders. Goals would include implementing large-scale
partnership projects including barrier beach/dune restoration on McFaddin NWR, marsh and shoreline
restoration on Texas Point NWR through the beneficial use of dredge material, and structural shoreline
protection along the GIWW and East Galveston Bay. Ongoing interior marsh loss would be addressed by
working with agencies and other stakeholders on watershed-scale hydrologic restoration projects that
restore freshwater inflows and further restrict saltwater intrusion and increased beneficial use of dredge
material to restore mineral sediment supply to marshes. The USFWS would also implement several
smaller hydrologic restoration and shoreline protection projects on the Refuge Complex. Control and
monitoring programs for exotic and invasive species would be intensified, and additional efforts to monitor
and reduce impacts of contaminants implemented.

Through new partnerships with universities and other agencies, additional research and monitoring would
be conducted to better assess impacts of relative sea level rise and to support future conservation
planning to address these impacts. Additional monitoring of invasive plant species, including research to
assess the efficacy of ongoing and new control techniques, would be conducted. Additional research on
effects of environmental contaminants on fish and wildlife would be conducted. Additional baseline data
on fish and wildlife populations and habitat use would also be collected, with an emphasis on
documenting the status of several sensitive or declining species.

USFWS habitat management and restoration and biological program activities on the Refuge Complex
under this Alternative will support conservation objectives and informational needs for priority species
identified in regional, national and international avian conservation plans. These include plans for
waterfowl and avian conservation under the North American Waterfowl Management Plan (the Gulf Coast
Joint Venture’s Chenier Plain Initiative Plan, Mottled Duck Conservation Plan and all-bird conservation
initiative), the U.S. Shorebird Conservation Plan and step-down Lower Mississippi/Western Gulf Coast
Regional Shorebird Plan, the North American Waterbird Conservation Plan, and the Partners in Flight
Regional Conservation Plan for the Gulf Coast Prairies Bird Conservation Region (BCR 37) (currently in
preparation).
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The Refuge Complex would also continue to provide and promote opportunities for all six of the National
Wildlife Refuge System’s priority wildlife-dependent recreational uses: hunting, fishing, wildlife
observation and photography, and environmental education and interpretation. The Refuge Complex
would seek to provide additional recreational opportunities and improve the quality of visitor services and
of the visitor experience through construction of additional public use facilities including a Refuge
Complex Administrative Headquarters and Wildlife Interpretive Center in Chambers County, expanding
law enforcement efforts to protect public safety and natural resources, providing additional hunting and
fishing opportunities, and developing additional educational programs. Expanded outreach to local
communities and private landowners would be aimed at developing new partnerships to further
conservation and promote awareness of the region’s natural resources.

Rationale for this Management Focus

The coastal marshes, prairies and woodlots of the Chenier Plain region of southwestern Louisiana and
southeast Texas comprise a hemispherically important biological area. The Texas Gulf Coast is the
primary site for ducks wintering in the Central Flyway, with an average of 1.3-4.5 million birds, or 30-71%
of the total flyway population (Stutzenbaker and Weller 1989). This area also winters 90% of the snow,
Canada, and greater white-fronted geese in the Central Flyway (Buller 1964). Additionally, the coastal
marshes, prairies and prairie wetlands of the Chenier Plain region of the Texas Gulf Coast serve as a
critical staging area for Central Flyway waterfowl migrating to and from Mexico and Central and South
America. Hundreds of thousands shorebirds, wading birds, and other marsh and waterbirds also winter
or migrate through the region, including several now identified by the USFWS as Avian Species of
Conservation Concern. Coastal prairie and coastal woodlots support over 150 migratory and resident
land bird species, including 9 species of grassland birds and 7 species utilizing woodland habitats listed
as Rare and Declining within the Coastal Prairies Region of Texas (Texas Parks and Wildlife Department
2000). Overall, wetland, prairie and woodland habitats on the Refuge Complex provide habitat for 33
Avian Species of Conservation Concern in the Gulf Prairies Bird Conservation Region.

The high degree of alteration in this ecosystem has resulted in loss and degradation of native habitats,
loss of biological diversity, and decreased habitat quality for migratory birds and other native wildlife.
Alterations of historic hydrology including loss of freshwater inflows and increased saltwater intrusion,
coastal erosion, land subsidence and sea level rise are contributing to ongoing coastal land loss and
marsh degradation. Almost all of the region’s historic native tallgrass coastal prairie and its associated
prairie wetlands have disappeared, and remaining coastal woodlots are imminently threatened by
development and other land use changes. Several highly invasive exotic plant species are replacing
native habitats and severely impacting native biological diversity. Air and water quality issues in the
region pose a potential contaminant threat to fish and wildlife, as do accidental spills and discharges from
the major petrochemical shipping, storage and processing facilities located in close proximity to sensitive
Refuge Complex habitats. Habitat losses to date and ongoing threats in this ecosystem are such that
intensive management of remaining habitats in combination with habitat restoration where feasible is
required to conserve fish and wildlife resources.

The Refuge Complex provides over 170,000 annual visitors opportunities to waterfowl hunt, fish for fresh
and saltwater species, observe and photograph wildlife, and learn about this coastal ecosystem through
interpretive and environmental education programs. Southeast Texas has a long and rich tradition of
outdoor recreation. Demand for these recreational opportunities on public lands and waters are
increasing. The human population in the 8-county area surrounding Houston now exceeds 6 million
people. The Texas Gulf Coast has become a popular destination for national and international nature
tourists. Improving visitor services and the quality of the visitor experience on these refuges is a critical
component of future management.

A. USFWS Habitat Management and Restoration
The primary focus of USFWS land management activities on the Refuge Complex is to fulfill the

establishment purpose(s) for the Refuges, i.e., for the conservation and management of migratory birds
and their habitats. Under Refuge Management Alternative D, the USFWS would continue and expand
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current habitat management and native habitat restoration programs, with increased monitoring and
research to assess management actions and facilitate a more effective adaptive management approach.
Wetland habitat management activities for waterfowl, shorebirds and other wetland-dependent migratory
birds including structural water management in marshes, prescribed burning, controlled grazing, and
moist soil management would be refined and enhanced, and in some cases expanded through
development of new infrastructure. Concurrently, additional restoration of native habitats including
wetlands, prairie and woodlots would be undertaken to benefit a variety of native fauna, with a focus on
benefiting priority avian species.

These habitat management activities focus on achieving the two following Refuge goals:

e GOAL 1. Conserve, enhance and restore the Texas Chenier Plain region’s coastal wetlands to
provide wintering, migrational, and nesting/brood-rearing habitat for waterfowl, shorebirds, marsh
and wading birds, other wetland-dependent birds, and habitat for other native fish and wildlife.

e GOAL 2. Conserve, enhance and restore the Texas Chenier Plain region’s coastal prairies and
coastal woodlands to provide wintering, migrational, and nesting habitat for resident and
migratory landbirds, including neotropical/neartic migratory birds, and habitat for other native
wildlife species.

1. Wetland Specific Management and Restoration

Managed marsh units within the Refuge Complex are under varying degrees of structural control, and
may be best described as marsh semi-impoundments. Some units are entirely or almost entirely behind
man-made levees and water control structures, and are intensively managed through manipulation of the
water control structures. Most are managed less intensively, relying to some degree on natural
topography and drainage to control hydrologic regimes.

a. Emergent Wetlands

The objective for emergent wetlands (estuarine and palustrine) is to maintain the historic continuum of
fresh, intermediate, brackish and saline coastal marshes on the Refuge Complex and its diverse mosaic
of plant communities, and on an annual basis, to manage and maintain 30 to 40% of fresh and
intermediate emergent coastal marshes on the Refuge Complex in target plant communities which
contain several early and mid-successional emergent plant species. Meeting the habitat needs of the
region’s diversity of wetland dependent resident and migratory birds requires maintaining a range of
coastal marsh habitat types and plant community successional stages within these marsh types.
Providing freshwater inflows and restricting saltwater intrusion are critical to maintaining the Chenier
Plain’s historic continuum of fresh, intermediate, brackish saline marshes. Habitat values for waterfowl,
shorebirds and many wading bird species are greatly enhanced in intermediate marshes with early
successional plant communities containing several perennial and annual plant species (primarily grasses
and sedges) which provide important food resources, and where disturbance reduces the height and/or
density of vegetation. Perennial emergent plants important to wintering waterfowl! include seashore
paspalum (Paspalum vaginatum) and Olney bulrush (Scirpus olneyi). Early successional emergent plant
species important to waterfowl include annual grasses such as millet (Echinochloa spp.) and sprangle-top
(Leptichloa fascicularis) and forbs such as water hyssop (Bacopa monnieri) and purple ammania
(Ammania coccinea). Migratory bird species such as rails require denser vegetation and plant species
composition typical of later successional stages (Fredrickson and Taylor 1982). Coastal marshes have
evolved with disturbance regime which includes fire, herbivory by native wildlife, and infusion of saline
waters during tidal surges associated with tropical storms. Natural fire and herbivory by native species
now occur less frequently or at reduced levels due to human influences on the ecosystem (Stutzenbaker
and Weller 1989). Water level and salinity management, prescribed burning, and controlled grazing are
available tools for influencing plant communities (species composition and physical structure) in marsh
habitats.
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USFWS management activities for emergent wetlands in Refuge Management Alternative A would
continue; with the following modifications and additional activities:

e On Anahuac NWR, ensure adequate freshwater in-flows and reduce saltwater intrusion through
annual water purchases and enhanced water management infrastructure including new pumps
and delivery systems.

e Maintain current rotational prescribed burning program in marsh units on the Refuge Complex,
conducted from late September to late-November (to the extent permitted by
environmental/climatic conditions and air quality parameters) to maximize the benefits of
integrated burning/grazing/water management programs. Initiate limited summer prescribed
burning to control invasive woody vegetation including Baccharis (Baccharis halimifolia) and big-
leaf sumpweed (lva frutescens) in portions of targeted marsh management units.

¢ Modify controlled grazing program on the Refuge Complex increasing grazing intensity (given
favorable forage and water conditions) in several intermediate and fresh marsh units.

¢ Reconfigure grazing units on the Refuge Complex through additional fencing and development of
additional watering sites to increase the effectiveness and efficiency of the control grazing
program.

¢ Increase herbivory by native wildlife on McFaddin NWR by developing new grit sites and
maintaining sanctuary areas for geese through the special white goose conservation season (in
effect since 1999) which follows the regular waterfowl season.

¢ Initiate and conduct short and long-term ecological fire effects monitoring on the Refuge Complex
and use results to guide an adaptive approach to implementing the prescribed burning program.

e Facilitate and support ongoing and new research studies to determine fire effects on marsh
accretion, soils, vegetation, and wildlife.

o Develop a step-down Nuisance Animal Management Plan to protect emergent marshes from
excessive herbivory by nutria (an exotic species) and by high populations of muskrats.

b. Open Water Wetlands (Estuarine and Palustrine)

The objective for open water wetlands (estuarine and palustrine) is to increase species diversity and
production of submerged aquatic vegetation in marsh habitats and increase open water habitat by 10% in
the fresh and intermediate marshes within the Refuge Complex. The submerged aquatic plant
community serves as a direct source of important waterfowl foods (e.g., seeds and tubers), and indirectly,
as a rich environment for aquatic macroinvertebrates, which are heavily utilized by waterfowl and many
other wetland birds (Baldassarre and Bolen 1994). These habitats are extremely important for brood-
rearing and molting Mottled Ducks (Stutzenbaker 1988); and, these habitats are important to fishery
resources providing vital nursery habitat for many species of marine fish and shellfish (Stutzenbaker and
Weller 1989). The diversity and productivity of aquatic plant communities are also dependent upon
maintenance of the historic continuum of fresh to saline marsh types. Water level and salinity
management within marsh semi-impoundments are important tools for restoring and maintaining
submerged aquatic vegetation production and species diversity. Construction of artificial barriers in larger
open water wetlands to reduce wave fetch and turbidity can promote the establishment and growth of
submerged aquatic vegetation. Common reed (Phragmites communis), cattail (Typha spp.) and California
bulrush (Scirpus californicus) are aggressive plant invaders which can form dense homogeneous stands
in open water habitats in brackish to fresh marshes. In fresh marsh environments, establishment and
expansion of maiden cane (Panicum hemitomen) and giant cutgrass (Zizaniopsis miliacea) can also
result in loss of open water habitats. Submerged aquatic vegetation production is substantially reduced
due to shading and loss of substrate when extensive encroachment by these species occurs.

USFWS management activities for open water wetlands in Refuge Management Alternative A would
continue, with the following modifications and additional activities:
¢ On Anahuac NWR, improve water level management capabilities in Shoveler Pond, Rail
Reservoir, Moccasin Pond, Otter Pond, and East Unit South Reservoir of Anahuac NWR by
modifying existing and installing new water control structures.
¢ On McFaddin NWR, enhance water level and salinity management in Wild Cow Bayou
Management Unit by installing additional water control structures along the GIWW and

CHAPTER 2: ALTERNATIVES 52
(PART A: Refuge MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES)



rehabilitating levees (LeBlanc’s Reservoir, Pond 11, Pond 13), and modifying the existing western
levee system to prevent saltwater intrusion.

On McFaddin NWR, enhance water management in Willow and Barnett Lake units of McFaddin
NWR through design and construction of new water control structures along the GIWW.

On McFaddin NWR, enhance water management in Willow Slough (North Unit of McFaddin
NWR) through design and construction of new water control structures/spillways and associated
management infrastructure.

On McFaddin NWR, construct marsh terraces to reduce fetch and turbidity and increase
production of submerged aquatic vegetation in Willow/Barnett Lake area and Ponds 28 and 29 on
McFaddin NWR, and as needed in open water areas on Texas Point NWR and Anahuac NWR.
Throughout the Refuge Complex, implement an integrated control program for common reed,
cattail and other emergent plants resulting in loss of open water habitats using herbicide
application, mechanical removal, salinity control, prescribed burning and controlled grazing on
selected units including the Deep Marsh, East Unit and Middleton Tract units of Anahuac NWR,
and the White’s Fee, Wild Cow Bayou, White’s Pasture and North Unit of McFaddin NWR.
Expand control efforts over the life of the CCP using the most effective strategies.

Develop enhanced Geographic Information System capabilities to monitor status and trends of
Refuge Complex wetlands. Use GIS technology, remote sensing, LIDAR surveys and other tools
to map micro-topography and define watersheds, quantify water usage, and detect trends in open
water to emergent marsh ratios and large-scale vegetative changes.

Facilitate and support a research study to identify causative factors of the “black water
phenomenon” which negatively impacts submerged aquatic vegetation production in marsh
habitats, and to guide development of adaptive management strategies to prevent or minimize
these impacts.

c. Freshwater Prairie Wetlands (Palustrine)

The objective for freshwater prairie wetlands (palustrine) is to, within 15 years, maintain approximately
1,900 acres of managed and natural shallow freshwater wetlands on the Refuge Complex; and, actively
manage adjacent prairie habitat for Mottled Ducks and other ground nesting migratory birds. The loss of
native prairie habitats and their associated shallow prairie wetlands have been substantial along the
Texas Coast (Moulton et al. 1997). A large portion of the upper Texas Coast prairie habitats have been
cultivated for rice production, which provides valuable habitat for waterfowl, shorebirds, and many other
migratory birds (Hobaugh et al. 1989, Wilson 2001). However, rice production has declined significantly
during the last decade in counties surrounding the Refuge Complex, reducing available prairie wetland
habitat for waterfowl, shorebirds and other wetland-dependent species. Mottled ducks heavily utilize
prairie habitats adjacent to freshwater wetlands for nesting (Stutzenbaker 1988).

USFWS management activities for freshwater prairie wetlands in Refuge Management Alternative A
would continue; with the following modifications and additional activities:

On Anahuac NWR, maintain annual rice farming acreage at 500-700 acres per year, while
increasing acreage which is organically farmed.

On Anahuac NWR, increase moist soil management acreage to 1,100 acres annually by
developing 590 acres of new moist soil management units on the Old Anahuac, East Unit, and
Middleton Tract units.

On Anahuac NWR, restore 100 acres of shallow depressional prairie wetlands on the Granberry
Tract Unit and the East Unit.

Restore 100 acres of shallow freshwater wetland habitat on McFaddin NWR by developing moist
soil management units.

Create shallow freshwater wetland habitat in dredge material disposal sites along the GIWW on
McFaddin NWR by installing levees and water control structures during future maintenance
dredging cycles. This will involve development of cooperative projects with the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers. .
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2. Upland Specific Management and Restoration
a. Native Prairie and other Grasslands

The objective for native prairie and other grasslands is to protect and manage all of the 5,744 acres of
non-saline grassland habitats on the Refuge Complex, including “prairie remnants”, permanently fallowed
former croplands which are naturally revegetating, and sites previously restored to native prairie using
intensive restoration techniques. Prescribed burning, controlled grazing, mowing (and haying) and
exotic/invasive plant control would be the primarily management tools employed. A second objective is
to within 15 years, restore an additional 2,223 acres of fallowed former cropland to native prairie on
Anahuac NWR using intensive restoration techniques.

It is now estimated that 99.8% and 99.6% of little bluestem and eastern gamma grass/switch grass
prairies, respectfully, have been lost in Texas (McFarland 1995). Nine of the 13 avian species listed as
Rare and Declining within the Coastal Prairies Region in Texas (Texas Parks and Wildlife Department
2000) are present in grasslands on the Refuge Complex. In 2005, the USFWS listed 7 avian species
occurring in prairie habitats on the Refuge Complex as Avian Species of Conservation Concern in the
Gulf Prairies Bird Conservation Region. Restoration of native prairie and an integrated management
approach utilizing prescribed fire, exotic plant control and controlled grazing is needed on the Refuge
Complex to provide large blocks of nesting and wintering habitat for prairie-dependent avian and other
wildlife species.

USFWS management activities for native prairie and other grassland habitats in Refuge Management
Alternative A would continue; with the following modifications and additional activities:
e On Anahuac NWR, restore an additional 2,223 acres of native prairie using intensive restoration
techniques on the following management units: Gator Marsh — 97 acres, North Gator Marsh —
204 acres, Longtom Prairie — 186 acres, Pintail Marsh — 120 acres, Airstrip Prairie and East Bay
Bayou Marsh — 1,000 acres, Middleton — 370 acres.
e On Anahuac NWR, construct a 5-acre native prairie grass propagation area on the East Unit to
increase native grass seeds for use in the prairie restoration program.
¢ Modify the controlled grazing program on the Refuge Complex on upland units to include more
short-duration/high-stocking rate grazing episodes.
e On the Refuge Complex, continue to conduct prescribed burns in prairie units in the spring, and
initiate limited summer burning to help control invasive and exotic woody vegetation.

b. Coastal Woodlands

The objective for coastal woodlands is to, within 15 years, create 29 acres of new coastal woodlots on the
Refuge Complex, and protect and diversify the 127 acres of existing woodlots and riparian woodlands.
Coastal woodlots in the Chenier Plain region are extremely important to migrating songbirds (Rappole
1974, Sprunt 1975, Mueller 1981). Refuge Complex woodlands mark the first landfall for hundreds of
thousands neotropical migratory birds making the trans-Gulf flights from Mexico, Central and South
America during the spring migration. These birds spend one to several days in woodlands resting and
foraging to help replenish fat reserves before continuing their migration to breeding habitats. During the
fall migration, coastal woodlots provide the last opportunity for trans-Gulf migrants to increase their fat
levels necessary for crossing the Gulf of Mexico (Caldwell et al. 1963). Migrant landbirds made greater
use of woodlots with larger trees and denser under stories (Mueller and Sears 1987). Increasing the
quality of habitat in Refuge Complex woodlots for migratory landbirds requires removing exotic plants and
increasing under story density and species diversity.

Current USFWS management activities to achieve objectives for coastal woodlands would continue as in
Refuge Management Alternative A. Proposed additional activities include:

e On Anahuac NWR, create two 1-acre woodlots, one near the VIS and one at the Volunteer
housing area. Create a 27-acre woodlot on the East Unit along East Bay Bayou.
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e Conduct site suitability assessment of additional areas on the Refuge Complex and work with
partners to create additional woodlot habitats on suitable sites.
e Expand feral hog control efforts.

B. USFWS Biological Program — Surveys, Monitoring, and Research

The USFWS habitat management and restoration activities benefit many species of native fish, wildlife
and plants on the Refuge Complex. The USFWS biological program on the Refuge Complex includes
monitoring, field surveys and research studies of fish and wildlife population status, population trends and
habitat utilization. The information obtained allows the USFWS to adapt management efforts on the
Refuge Complex as needed to achieve Refuge purposes and to maintain and restore natural biological
diversity, biological integrity and environmental health. Data collection will be integrated with and support
regional, national and international conservation initiatives for priority species whenever possible.

These wildlife conservation efforts focus on achieving the following Refuge goal:
o GOAL 3. A comprehensive biological program will guide and support conservation efforts for all
species of native fish, wildlife and plants on the Texas Chenier Plain Refuge Complex.

1. Waterfowl, Shorebirds, and other Wetland-Dependent Migratory Birds

The objective for waterfowl, shorebirds and other wetland-dependent migratory birds is to help maintain
healthy populations of species utilizing the Refuge Complex and to document population status and
trends and habitat utilization of priority species. Coastal habitats of the Texas Chenier Plain region
provide important wintering and migrating habitat for waterfowl of the Central Flyway, and for millions of
shorebirds, wading birds, colonial nesting waterbirds, and other wetland-dependent migratory birds.
Monitoring and studies of population trends and habitat utilization provide information to assess
management activities on the Refuge Complex. Data are also used in support of international, national
and regional migratory bird conservation initiatives.

USFWS biological program and management activities for waterfowl, shorebirds and other wetland-
dependent migratory birds under Refuge Management Alternative A would continue. Proposed additional
activities supporting conservation of wetland-dependent migratory birds on the Refuge Complex include:

e Conduct new surveys and studies for sensitive/declining species (see objective for Threatened
and Endangered Species).

e On Anahuac NWR, provide migrational habitat for shorebirds annually during March/April/May on
300 acres of the refuge’s moist soil units.

o Develop step-down Inventory and Monitoring Plan to guide the Refuge Complex biological
program.

The objective for Mottled Ducks, an important resident waterfowl species, is to increase breeding pair
densities in suitable habitats on the Refuge Complex to at least 11 breeding pairs per square mile (the
15-year average for the period 1988-2002); and, gather additional information on the factors impacting
Mottled Duck populations in the Texas Chenier Plain region through applied research and monitoring.
Both spring breeding pair and September aerial surveys conducted by the USFWS indicate a steady
decline in Mottled Duck populations on coastal national wildlife refuges in Texas over the last 16 years.
While drought conditions along much of the Texas Coast during late 1990’s undoubtedly contributed to
this decline, other potential causative factors include loss of freshwater wetlands and upland nesting
habitat due to land use changes, loss of pair bond, brood rearing and molting habitats due to invasive
plant encroachment in open water habitats, brush encroachment in nesting habitats, increased predation
by alligators, mammalian predators and fire ants, and lead shot ingestion rates that have remained high in
some areas.
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USFWS biological program and management activities for Mottled Ducks described in Refuge
Management Alternative A would continue. Proposed additional USFWS biological program and
management activities supporting conservation of Mottled Ducks on the Refuge Complex include:

e Expand and refine annual Mottled Duck breeding pair index survey on the Refuge Complex to
include an assessment of Mottled Duck use by habitat type (fresh, intermediate, and brackish
marshes).

e Facilitate and support new research including studies to: 1) evaluate Mottled Duck nesting
success and brood survival and identify factors affecting these vital rates; 2) determine habitat
utilization and preferences during nesting, brood rearing, and molting periods; and 3) evaluate
effects of predation by alligators, mammalian predators and fire ants on Mottled Duck survival.
This would include removing alligators and mammalian predators from key Mottled Duck nesting
and brood-rearing habitats, and assessing impacts on nest success and duckling survival.

¢ Manage 400 acres of moist soil units annually on Anahuac NWR specifically to provide brood-
rearing habitat for Mottled Ducks during summer.

e Enhance management capabilities for Mottled Ducks on 300 acres of freshwater impoundments
within the Wild Cow Bayou Management Unit on McFaddin NWR by rehabilitating existing levees
and installing new water control structures. Intensively manage approximately 400 hundred acres
of marsh habitat located adjacent to freshwater impoundments as optimum brood-rearing habitat.

e Develop and maintain at least two grit sites for Mottled Ducks within the Wild Cow Bayou
Management Unit of McFaddin NWR.

¢ Restore pair pond and brood rearing habitats in key management units on the Refuge Complex
(those currently supporting breeding Mottled Ducks) by restoring open water habitats lost to
invasive plant encroachment, using an integrated approach (an intensified program involving
prescribed burning, controlled grazing, water level and salinity management, mechanical removal,
and spot herbicide treatments).

¢ Provide additional open, shallow freshwater habitat in and adjacent to key management units
(those currently supporting breeding Mottled Ducks).

¢ Maintain optimal nesting cover in salty prairie habitats by applying prescribed fire and grazing at
designated frequencies and intensities, based on ongoing site-specific assessments. Manage
fire occurrence in salty prairie and other optimum nesting cover using mowed green fire breaks
and other innovative techniques.

2. Migratory and Resident Landbirds

The biological program objective for migratory and resident landbirds is to help maintain healthy
populations of species utilizing the Refuge Complex, and to document population trends, status and
habitat utilization of priority species. Monitoring and study of population trends and habitat utilization
provides information used to assess and improve management activities on the Refuge Complex. Data
are also used in support of international, national and regional migratory bird conservation initiatives.

USFWS biological program and management activities for migratory and resident landbirds under Refuge
Management Alternative A would continue. Proposed additional activities supporting conservation of
landbirds on the Refuge Complex include:

e Conduct new surveys and studies for sensitive/declining species (see objective for Threatened
and Endangered Species).

o Develop step-down Inventory and Monitoring Plan to guide the Refuge Complex biological
program.

3. Fish and other Aquatic Species

The biological program objective for fish and other aquatic species is to ensure healthy populations and
document population trends, status and habitat utilization of priority species on the Refuge Complex. A
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second objective is to incorporate fisheries and aquatic resource management into the management of all
estuarine marshes on the Refuge Complex.

No Change from biological program activities in Refuge Management Alternative A.
4. Threatened and Endangered Species, Species of Conservation Concern

The biological program objective for Threatened and Endangered species, Species of Conservation
Concern, and other “watch species” is to support recovery efforts and to obtain information on population
trends, status and habitat utilization of sensitive and/or declining species utilizing the Refuge Complex.
Eight federally-listed Threatened and Endangered species occur on or adjacent to the Refuge Complex:
Bald Eagle, Piping Plover, Brown Pelican, Loggerhead sea turtle, Kemp’s Ridley sea turtle, Green sea
turtle, Hawksbill sea turtle, and Leatherback sea turtle. The sea turtles are found offshore in the Gulf and
in Galveston Bay, but no nesting on beaches has been documented on the Refuge Complex. The
Refuge Complex also provides important habitat for 33 avian species identified by the USFWS as
Species of Conservation Concern within the Gulf Prairies Bird Conservation Region. Nine out of the 13
avian species listed by the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department as rare and declining species in coastal
prairies and marshes in Texas are found on the Refuge Complex. .

The Texas Parks and Wildlife Department lists three species of reptiles which occur or potentially occur
on the Refuge Complex as threatened: the smooth green snake, alligator snapping turtle and the Texas
horned lizard. Several additional species of reptiles and amphibians are listed in the Texas Natural
Heritage Database, now maintained by The Nature Conservancy’s Texas Conservation Data Center.
Little or no information about the relative abundance, distribution and habitat utilization of any of these
species on the Refuge Complex is currently available.

USFWS biological program and management activities for Threatened and Endangered species and
Species of Conservation Concern under Refuge Management Alternative A would continue. Proposed
additional activities supporting conservation of sensitive species on the Refuge Complex include:

e Conduct fall, winter and spring beach and bay surveys on the Refuge Complex for the following
priority shorebird and colonial waterbird species: Piping Plover, Snowy Plover, Long-billed
Curlew, Wilson’s Plover, American Golden Plover, Short-billed Dowitcher, Reddish Egret, Least
Tern, Black Skimmer, and Gull-billed Tern.

e Conduct bi-weekly surveys in marsh and prairie wetland habitats (rice fields, moist soil units) on
the Refuge Complex from February to May and July through September, to document relative
abundance and habitat utilization and monitor population trends of the following priority shorebird
and colonial waterbird species: Buff-breasted Sandpiper, Hudsonian Godwit, American Golden
Plover, American Bittern, Least Bittern, Wood Stork.

¢ Initiate field surveys to monitor population trends of rail species on the Refuge Complex, including
yellow rails and black rails.

¢ Initiate surveys to determine the relative abundance and habitat use of the following priority
grassland birds which utilize Refuge Complex habitats during winter and/or migration periods:
LeConte’s Sparrow, Sprague’s Pipit, Loggerhead Shrike, White-tailed Hawk, Northern Harrier,
and Short-eared Owl.

o Expand Project Prairie Birds monitoring to include salty prairie and marsh habitats.

¢ Develop and maintain a database which documents the occurrence of rare species on the Refuge
Complex.

e Facilitate and support new monitoring/research studies to determine the breeding, migrational
and wintering distribution and habitat utilization of Black and Yellow rails.

o Facilitate and support new monitoring/research studies to determine the breeding, migrational
and wintering distribution and habitat utilization of American Bitterns.

¢ Facilitate and support new research studies to determine the effects of prescribed burning and
controlled grazing on sensitive or declining avian species.

e Facilitate and support new monitoring/research which evaluates the population status and habitat
use of the following sensitive or declining reptile and amphibian species: pig frog, smooth green
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snake, alligator snapping turtle, Texas diamondback terrapin, Texas horned lizard, slender glass
lizard, and crayfish snake.

o Facilitate and support new research study to determine occurrence, relative abundance and
habitat use of Short-eared and Burrowing Owls during wintering and migration periods.

e Facilitate and support new research study to determine relative abundance and habitat use of
White-faced and White Ibis on the Refuge Complex.

e Following the successful restoration of coastal prairie habitat on the Refuge, evaluate the
potential to reintroduce Attwater’s Prairie Chicken on Anahuac NWR.

5. Mammals

The objective for mammals is to document population status and trends and habitat utilization of priority
species on the Refuge Complex. Coastal habitats of the Texas Chenier Plain region support a diverse
mammalian community.

USFWS biological program activities for mammals under Refuge Management Alternative A would
continue. Proposed additional activities supporting conservation of mammals on the Refuge Complex
include:

¢ |nitiate monitoring of status and trends of muskrat populations on the Refuge Complex utilizing
field surveys and GIS technology.

o Facilitate and supports research/monitoring to document species composition, habitat use and
relative abundance of small mammal populations on the Refuge Complex.

e Develop a step-down Nuisance Animal Control Management Plan. Manage muskrat and nutria
populations utilizing trapping under Special Use Permit when necessary to prevent damage to
emergent marsh habitats. Manage mesopredator populations (raccoons, striped skunk, grey and
red foxes) as necessary to reduce predation on Mottled Ducks and their nests, and on other
ground-nesting migratory bird species.

6. Reptiles and Amphibians

The biological program objective for reptiles and amphibians is to maintain healthy populations and
natural diversity, and to document population status and trends. Within 15 years, the objective for
Alligators is to maintain alligator populations at self-sustaining levels, but at densities consistent with
migratory bird management objectives. In addition, harvest management will increasingly be directed at
maintaining a natural age structure within Refuge Complex alligator populations.

USFWS biological program activities for reptiles and amphibians under Refuge Management Alternative
A would continue. Proposed additional activities supporting conservation of reptiles and amphibians on
the Refuge Complex include:

o Facilitate and support new surveys and studies for sensitive/declining species (see Threatened
and Endangered species, above).

o Facilitate and support baseline monitoring to determine species composition and relative
abundance of herptofaunal assemblages across all Refuge Complex habitat types. Baseline
information on reptiles and amphibians on the Refuge Complex is lacking.

o Facilitate and support research to determine nesting frequencies of adult female alligators
through monitoring of mitochondrial DNA within egg membranes. These data will be used to
improve population estimates generated from aerial nest counts.

o Facilitate and support new research to determine the diet of alligators during spring and summer
to evaluate influences of predation on Mottled Ducks and other native wildlife. This will be a
cooperative project with the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department.
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7. Invertebrates

The biological program objective for invertebrates is to maintain healthy populations and natural diversity,
and document species occurrence on the Refuge Complex.

No change from biological program activities in Refuge Management Alternative A
8. Plant Resources

The biological program objective for plant resources is to maintain native plant diversity and to document
species composition and plant community changes over time on the Refuge Complex. Natural
disturbances such as drought and floods, fire and herbivory by wildlife, and management activities such
as grazing, prescribed burning, water level and salinity management all impact plant communities on the
Refuge Complex. Sea level rise, subsidence and exotic plant and animal species are now also impacting
native plant communities. Understanding how these events, processes and management activities affect
plant community dynamics is essential to ensure long-term conservation of plant resources.

USFWS biological program activities for plant resources under Refuge Management Alternative A would
continue. Proposed additional activities supporting conservation of plant resources on the Refuge
Complex include:
¢ Implement a systematic fire effects monitoring program in representative habitats on the Refuge
Complex.
e Facilitate and support new research to determine the effects of fire, fire seasonality and fire
intensity on marsh surface elevation change and vegetative response.
o Develop enhanced Geographic Information System capabilities and use in combination with
remote imaging data to track and monitor vegetation changes in Refuge Complex habitats.
¢ Develop and implement step-down Habitat Management Plans for each Refuge.

C. Addressing Threats to the Ecosystem

Under Refuge Management Alternative D, the USFWS would increase efforts aimed at reversing trends
of loss and degradation of native habitats by increasing efforts to address the effects of relative sea level
rise and reduced sediment supply, altered hydrologic processes, exotic and invasive species and
environmental contaminants. These efforts would include expanded coordination with other agencies and
conservation organizations with a goal of implementing large-scale shoreline protection and hydrologic
and marsh restoration projects. The USFWS would also implement smaller scale erosion abatement
projects along the Gulf, Galveston Bay, and the GIWW and hydrologic restoration projects throughout the
Refuge Complex.

These efforts addressing threats to ecosystem health focus on achieving the following Refuge goal:
o GOAL 4. By working with others locally and on a landscape level, threats to biological integrity,
diversity, and environmental health on the Texas Chenier Plain Refuge Complex will be
addressed.

1. Coastal Land Loss

The objective for the threat from relative sea Level rise and reduced sediment supply is to decrease rates
of coastal land loss due to shoreline erosion along the Gulf of Mexico, East Galveston Bay, and the
GIWW. Along the Texas Coast, wetland losses between the mid-1950’s and mid-1990’s were most
substantial for estuarine emergent marshes (Moulton et al. 1997). Relative sea level rise and reduced
coarse sediment supply to Gulf and bay nearshore littoral systems are resulting in significant loss of
coastal habitats. Average rates of shoreline retreat along the Gulf adjacent to the refuges are as high as
50 feet per year on Texas Point NWR, and 10-15 feet per year along most of McFaddin NWR (Bureau of
Economic Geology unpublished data, Morton 1998). Over 800 acres of dunes and emergent marsh has
been lost due to Gulf shoreline erosion on these refuges during the last 25 years, and remaining inland
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marshes are increasingly threatened by more frequent inundation during high tidal events. Although less
severe, erosion along the East Galveston Bay shoreline is also causing wetland loss on Anahuac NWR,
and also threatens remaining marshes with saltwater intrusion. Erosion along the GIWW is also causing
direct loss of wetlands and poses a significant threat to marshes from saltwater intrusion on both
McFaddin and Anahuac NWRs. Levees created when the GIWW was constructed have almost entirely
eroded away along significant portions of its length within these refuges.

Current USFWS efforts to address threats from relative sea level rise and reduced sediment supply would
continue as in Refuge Management Alternative A. Proposed additional activities and modifications
include:

¢ Increase coordination with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, National Marine Fisheries Service,
Texas General Land Office, Texas Parks and Wildlife Department, Galveston Bay Estuary
Program, Texas Department of Transportation and other local, state and federal agencies to
develop and implement long-term inter-jurisdictional strategies to reduce coastal land loss along
the Gulf of Mexico, East Galveston Bay and the GIWW. Goals would include implementing major
projects to restore the Gulf barrier beach/dune complex on McFaddin NWR (dependent upon the
results of ongoing sand source investigations, possibly using off-shore sand supplies), to restore
sediment supply to the Gulf's nearshore littoral zone on Texas Point NWR through the beneficial
use of dredge material, and to construct structural protection (rock breakwaters) and restore
emergent marshes along shorelines of Galveston Bay (Anahuac NWR) and the GIWW (Anahuac
and McFaddin NWRs).

e Participate in U.S. Army Corps of Engineers new Regional Sediment Management program.

¢ Increase coordination among state, federal and local agencies on the issue of relative sea level
rise and promote advanced conservation planning to address threats.

o Develop partnerships with universities and the U.S. Geological Survey, and facilitate and support
new research and monitoring on marsh accretion and its relation to management practices
including burning and structural marsh management.

¢ Install an additional 7,500 linear feet of shoreline erosion abatement (offshore rock wave breaks)
and restore 10 acres of under shore emergent marsh (smooth cordgrass plantings) along East
Galveston Bay shoreline on Anahuac NWR. Install 10,000 linear feet of shoreline protection
along the GIWW on Anahuac NWR.

¢ Restore an additional 5,000 linear feet of the dunes along the Gulf of Mexico on McFaddin NWR.

e Protect an additional 10,000 linear feet of GIWW shoreline on McFaddin NWR using offshore
wave breaks, shoreline armoring, and/or emergent plantings (smooth cordgrass).

¢ Increase coordination with landowners, USFWS Partners for Fish and Wildlife and Coastal
programs to enhance shoreline protection on Moody NWR.

2. Altered Hydrologic Processes

The objective for the threat from altered hydrologic processes and resulting interior marsh loss is to
protect existing and restore emergent coastal marsh habitat on the Refuge Complex by reducing
saltwater intrusion, increasing freshwater and inflows and mineral sediment supply to marshes, and
maintaining natural marsh hydroperiods. Land subsidence and sea level rise, channel construction, and
channelization of natural waterways has had significant hydrologic impacts including saltwater intrusion,
increased tidal energies causing erosion of organic marsh substrates, loss of freshwater inflows and
reduced mineral sediment supply to marshes, and excessive flooding or drainage/drying of marshes.
Over the last century, these factors have gradually converted extensive areas of fresh and intermediate
marshes to a more brackish regime thereby decreasing natural biological diversity, and in some areas
have resulted in conversion of vegetated emergent marshes to open water (marsh loss). Relative sea
level rise further threatens vegetated marshes through increased saltwater intrusion and submergence.
To survive, remaining marshes must accrete or gain elevation at a rate that keeps up with relative sea
level rise. Maintaining plant productivity and preventing loss of organic marsh soils by restricting
saltwater intrusion and tidal energies, increasing freshwater inflows, and beneficially using dredge
materials to increase mineral sediment supply appear to offer the most realistic options for reversing
current trends of interior marsh loss in the Chenier Plain region.
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USFWS activities addressing altered hydrologic processes in Refuge Management Alternative A would
continue. Proposed additional activities and modifications include:

Expand coordination with local, state and federal agencies to develop and implement watershed-
scale hydrologic restoration project. A key component would be assessing the feasibility of and
identifying options for restoring freshwater inflows to coastal marshes within the Salt Bayou
watershed south of the GIWW.

Expand coordination with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Texas General Land Office, Texas
Parks and Wildlife Department, Texas Department of Transportation and other local, State and
Federal agencies to develop strategies to restore and enhance wetlands on the Refuge Complex
through the beneficial use of dredged materials. This will include participating in the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers new Regional Sediment Management program.

Develop partnerships with universities and the U.S. Geological Survey, and facilitate and support
new research and monitoring on marsh accretion and its relation to management practices
including burning and structural marsh management.

Monitor status and trends of Refuge Complex wetlands on all four refuges through enhanced
Geographic Information System capabilities.

Research the availability of, and if possible, acquire additional water rights to facilitate increasing
freshwater inflows to the Anahuac NWR’s East Unit from East Bay Bayou and Onion Bayou and
to the Middleton Tract from Elm Bayou.

Coordinate with Trinity Bay Conservation District and other partners to repair saltwater barriers
and water control structures on East Bay, EIm and Onion bayous on Anahuac NWR and on the
Moody NWR.

On Anahuac NWR, construct a passive overflow spillway structures East Bay and Elm bayous to
restore over bank flooding and freshwater inflows into East Unit and Middleton Tract marshes.
On Anahuac NWR, construct rock weirs in constructed channels in northern portion of Pace Tract
to reduce saltwater intrusion and decrease tidal energies.

On Anahuac NWR, enhance water management by replacing water control structures and
restoring levees along East Bay Bayou on the East Unit and Middleton Unit.

On McFaddin NWR, restore hydrology by reducing saltwater intrusion and restoring marsh
hydroperiods through construction of rock weirs and/or earthen plugs in constructed channels in
the Willow/Barnett Lake Unit.

Research the availability of and need for acquiring water rights to ensure that freshwater inflows
remain adequate to maintain the natural diversity and productivity of the Willow Slough marsh on
the McFaddin NWR North Unit.

Restore natural hydrology to western marshes on McFaddin NWR by restoring Mud Bayou to its
historic dimensions through construction of a rock weir.

Coordinate with state and federal agencies and others to develop and implement a
comprehensive hydrological restoration on Texas Point NWR. Reducing saltwater intrusion and
tidal energies by restoring Texas Bayou to historic dimensions and reducing the influence of
constructed channels will be key components of this project.

On Moody NWR, increase coordination with landowners, other USFWS divisions and state and
federal agencies to restore hydrology by reducing saltwater intrusion.

Throughout the Refuge Complex, restore surface hydrology by removing barriers formed by
abandoned roads, levees and well pads remaining from past oil and gas development and
agricultural activities.

3. Invasive Species

The objective for the threat invasive species is to, utilizing Integrated Pest Management strategies,
implement a comprehensive invasive species (exotic and native species) control program which will:

1) reduce current infestations by 50% within 15 years; and 2) prevent any new infestations. Monocultures
of exotic and invasive plants reduce natural biological diversity, increase erosion, alter nutrient cycling
and displace macro- and micro-fauna that depend on native plants for habitat and food (Sheley and
Petroff 1999). Refuge habitats are currently significantly impacted by exotic plants and animals including:
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Chinese tallow (Sapium sebiferum), water hyacinth (Eichhornia crassipes), alligator weed (Alternathera
ohiloceroides), water lettuce (Pistia stratiotes), McCartney rose (Rosa bracteata), vasey grass (Paspalum
urvillei), Johnson grass (Sorghum halepense), Cyperus entrerianus, Eurasian water milfoil (Myriophyllum
spicatum), hydrilla (Hydrilla verticillata), Salvinia minima, Japanese honeysuckle (Lonicera japonica) red
imported fire ants, nutria, and feral hogs. Giant salvinia (S. molesta), to date documented on the Refuge
Complex only once and in small amounts near a refuge boat ramp, has been found nearby and poses a
significant threat to freshwater wetlands. Invasive native plant species include eastern baccharis
(Baccharis halimifolia), big-leaf sumpweed (Iva frutescens), rattlebox (Sesbania drummondii), common
reed (Phragmites communis) and cattail (Typha spp.).

USFWS efforts addressing invasive species in Refuge Management Alternative A would continue.
Proposed activities through an expanded Integrated Pest Management program include:

e Throughout the Refuge Complex, expand field monitoring to provide early detection of new
infestations, and develop enhanced GIS capabilities to map existing and new stands of upland
and aquatic invasive plants.

o Develop new partnerships with universities and the U.S. Geological Survey Biological Resources
Division to evaluate invasive species control strategies.

e On Anahuac NWR, evaluate control strategies for deep-rooted sedge and several exotic grasses
including the newly discovered King Ranch bluestem currently impacting upland prairie habitats.

e On Anahuac NWR, mechanically remove Chinese tallow along the GIWW, Oyster Bayou, East
Bay Bayou, Onion Bayou, and State Highway 124.

e On Anahuac NWR, increase coordination with the Trinity Bay Conservation District and the
Chambers-Liberty Counties Navigation District on control of aquatic and terrestrial invasive
plants on waterways, canals and ditches and on banks and levees within drainage and irrigation
easements throughout the Anahuac NWR.

e Evaluate use of approved and permitted biological control agents as they become available, for
use in IPM program for invasive species control. An approved biological control agenct for
Salvinia spp. is now available for release in Texas, and its use on the Refuge Complex will be
evaluated.

¢ Expand integrated control activities for water hyacinth in the Willow Slough Marsh on the North
Unit of McFaddin NWR.

e On Texas Point NWR, utilize spot herbicide treatments to control McCartney rose on non-saline
prairie habitats.

¢ On the Refuge Complex, expand control efforts for invasive emergent marsh plants such as
cattail and common rush where encroachment has resulted in loss of desirable open water
habitats.

¢ Develop exotic aquatic plant interpretive signs and install them at all Refuge Complex boat
ramps.

o Develop step-down Feral Hog Management and Nuisance Animal Management plans. Expand
control efforts for feral hogs and nutria as necessary.

4, Contaminants

The objective for the threat from contaminants is to, within 15 years, identify and monitor all potential
point and non-point source pollution impacts to the Refuge Complex and develop a strategy to clean up
contaminants and protect refuge resources from those impacts. Contaminant issues affecting the Refuge
Complex include potential petroleum and petrochemical spills from: 1) on-Refuge oilfield operations; 2)
shipping on the GIWW; and 3) offshore production in the Gulf. The potential for petrochemical and
petroleum spills affecting the Refuge Complex is high. Over 20 active oil and gas wells are currently
producing on the Refuge Complex. Significant drilling and production activity occurs in Gulf waters
offshore of McFaddin and Texas Point NWRs. The GIWW between Houston and Lake Charles,
Louisiana is one of the busiest reaches of this waterway for shipping petrochemical and petroleum
products. The GIWW parallels much of McFaddin and Anahuac NWRs, and the Sabine-Neches Ship
Channel parallels Texas Point NWR. Former and current oil and gas production areas on the Refuge
Complex contain extensive infrastructure which is no longer in use, including flow lines, pipelines, oil pits,
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well pads, and brine disposal areas. Many of these lines, pits, and pads may contain contaminants
including heavy metals, normal occurring radio-active material, brine, and petroleum products. In
addition, Refuge Complex marshes comprise the downstream end of at least 10 waterways. Factories,
refineries, solid waste disposal sites, oil field sludge disposal areas, feedlot operations, agricultural
operations and housing developments are potential pollution sources in upstream reaches of these
watersheds. Finally, spent lead shotgun pellets may still pose a threat to waterfowl and other wildlife in
the region. Incidence of lead shot in Mottled Duck gizzards remains relatively high to the present in birds
harvested on the Anahuac and McFaddin NWRs, even after over 15 years of implementation of non-toxic
ammunition regulations.

Current USFWS activities addressing threats from contaminants in Refuge Management Alternative A
would continue. Proposed additional activities include:

¢ Develop a comprehensive spill response plan for incidents occurring off-refuge which threaten
Refuge Complex resources.

¢ Increase coordination with the interagency spill response programs. Integrate Refuge Complex
spill response activities with interagency programs.

¢ Assemble and maintain a qualified first responder team comprised of Refuge Complex staff
through training and participation in interagency spill response drills.

o Throughout the Refuge Complex, conduct contaminant investigations in current and former oil
and gas production areas and develop clean up plans for any contaminated areas which pose
threats to habitats and fish and wildlife resources.

e Conduct a thorough inventory and assessment of abandoned oil and gas infrastructure on the
Refuge Complex, and develop plans for removal of abandoned facilities and habitat restoration.

e Facilitate and support water quality monitoring in Taylors Bayou, Willow Slough, Spindletop
Bayou, Mud Bayou, Oyster Bayou, Robinson Bayou, East Bay Bayou, Onion Bayou, EIm Bayou
and the GIWW.

o Facilitate and support field assessment to identify any potential “hot spots” of lead contamination
on the Refuge Complex. Develop and implement management actions for remediating any areas
with high levels of lead.

5. New Oil and Gas Exploration and Development

Minerals underlying the refuges are privately held and the USFWS must allow reasonable use of the
surface of refuges to explore for and develop oil and gas reserves. The objective for managing new oil
and gas exploration and development is to ensure that new oil and gas exploration and development on
the Refuge Complex is conducted in the most environmentally-sensitive manner possible by defining a
process which facilitates close coordination with industry and timely processing of requests to conduct
activities, and which mandates the use of scientifically-accepted “best management practices” for these
activities in sensitive coastal environments.

Current USFWS activities addressing new oil and gas development in Refuge Management Alternative A
would continue. Proposed additional activities would include:

e Develop a step-down Oil and Gas Management Plan for the Refuge Complex.

e Establish an Oil and Gas Management Specialist position.

D. USFWS Public Use Program

The Texas Chenier Plain Refuge Complex offers a wide variety of recreational opportunities and received
over 172,000 visitors during Fiscal Year 2002. Through the use of existing programs and facilities, the
Refuge Complex provides opportunities for all six of the Refuge System’s priority wildlife-dependent
recreational uses, which are:

e Hunting
e Fishing
o Wildlife Observation and Photography
e Environmental Education and Interpretation
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These visitor and recreational opportunities focus on achieving the following Refuge goal:

e GOAL 5. All local, national and international visitors will enjoy safe and high quality outdoor
experiences on the Refuge Complex, and learn of the Refuge Complex’ role in conserving the
region’s coastal natural resources. New partnerships with our local communities will be forged to
highlight, promote and conserve the unique natural assets of the upper Texas Gulf Coast

Development of new public use program facilities and programs will focus on partnership opportunities
with local, county and state agencies and with our Refuge Friends groups and other conservation and
outdoor recreation organizations.

1. Hunting

The objective for hunting is that, within 15 years, 90% of all hunting visits on the Refuge Complex will
qualify as high-quality hunting experiences. Waterfowl hunting is a traditional and still very popular
outdoor recreational pursuit in the region. Refuges and other public lands along the Gulf Coast play a key
role in providing hunting opportunity to the public at large. Due to the remoteness and wetland
environment of these refuges, hunting access is challenging and is a key factor when providing for
hunting opportunities. Improving and managing hunting access will facilitate high-quality hunting
experiences. Providing more information to hunters, increasing “designated hunt area” opportunities to
reduce crowding problems, and providing additional hunting opportunities will also contribute to an overall
high-quality hunting experience.

We define “a high-quality hunting experience” as one that: 1) promotes safety of participants, other
visitors, and facilities; 2) promotes compliance with applicable laws and regulations and responsible
behavior; 3) minimizes or eliminates conflict with fish and wildlife population or habitat goals or objectives
in an approved plan; 4) minimizes or eliminates conflicts with other compatible wildlife-dependent
recreation; 5) minimizes conflicts with neighboring landowners; 6) promotes accessibility and availability
to a broad spectrum of the American people; 7) promotes resource stewardship and conservation; 8)
promotes public understanding and increases public appreciation of America’s natural resources and our
role in managing and conserving these resources; 9) provides reliable/reasonable opportunities to
experience wildlife; 10) uses facilities that are accessible to people and blend into the natural setting; and
11) uses visitor satisfaction to help define and evaluate programs.(USFWS Service Manual 605 FW 1).

Our objective will be met if 90% or more of hunting visits meet the standards set for a high-quality hunting
experience, as determined annually by hunter comments collected by the check station operator. As
such, 1) less than 10% of hunters will report feeling unsafe; 2) less than 10% of hunters will report feeling
crowded; 3) no hunter will report unfairness in obtaining access to hunt; 4) less than 5% of hunters
contacted will be cited for hunting violations during routine enforcement; and 5) there will be no hunting-
related safety incidents.

Current USFWS public use program activities in support of hunting in Refuge Management Alternative A
would continue; with the development of the following additional facilities and programs:
e Construct foot bridges across Onion Bayou and over canals to the North Reservoir on the East
Unit of Anahuac NWR.
e Enhance boat access within Anahuac NWR’s East Unit and the Middleton Tract Unit through
improved maintenance of access ditches.
e Provide additional “Designated Hunt Areas” on a first-come, first-serve on the East Unit of
Anahuac NWR.
Open designated portion of the Anahuac NWR East Unit during the September teal season.
Open designated area(s) on Anahuac NWR to dove hunting, potentially through implementation
of a Cooperative Agreement with the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department to include open areas
in their “Short Term Public Hunting Lease Program.”
¢ Install information kiosks at the Oyster Bayou boat ramp, providing orientation map to hunting
units, access points, hunt regulations, and safety information on Anahuac NWR.
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o Develop directional signage to refuge hunting areas for hunters accessing the Anahuac NWR via
navigable waters.

¢ Improve the Boat Canal/Oyster Bayou boat launch and parking area on Anahuac NWR.

e Provide seasonally-open primitive access (4-wheel drive trail) on the Gulf of Mexico beach ridge
on McFaddin NWR (permanent or temporary action dependent upon ultimate disposition of State
Highway 87 project), for access to hunt areas during waterfowl seasons.

¢ Reduce conflicts between waterfowl hunters on the Star Lake/Clam Lake Hunt Unit during the
regular waterfowl season by requiring all hunters hunting this unit to register at the check station,
including those accessing the unit from the beach along the Brine Line or Perkins Levee. All
hunters accessing Star Lake and associated waters via boat must access via the Refuge’s Star
Lake boat launch.

e Provide additional “designated hunt area” duck hunting opportunities on McFaddin NWR.

¢ Maintain the shallow ditch system for boat access from the GIWW within the Central Hunt Unit of
McFaddin NWR.

e Construct a new hunter check station at McFaddin NWR.

¢ Install an information kiosk at McFaddin and Texas Point NWRs providing orientation map to
hunting units, access points, hunt regulations, and safety information.

e Develop improved boat access off the GIWW to the McFaddin NWR Central Hunt Unit.

e Develop detailed step-down Hunt Management Plans for the Anahuac, McFaddin and Texas
Point refuges.

¢ Revise the hunting permit fee system to provide for a Refuge Complex-wide annual waterfowl
hunting permit.

e Develop an Internet-based system for obtaining fee area hunting permits.

¢ Improve public safety and education and outreach with an expanded and enhanced law
enforcement program.

o Develop and produce hunting area maps that provide detailed information on locations, access,
special features, safety and ethical behavior.

o Within 5 years, implement a 25-hp restriction on inland waters in designated Hunt Units on
Anahuac, McFaddin and Texas Point NWRs to improve public safety and protect habitats.

2. Fishing

The objective for fishing is that, within 15 years, 90% of all fishing visits on the Refuge Complex will
qualify as high-quality fishing experiences, as determined by angler comments documented during
routine visitor contacts. The Refuge Complex offers exceptional recreational fishing and crabbing
opportunities in both saltwater and freshwater environments. Catfish, bass and brim in freshwater
environments and speckled trout, flounder and red drum in saltwater environments are among the
popular game fish species on the refuges. Crabbing for blue crabs is also a popular recreational pursuit
along refuge waterway and lake shorelines. Improving access for fishing and providing additional
education on fishing and fishing opportunities on the Refuge Complex will help facilitate high-quality
fishing experiences.

We define a high-quality fishing experience as one that: 1) is available to a broad spectrum of the fishing
public; 2) provides an opportunity to use various angling techniques; 3) provides opportunities in both
freshwater and saltwater environments; and 4) reflects positively on the individual Refuge, the Refuge
System and the USFWS.

Current USFWS public use program activities in support of fishing in Refuge Management Alternative A
would continue; with the development of the following additional facilities and programs:
¢ On Anahuac NWR, improve access for fishing on East Galveston Bay by constructing a
boardwalk from Frozen Point Road to the Bay.
o Develop walk-in access for fishing at Coon Creek, Oyster Bayou, and between Shoveler Pond
and Westline Road on Anahuac NWR.
e Extend open hours on McFaddin NWR (designated areas accessible via Clam Lake Road) to one
hour before sunrise to one hour after sunset on weekdays and open this portion of the Refuge on

CHAPTER 2: ALTERNATIVES 65
(PART A: Refuge MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES)



weekends to facilitate additional recreational fishing and other wildlife-dependent recreational
opportunities.

On McFaddin NWR, construct additional fishing facilities including a fishing/crabbing pier on 10-
Mile Cut/Clam Lake, boat launch and parking facilities on 10-Mile Cut and fishing platform on Star
Lake.

Develop freshwater fishing opportunities in Pond 13 on McFaddin NWR.

Coordinate and partner with local, county and state agencies to improve a primitive boat
launching area off Pilot Station Road in Sabine Pass, to improve boat access to Texas Bayou and
Texas Point NWR.

Develop step-down Fishing Plans for the Anahuac, McFaddin and Texas Point NWRs.

Develop a brochure clearly defining fishing areas, including maps of access points for fishing
opportunities, regulations and providing information on some of the more popular game fish
species.

Develop Internet-based availability of fishing information.

3. Wildlife Observation and Photography

The objective for wildlife observation and photography is to, within 15 years, provide Refuge Complex
visitors with several new high quality opportunities to view and photograph wildlife in managed and
restored habitats. Because overall management of the Refuge Complex under this Alternative will
emphasize active habitat management and habitat restoration, new wildlife viewing and photography
opportunities would be developed for both managed and restored habitats such as marsh semi-
impoundments and moist soil units, and in restored native habitats including wetlands, prairies and
woodlots. These facilities will improve viewing opportunities for wetland-dependent migratory birds,
grassland birds and neotropical migratory birds, butterflies and other native wildlife.

The Refuge Complex provides local, regional, national and international visitors with a wide range of
wildlife observation and photography opportunities, supporting a rapidly growing nature tourism industry
in Texas. Migratory bird and alligator viewing are the main attractions. The refuges are highlighted
Upper Texas Gulf Coast sites on the Great Texas Birding Trail. Anahuac NWR is an internationally
known birding destination, receiving visitors each year from all 50 states and over 20 countries.

Current USFWS public use program activities in support of wildlife observation and photography in
Refuge Management Alternative A would continue; with the development of the following additional
facilities and programs:

Complete the butterfly habitat and native habitat demonstration area adjacent to the Anahuac
NWR Visitor Information Station.

On Anahuac NWR, construct a new observation platform overlooking the Oyster Bayou Moist Soil
Units, and construct a tree-canopy height observation platform on the East Bay Bayou Trail.
Develop a levee trail and boardwalk for wildlife observation near the Refuge Headquarters on
McFaddin NWR.

Construct a parking area and observation platform at the McFaddin NWR Clam Lake Road
entrance.

Maintain a seasonal levee trail along Perkins Levee outside of the waterfowl season on McFaddin
NWR.

Construct a photography blind on McFaddin NWR.

Develop a self-guided canoe and kayak trail along 10-Mile Cut from McFaddin NWR to Sea Rim
State Park.

Develop a self-guided canoe and kayak trail on East Bay Bayou on Anahuac NWR.

Construct a connecting trail and observation platform on Texas Point NWR.

Institute an entry fee program at Anahuac NWR (see below) for refuge visitors, available as day
passes or annual entry permits (Refuge Complex annual hunting permit will also serve as annual
entry permit).

Develop step-down Widlife Observation and Photography Plans for the Anahauc, McFaddin and
Texas Point NWRs.
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The Anahuac NWR was approved for the collection of a general entrance fee (for that portion of the
Refuge which is open to the public 365 days per year) under the Recreation Fee Demonstration Program
(Fee Demo Program) in 1997. In addition to collecting a general entrance fee, the Refuge concurrently
proposed to make an annual $40 permit for waterfowl hunting on the East Unit hunt unit available to
refuge hunters (as an option in addition to the existing $10 per day user fee). Participation by the
Service in the Fee Demo Program was authorized under the Omnibus Consolidated Recission and
Appropriations Act (P.L. 104-154) of 1996. This law was superceded by the passage of the Federal
Lands Recreation Enhancement Act in 2004, which rolled all approved programs under the Fee Demo
Program into the new Recreation Fee Program. Although the Refuge was approved to collect both the
entrance fee and the annual hunting permit fee under the Fee Demo Program in 1997, to date only the
East Unit annual waterfowl hunting permit has been implemented. The goals of initiating an entrance fee
on Anahuac NWR would be to continue to enhance the experience of refuge visitors and to expand
wildlife-dependent recreational and educational opportunities. Specifically, Refuge entrance fees would
be used to help maintain and expand existing visitor facilities and programs, as well as to develop new
facilities and programs, including trails, boardwalks, observation platforms and photography blinds, fishing
piers, and environmental education and interpretive materials and programs.

4. Environmental Education and Interpretation

The objective for environmental education and interpretation is that, within 15 years, 90% of visitors will
feel that they have increased their knowledge of native fish, wildlife and plants and of the Refuge
Complex’s role in conserving these resources through habitat management and restoration and
addressing threats to ecosystem health. Because overall management of the Refuge Complex under this
Alternative will emphasize active habitat management, native habitat restoration, and addressing threats
to ecosystem health, educational and interpretive programs and materials would focus on managed and
restored habitats, management and restoration methodology, and the fish, wildlife and plant species they
support. Educating visitors about the importance of our coastal resources and on the role of the Refuge
Complex in managing, restoring and maintaining biological integrity and biological diversity will lead to
support and responsible stewardship action.

The implementation of environmental education and interpretive programs for students and visitors on the
Refuge Complex is important to increase the quality of the visitor experience and to further public
awareness of the benefits, issues and challenges associated with natural resource conservation in this
productive and diverse coastal ecosystem. Many excellent opportunities exist to expand partnerships with
local school districts to incorporate environmental education in their science curricula.

Current USFWS public use program activities in support of environmental education and interpretation in
Refuge Management Alternative A would continue; with the development of the following additional
facilities and programs:

o Construct Refuge Complex Administrative Headquarters and Wildlife Interpretive Center in
Chambers County.

o Complete interpretive facility development in the Anahuac NWR Visitor Information Station
including: 1) two interactive multi-media audio-visual programs; 2) digital imaging displays of
coastal habitats and fish and wildlife species representing all four seasons; and 3) a hanging
display of life-sized marsh and waterbird carvings.

o Develop interpretive exhibits for the Anahuac NWR butterfly habitat and native prairie
demonstration site, including exhibits which highlight native butterflies and native plants which
provide important habitat for butterflies.

o Develop interpretive exhibits on waterfowl and waterfowl management for the East Unit Hunter
Check Station of Anahuac NWR.

¢ Initiate weekly interpretive walks during spring, focusing on butterfly identification and habitat use
on Anahuac NWR.

e Construct an interpretive kiosk at the East Bay Bayou Tract trailhead, and produce self-guided
brochure/trail guide for East Bay Bayou Tract on Anahuac NWR.
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e Conduct naturalist-led interpretive walks during fall and winter on Anahuac NWR, focusing on
wintering waterfowl and the habitats they utilize.

o Develop 4 mobile interpretive displays on 1) habitat management practices for waterfowl,
shorebirds, and other wetland-dependent migratory birds; 2) native coastal prairie and prairie
restoration; 3) coastal woodlots; and 4) fire ecology.

o Develop interpretive signs on native habitats including coastal wetlands, coastal prairie, and
coastal woodlots and the wildlife species they support, and strategically place throughout the
Refuge.

o Develop interpretive exhibits on wetland and upland habitat management practices including
prescribed burning, controlled grazing, water management and exotic species control and
strategically place throughout the Refuge

e Develop interpretive signs for the Anahuac NWR Oyster Bayou Moist Soil Unit overlooks,
emphasizing waterfowl and shorebird ecology and moist soil management.

o Install a microwave video camera in the field to project images of “real time” nature back to the
Anahuac NWR Visitor Information Station and/or the Friends of Anahuac Refuge Web page.

e For Anahuac NWR, develop and produce a “Children’s Checklist” of common refuge plant, animal
and fish species.

e Develop a self-guided radio interpretive program for the Willows- Shoveler Pond - Frozen Point
auto tour route on Anahuac NWR.

e Develop a brochure on the role of fire in marsh and prairie ecology and its use as a management
tool on the Refuge Complex.

o Develop interpretive facilities on McFaddin and Texas Point NWRs (kiosks, signage) to interpret
coastal marsh and coastal woodlot habitats and native fish and wildlife resources.

e Develop interpretive exhibits on waterfowl and waterfowl management for the McFaddin NWR
check station.

e Produce a video detailing the natural resources of the Chenier Plain region and the role of the
Refuge Complex in conserving these resources.

¢ Revise the two refuge general brochures and websites to detail each Refuge’s role in managing
and restoring native habitats and fish, wildlife, and plants.

e Develop presentations on wildflowers, butterflies, mammals and reptiles and amphibians found
on the Refuge Complex.

e On Anahuac NWR, expand the environmental education program to include an advanced
independent projects program for local scouting and 4H groups, an educational activity for middle
school and high school students describing neo-tropical migratory bird migration and the
importance of protecting breeding, wintering and stopover habitat. The activity would include a
classroom session followed by a field trip to the Refuge during spring migration.

¢ On McFaddin and Texas Point NWRs, develop and initiate an on-refuge Environmental Education
program for Sabine Pass schools and students.

e Develop step-down Environmental Education and Interpretation Plans for the Anahuac, McFaddin
and Texas Point NWRs.

5. Beach Uses on McFaddin NWR

The objective for beach uses on McFaddin NWR is to protect public safety and natural resources along
the Gulf of Mexico shoreline within the refuge. The beaches along the Gulf of Mexico on and adjacent to
the McFaddin NWR support recreational uses including surf fishing, swimming, sunbathing, wildlife
observation, and camping. The beaches on McFaddin NWR are considered an area of joint Federal and
State of Texas jurisdiction. The beach inland of the Mean High water line lies within the Refuge.
Motorized vehicular traffic occurs on the beach from the vegetation line seaward to mean low tide line, on
the public beach easement established under the State of Texas “Open Beaches Act” (Texas Natural
Resources Code, Chapter 61: Use and Maintenance of Public Beaches).

Current USFWS public use program activities related to beach use on McFaddin NWR under Refuge
Management Alternative A would continue. Proposed additional USFWS activities include:
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o Expand law enforcement activities to protect pubic safety and natural resources.
e Expand coordination with the Texas General Land Office and county agencies to enhance
protection of public safety and natural resources.

E. Community Outreach and Partnerships

The objective for community outreach and partnerships is to promote conservation of natural resources
on a landscape scale by working effectively with partners in support of USFWS management programs
on the Refuge Complex, and by supporting community-based conservation and development of nature
tourism opportunities region-wide. Partnerships with the Friends of Anahuac Refuge and the McFaddin
and Texas Point Refuges Alliance, two citizen support groups, with state agencies such as the Texas
Parks and Wildlife Department, the Texas General Land Office and the Galveston Bay Estuary Program,
and with conservation organizations such as the Galveston Bay Foundation and local Audubon Society
chapters have been particularly effective. Volunteers on the Refuge Complex provide over 10,000 hours
of service annually. In addition the USFWS is working with private landowners to enhance or restore
coastal marsh and prairie wetlands habitat on private lands, by providing technical assistance and helping
to coordinate use of several private lands programs (such as the USFWS Partners for Fish and Wildlife
Program and the multi-partner Texas Prairie Wetland Project). Many private lands in the region are
successfully managed to provide habitat for wintering waterfowl and other migratory birds. The objective
for Private Lands Partnerships is to, within 15 years, enhance or restore 1500 acres of coastal marsh and
prairie wetlands habitat, 500 acres of coastal prairie habitat, and 10 acres of woodlot habitat on private
lands in the Texas Chenier Plain region through coordination with interested private landowners and the
use of USFWS private lands programs. Many private lands in the region are skillfully managed to provide
habitat for wintering waterfowl and other migratory birds. Excellent opportunities and much interest
among landowners exist to enhance, restore and manage wetland, grassland and woodlot habitats on
private lands. A variety of private lands programs are available to private landowners to enhance fish and
wildlife habitat.

Current USFWS community outreach and partnership activities in Refuge Management Alternative A
would continue, with the following efforts to expand community outreach and partnerships with private
landowners to enhance upland habitats:

e Work with the Friends of Anahuac Refuge and the McFaddin and Texas Point Refuges Alliance to
increase volunteerism and other partnership endeavors.

o Develop a “Refuge Update” news article, to be published regularly in local newspapers.

¢ Expand coordination with county agencies, Chambers of Commerce, nature tourism
organizations and others to promote the outdoor recreational opportunities available on the
Refuge Complex through mutual information sharing, development of promotional materials, and
other partnership endeavors.

e On Anahuac NWR, hold three on-refuge workshops for private landowners and other agency
personnel to demonstrate marsh management and restoration, prairie and woodlot restoration,
moist soil management, and other wetland management techniques, and to highlight available
USFWS private lands programs and grant opportunities.

F. Administration and Staffing

In addition to the already existing staff positions under Refuge Management Alternative A, staffing on the
Refuge Complex would be expanded by seven positions during the 15-year planning horizon of the CCP.
This would include six positions previously established by the USFWS as Essential Staffing on the
Refuge Complex: 1) Wildlife Biologist; 2) Plant Ecologist; 3) Geographic Information Systems - Computer
Specialist; 4) Natural Resource Specialist - Oil and Gas Management; 5) Refuge Operations Specialist;
and 6) Heavy Equipment Operator. In addition, one Refuge Law Enforcement Officer position would be
established to increase protection of refuge resources and public safety.
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V. REFUGE MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVE E - EMPHASIS ON A
PASSIVE MANAGEMENT APPROACH

Alternative E Concept

Management Focus

Under this Alternative, the Refuge Complex would change its management focus from active habitat
management and restoration to a more passive management approach, in which plant communities and
wildlife populations are influenced primarily by natural events such as lightning-caused fires, herbivory by
native wildlife, and tidal or stream flooding.

Active habitat management and restoration activities including prescribed burning, controlled cattle
grazing, rice farming and moist soil management would be discontinued. Natural wildfire starts would be
allowed to burn until naturally extinguished, with suppression occurring only to protect refuge facilities,
adjacent private property, and/or public safety. Management of water levels and salinities through active
manipulation of water control structures would be discontinued. Water management infrastructure
including levees, delivery and drainage systems and water control structures would be removed over
time.

Efforts to address threats to ecosystem health would focus on monitoring rather than active restoration or
protection. By working with the scientific and academic communities and other agencies, monitoring
programs would be implemented to document shoreline changes and land loss rates along the Gulf,
GIWW and East Galveston Bay, changes in plant communities associated with salinity regimes created
under passive management, plant community and fish and wildlife population changes caused by the
spread of invasive species present or through the establishment of new species, and to track contaminant
levels in fish and wildlife, water, soil and air.

The Refuge Complex would continue to provide opportunities for all six of the National Wildlife Refuge
System’s priority wildlife-dependent recreational uses: hunting, fishing, wildlife observation and
photography, and environmental education and interpretation, but administrative oversight and
management would occur at reduced levels. Areas open to waterfowl hunting would remain open on
strictly a first-come, first-serve basis. Wildlife observation, photography, environmental education and
interpretation programs and facility development would be aimed primarily at providing self-guided
opportunities.

Implementing Refuge Management Alternative E would involve downsizing the Refuge Complex staff by
12 full-time positions.

Rationale for this Management Focus

The coastal marshes, prairies and woodlots of the Chenier Plain region of southwestern Louisiana and
southeast Texas comprise a hemispherically important biological area. The Refuge Complex’ coastal
marshes host hundreds of thousands of wintering and migrating Central Flyway waterfowl, shorebirds,
wading birds and other wetland-dependent migratory birds. Coastal prairie and coastal woodlots on the
Refuge Complex support over 150 migratory and resident land bird species, including 9 species of
grassland birds and 7 species utilizing woodland habitats listed as Rare and Declining within the Coastal
Prairies Region in Texas (Texas Parks and Wildlife Department 2000). Overall, wetland, prairie and
woodland habitats on the Refuge Complex provide habitat for 33 Avian Species of Conservation Concern
in the Gulf Prairies Bird Conservation Region (under the North American Bird Conservation Initiative).

The high degree of alteration in this ecosystem has resulted in loss and degradation of native habitats
and loss of biological diversity. Alterations of historic hydrology including loss of freshwater inflows and
increased saltwater intrusion, coastal erosion, land subsidence and sea level rise are contributing to
ongoing coastal marsh loss and degradation Almost all of the region’s historic native tallgrass coastal
prairie and its associated prairie wetlands have disappeared, and remaining coastal woodlots are
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imminently threatened by development and other land use changes. Several highly invasive exotic plant
species are replacing native habitats and severely impacting native biological diversity. Air and water
quality issues in the region pose a potential contaminant threat to fish and wildlife, as do accidental spills
and discharges from the major petrochemical shipping, storage and processing facilities located in close
proximity to sensitive wetland habitats on the Refuge Complex.

Conservation of fish, wildlife and plant resources on the Refuge Complex under this Alternative would rely
primarily on protecting existing wetland and upland habitats from land use changes such as development
and reducing disturbance impacts from human presence. This level of protection could be afforded using
less staff and financial resources.

A. USFWS Habitat Management and Restoration

Conservation and improvement of refuge habitats is largely accomplished by influencing the vegetation
resources found on the different habitat types. Under Refuge Management Alternative E, the current
habitat management activities consisting of water management, controlled grazing/mowing, prescribed
burning, and other management or restoration activities would be discontinued in favor of a more passive
management. Under this Alternative, plant communities and wildlife populations are influenced primarily
by natural events such as lightning-caused fires, herbivory by native wildlife, and tidal or stream flooding.

This habitat management approach would focus on achieving the two following Refuge goals:

e GOAL 1. Conserve, enhance and restore the Texas Chenier Plain region’s coastal wetlands to
provide wintering, migrational, and nesting/brood-rearing habitat for waterfowl, shorebirds, marsh
and wading birds, other wetland-dependent birds, and habitat for other native fish and wildlife.

e GOAL 2. Conserve, enhance and restore the Texas Chenier Plain region’s coastal prairies and
coastal woodlands to provide wintering, migrational, and nesting habitat for resident and
migratory landbirds, including neotropical/neartic migratory birds, and habitat for other native
wildlife species.

1. Wetland Specific Management and Restoration

Managed marsh units within the Refuge Complex are under varying degrees of structural control, and
may be best described as marsh semi-impoundments. Some units are entirely or almost entirely behind
man-made levees and water control structures, and are intensively managed through manipulation of the
water control structures. Most are managed less intensively, relying to some degree on natural
topography and drainage to control hydrologic regimes.

a. Emergent Wetlands

The objective for emergent wetlands (estuarine and palustrine) is that coastal marshes and their plant
communities on the Refuge Complex will be influenced only by current hydrological conditions and
natural climatic events and trends. Historically, disturbance events such as wildfire, tidal and stream
flooding, and herbivory by native wildlife such as snow geese and muskrats were the primary influences
on marsh plant communities in the region. The habitat diversity created by these events in turn supported
a diverse wetland-dependent avifaunal community.

Proposed USFWS management activities in emergent wetlands:

¢ Discontinue water level and salinity management on the Refuge Complex by removing water
management infrastructure including levees, water delivery and drainage systems and water
control structures in managed marsh units.

o Where feasible, utilize natural lightning starts to accomplish burning objectives in marsh habitats
by allowing natural wildfires to burn within Refuge Complex boundaries until they naturally
extinguish. Suppress natural wildfires only when they threaten refuge facilities, adjacent private
property, and/or public health and safety.
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e Discontinue active marsh management practices including prescribed burning, controlled grazing,
and exotic/invasive plant species control. Remove grazing program infrastructure including
interior fences and water developments.

b. Freshwater Prairie Wetlands (Palustrine)

The objective for prairie wetlands is to maintain shallow freshwater prairie wetlands on the Refuge
Complex subject to natural climatic cycles and other natural processes. Historically, depressional
freshwater wetlands dispersed throughout the region’s coastal tallgrass prairie helped support a diverse
avifaunal community. Ecological processes and function and plant and animal diversity within these
habitats were influenced primarily by climatological events and trends.

Proposed USFWS management activities for prairie wetlands:
e Discontinue current habitat management and restoration activities on the Refuge Complex
including moist soil management, rice farming and restoration of shallow freshwater wetlands.
¢ Allow the acreage of shallow freshwater prairie wetland habitat on the Refuge Complex to be
dependent solely upon natural precipitation cycles.

2. Upland Specific Management and Restoration
a. Native Prairie and other Grasslands

The objective for native prairie and other grassland habitat is to allow natural successional changes and
disturbance events to influence plant communities in the 5,744 acres of grassland habitats on the Refuge
Complex, including “prairie remnants”, permanently fallowed former croplands which are naturally
revegetating, and sites previously restored to native prairie using intensive restoration techniques.
Additional fallowed rice fields would be created under this Alternative with the discontinuation of the
cooperative rice farming program on Anahuac NWR. Topography, soils, fire and grazing and trampling
actions of herbivores, all in association with climate, are natural functions controlling grassland
development (Ryan 1990). Fires in upland prairie prior to human occupation of the continent were started
by lightning storms, primarily in mid-summer (Komarek 1964, Bragg 1982, Higgins 1984, Garbrey et al.
1999). Natural lightning starts continue to occur periodically in upland portions of the Refuge Complex. It
is now estimated that 99.8% and 99.6 % of little bluestem and eastern gamma grass/switch grass
prairies, respectfully, have been lost in Texas (McFarland 1995). Nine of the 13 avian species listed as
Rare and Declining within the Coastal Prairies Region in Texas (Texas Parks and Wildlife Department
2000) are present in grasslands on the Refuge Complex. In 2005, the USFWS listed 7 avian species
occurring in prairie habitats on the Refuge Complex as Avian Species of Conservation Concern in the
Gulf Prairies Bird Conservation Region.

Proposed USFWS management activities for native prairie and other grassland habitats:

¢ Where feasible, utilize natural lightning starts to accomplish burning objectives in prairie habitats
by allowing natural wildfires to burn within Refuge Complex boundaries until they naturally
extinguish. Suppress natural wildfires only when they threaten refuge facilities, adjacent private
property, and/or public health and safety.

e Discontinue cooperative rice farming program on Anahuac NWR.

o Discontinue habitat management and restoration activities in prairie habitats including prescribed
burning, controlled grazing, invasive species control, and restoration using intensive restoration
techniques.

¢ Initiate a monitoring program to monitor and document plant community successional stages in
the Refuge Complex’ grassland habitats.

b. Coastal Woodlands

The objective for Coastal Woodlands is to allow existing woodland habitats on the Refuge Complex to be
influenced only by natural events such as wildfires and climatic conditions and trends. Coastal woodlots
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in the Chenier Plain region are extremely important to migrating songbirds, providing essential feeding
and resting areas for numerous neo-tropical migratory birds crossing the Gulf of Mexico (Rappole 1974,
Sprunt 1975, Mueller 1981).

Although comprising less than 1% of Refuge Complex acreage, woodland habitats are extremely
important to overall avian diversity, including several sensitive species. Six of the 7 avian species listed
as Rare and Declining within the Coastal Prairies Region in Texas (Texas Parks and Wildlife Department
2000) are present in Refuge Complex woodlands. In 2005, the USFWS listed 4 species that occur in
Refuge Complex woodlands as Avian Species of Conservation Concern in the Gulf Prairies Bird
Conservation Region. The amount of native coastal woodlot habitat in the Chenier Plain region has been
reduced mainly through development, conversion to pasture and logging of bottomland hardwoods
(Mueller 1981). Although woody habitat has significantly increased in the region with the rapid expansion
of exotic Chinese tallow trees,,these new tallow tree woodlands provide poor habitat for migrant
songbirds (Barrow 2001).

Proposed USFW management activities for coastal woodlands:

o Where feasible, allow natural lightning starts within Refuge Complex boundaries to burn,
including in woodland habitats, until they naturally extinguish. Suppress natural wildfires only
when they threaten refuge facilities, adjacent private property, and/or public health and safety.

e Initiate a monitoring program to document plant successional changes in existing woodland
habitats and monitor and document trends in the area coverage of woodland habitat utilizing GIS
technology.

B. USFWS Biological Program — Surveys, Monitoring, and Research

USFWS habitat management and restoration activities benefit many species of native fish, wildlife and
plants on the Refuge Complex. The USFWS biological program on the Refuge Complex includes
monitoring, field surveys and research studies of fish and wildlife population status, population trends and
habitat utilization. The information obtained allows the USFWS to adapt management efforts on the
Refuge Complex as needed to achieve Refuge purposes and to maintain and restore natural biological
diversity and ecological integrity. Data are also used in support of international, national and regional
conservation initiatives. Under this Alternative, current biological program activities which focus primarily
on monitoring status and trends of waterfowl and other migratory bird populations would continue.

These wildlife conservation efforts focus on achieving the following Refuge goal:
e GOAL 3. A comprehensive biological program will guide and support conservation efforts for all
species of native fish, wildlife and plants on the Texas Chenier Plain Refuge Complex.

1. Waterfowl, Shorebirds and other Wetland-dependent Migratory Birds

The biological program objective for waterfowl, shorebirds and other wetland-dependent migratory birds is
to help maintain healthy populations and document population status and trends and habitat utilization of
priority species utilizing the Refuge Complex. Coastal habitats of the Texas Chenier Plain region provide
important wintering and migrating habitat for waterfowl of the Central Flyway, and for millions of
shorebirds, wading birds, colonial nesting waterbirds, and other wetland-dependent migratory birds.
Monitoring and studies of population trends and habitat utilization provide information to assess
management activities on the Refuge Complex. Data are also used in support of international, national
and regional migratory bird conservation initiatives.

No Change in biological program activities in Refuge Management Alternative A.

The objective for Mottled Ducks is to maintain favorable habitat conditions for the year-round needs of the
Mottled Duck on the Refuge Complex, including nesting, brood-rearing, molting and wintering habitats.
Under this Alternative, habitats used by Mottled Ducks on the Refuge Complex will be influenced only by
natural events such as wildfires and wildlife herbivory and not by specific habitat management activities.
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Historically, disturbance events such as wildfire, tidal and stream flooding, and herbivory by native wildlife
such as snow geese, muskrats, and bison were the primary influences on marsh and prairie plant
communities in the region. The habitat diversity created by these events in turn supported a diverse
wetland-dependent avifaunal community, including habitat for the resident waterfowl species, the Mottled
Duck.

Current USFWS biological program activities supporting conservation of Mottled Ducks in Refuge
Management Alternative A would continue. Proposed changes in USFWS management activities for
habitats used by Mottled Ducks include:
e Discontinue habitat management directed towards maintaining and enhancing habitats for
Mottled Ducks, including water level and salinity management, prescribed burning, controlled
grazing, and brush control.

2. Migratory and Resident Landbirds

The biological program objective for migratory and resident landbirds is to help maintain healthy
populations and document population trends, status and habitat utilization of priority species on the
Refuge Complex.

No Change from biological program activities in Refuge Management Alternative A.

3. Fish and other Aquatic Species

The biological program objective for fish and other aquatic species is to document population trends,
status and habitat utilization of priority species on the Refuge Complex.

No Change from biological program activities in Refuge Management Alternative A.
Water management infrastructure would be removed in estuarine marshes under this Alternative.

4. Threatened and Endangered Species, Species of Conservation Concern

The biological program objective for Threatened and Endangered species, Species of Conservation
Concern, and other “watch species” is to support recovery efforts and to obtain information on population
trends, status and habitat utilization of sensitive and/or declining species utilizing the Refuge Complex.
Eight federally-listed Threatened and Endangered species occur on or adjacent to the Refuge Complex:
Bald Eagle, Piping Plover, Brown Pelican, Loggerhead sea turtle, Kemp’s Ridley sea turtle, Green sea
turtle, Hawksbill sea turtle, and Leatherback sea turtle.

No Change from biological program activities in Refuge Management Alternative A.

5. Mammals

The biological program objective for mammals is to document population trends, status and habitat
utilization of priority species on the Refuge Complex.

No change from biological program activities in Refuge Management Alternative A.
6. Reptiles and Amphibians
The biological program objective for reptiles and amphibians is to document species occurrence and

monitor population status and trends. The objective for alligators is to monitor population status and
trends.
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Current USFWS biological program activities supporting conservation of reptiles and amphibians in
Refuge Management Alternative A would continue. A proposed change in biological program activities
for alligators includes:

o Discontinue the alligator harvest program on Anahuac and McFaddin NWRs.

7. Invertebrates

The biological program objective for invertebrates is to document species occurrence on the Refuge
Complex.

No change from biological program activities in Refuge Management Alternative A
8. Plant Resources

The biological program objective for plant resources is to document native species composition and plant
community changes over time on the Refuge Complex.

No change from biological program activities in Refuge Management Alternative A.

C. Addressing Threats to the Ecosystem

The USFWS has ongoing efforts on the Refuge Complex to address threats to ecosystem health posed
by coastal land loss, hydrological alterations, exotic species, and contaminants. These include
coordination with other agencies and conservation organizations on ongoing planning processes and
studies aimed as developing solutions to address coastal land loss due to erosion along the Gulf of
Mexico; and to implement erosion abatement projects along the Gulf of Mexico, Galveston Bay, and the
Gulf Intra-Coastal Waterway (GIWW). Under Refuge Management Alternative E, efforts to address
threats to ecosystem health would focus on monitoring rather than active restoration or protection.

These efforts addressing threats to ecosystem health focus on achieving the following refuge goal:
o GOAL 4. By working with others locally and on a landscape level, threats to biological integrity,
biological diversity and environmental health on the Texas Chenier Plain Refuge Complex will be
addressed.

1. Coastal Land Loss

The objective for the threat from relative sea level rise and reduced sediment supply is to decrease rates
of coastal land loss due to shoreline erosion along the Gulf of Mexico, East Galveston Bay, and the
GIWW. Along the Texas Coast, wetland losses between the mid-1950’s and mid-1990’s were most
substantial for estuarine emergent marshes (Moulton et al. 1997). Relative sea level rise and reduced
coarse sediment supply to Gulf and bay nearshore littoral systems are resulting in significant loss of
coastal habitats. Average rates of shoreline retreat along the Gulf adjacent to the refuges are as high as
50 feet per year on Texas Point NWR, and 10-15 feet per year along most of McFaddin NWR (Bureau of
Economic Geology unpublished data, Morton 1998). Over 800 acres of dunes and emergent marsh has
been lost due to Gulf shoreline erosion on these refuges during the last 25 years, and remaining inland
marshes are increasingly threatened by more frequent inundation during high tidal events. Although less
severe, erosion along the East Galveston Bay shoreline is also causing wetland loss on Anahuac NWR,
and also threatens remaining marshes with saltwater intrusion. Erosion along the GIWW is also causing
direct loss of wetlands and poses a significant threat to marshes from saltwater intrusion on both
McFaddin and Anahuac NWRs. Levees created when the GIWW was constructed have almost entirely
eroded away along significant portions of its length within these refuges.

Proposed USFWS activities to address threats from relative sea level rise and reduced sediment supply:
e Monitor shoreline changes and land loss rates on the Refuge Complex using Geographic
Information Systems and remote sensing technologies.
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2. Altered Hydrologic Processes

The objective for the threat from altered hydrologic processes is to, within 15 years, document rates of
emergent marsh loss (conversion of emergent marsh to open water) on the Refuge Complex. Land
subsidence, sea level rise, channel construction, and channelization of natural waterways have all had
significant hydrologic impacts including saltwater intrusion, tidal scouring causing erosion of organic
marsh substrates, loss of freshwater inflows and excessive flooding of marshes. Over the last century,
these factors have gradually converted extensive areas of fresh and intermediate marshes to a more
brackish regime thereby decreasing natural biological diversity. Relative sea level rise further threatens
vegetated marshes through increased saltwater intrusion and submergence. To survive, remaining
marshes must accrete or gain elevation at a rate that keeps up with sea level rise. Maintaining plant
productivity and preventing loss of organic marsh soils by restricting saltwater intrusion and tidal energies,
increasing freshwater inflows, and beneficially using dredge materials to raise marsh elevations appear to
offer the most realistic options for reversing current trends of interior marsh loss in the Chenier Plain
region.

Proposed USFWS activities to address threats from altered hydrologic processes:
e Monitor status and trends of Refuge Complex wetlands using Geographic Information System
and remote sensing technologies.

3. Invasive Species

The objective for the threat from invasive species is to document occurrence and distribution of invasive
species on the Refuge Complex. Monocultures of invasive plants reduce natural biological diversity,
increase erosion, alter nutrient cycling and displace macro- and micro-fauna that depend on native plants
for habitat and food (Sheley and Petrofff. 1999). Refuge habitats are currently significantly impacted by
exotic plants and animals including: Chinese tallow (Sapium sebiferum), water hyacinth (Eichhornia
crassipes), alligator weed (Alternathera ohiloceroides), water lettuce (Pistia stratiotes), McCartney rose
(Rosa bracteata), vasey grass (Paspalum urvillei), Johnson grass (Sorghum halepense), Cyperus
entrerianus, Eurasian water milfoil (Myriophyllum spicatum), hydrilla (Hydrilla verticillata), Salvinia minima,
Japanese honeysuckle (Lonicera japonica) red imported fire ants, nutria, and feral hogs. Giant salvinia
(S. molesta), to date documented on the Refuge Complex only once and in small amounts near a refuge
boat ramp, has been found nearby and poses a significant threat to freshwater wetlands. Invasive native
plant species include eastern baccharis (Baccharis halimifolia), big-leaf sumpweed (lva frutescens),
rattlebox (Sesbania drummondii), common reed (Phragmites communis) and cattail (Typha spp.).

Proposed USFWS activities to address threats from exotic and invasive species:
o Utilize Geographic Information Systems technology and a field monitoring program to identify,
survey and map existing and new stands of upland and aquatic invasive plants on the Refuge
Complex.

4. Contaminants

The objective for the threat from contaminants is to document direct impacts to fish and wildlife and
habitats on the Refuge Complex from oil and petrochemical spills and other contaminant sources.
Contaminant issues affecting the Refuge Complex include potential petroleum and petrochemical spills
from: 1) on-Refuge oilfield operations; 2) shipping on the GIWW; and 3) offshore production in the Gulf.
The potential for petrochemical and petroleum spills affecting the Refuge Complex is high. Over 20
active oil and gas wells are currently producing on the Refuge Complex. Significant drilling and
production activity occurs in Gulf waters offshore of McFaddin and Texas Point NWRs. The GIWW
between Houston and Lake Charles, Louisiana is one of the busiest reaches of this waterway for shipping
petrochemical and petroleum products. The GIWW parallels much of McFaddin and Anahuac NWRs,
and the Sabine-Neches Ship Channel parallels Texas Point NWR. Former and current oil and gas
production areas on the Refuge Complex contain extensive infrastructure which is no longer in use,
including flow lines, pipelines, oil pits, well pads, and brine disposal areas. Many of these lines, pits, and
pads may contain contaminants including heavy metals, normal occurring radio-active material, brine, and
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petroleum products. In addition, Refuge Complex marshes comprise the downstream end of at least 10
waterways. Factories, refineries, solid waste disposal sites, oil field sludge disposal areas, feedlot
operations, agricultural operations and housing developments are potential pollution sources in upstream
reaches of these watersheds. Finally, high levels of lead shotgun pellets likely occur over much of the
Refuge Complex. Incidence of lead shot in waterfowl! gizzards reached all time high levels during the
1990's, even after implementation of non-toxic ammunition regulations.

Proposed USFWS activities to address threats from contaminants:
e Investigate, document and report all incidences of fish and wildlife mortalities resulting from
contaminant impacts including oil and petrochemical spills, lead poisoning, and disease
outbreaks which may be related to contaminants affecting air, soil and water quality.

D. USFWS Public Use Program

The Texas Chenier Plain Refuge Complex offers a wide variety of recreational opportunities and received
over 172,000 visitors during Fiscal Year 2002. Through the use of existing programs and facilities, the
Refuge Complex provides opportunities for all six of the Refuge System’s priority wildlife-dependent
recreational uses, which are:

Hunting

Fishing

Wildlife Observation and Photography

Environmental Education and Interpretation

Under Refuge Management Alternative E, the Refuge Complex would continue to provide opportunities
for all six of the National Wildlife Refuge System’s priority wildlife-dependent recreational uses, but
administrative oversight and management would occur at reduced levels.

These visitor and recreational opportunities focus on achieving the following Refuge goal:

e GOAL 5. All local, national and international visitors will enjoy safe and high quality outdoor
experiences on the Refuge Complex, and learn of the Refuge Complex’ role in conserving the
region’s coastal natural resources. New partnerships with our local communities will be forged to
highlight, promote and conserve the unique natural assets of the upper Texas Gulf Coast

1. Hunting

The objective for hunting is to provide safe and high quality waterfowl hunting opportunities on the Refuge
Complex. Waterfowl hunting is a traditional and still very popular outdoor recreational pursuit in the
region. Refuges and other public lands along the Gulf Coast play a key role in providing hunting
opportunity to the public at large.

Current USFWS public use program activities in support of hunting in Refuge Management Alternative A
would continue, with the following administrative change:
o Waterfowl hunting on all hunt units will be administered on a first-come, first-serve basis, with no
fee permit and no reservation and/or drawing required.

2. Fishing

The objective for fishing is to provide safe and high quality fishing opportunities on the Refuge Complex.
The Refuge Complex offers exceptional recreational fishing and crabbing opportunities in both saltwater
and freshwater environments. Catfish, bass and brim in freshwater environments and speckled trout,
flounder and red drum in saltwater environments are among the popular game fish on the refuges.
Crabbing for blue crabs is also a popular recreational pursuit along refuge waterway and lake shorelines.

No change from public use program activities in support of fishing in Refuge Management Alternative A.
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3. Wildlife Observation and Photography

The objective for wildlife observation and photography is to provide safe and high quality opportunities for
wildlife observation and photography on the Refuge Complex. The Refuge Complex provides local,
regional, national and international visitors with a wide range of wildlife observation and photography
opportunities, supporting a rapidly growing nature tourism industry in Texas. Migratory bird and alligator
viewing are the main attractions. The refuges are highlighted Upper Texas Gulf Coast sites on the Great
Texas Birding Trail. Anahuac NWR is an internationally known birding destination, receiving visitors each
year from all 50 states and over 20 countries.

No change from public use program activities in support of wildlife observation and photography in
Refuge Management Alternative A.

4. Environmental Education and Interpretation

The objective for environmental education and interpretation is to provide safe and high quality
opportunities for environmental education and interpretation on the Refuge Complex. The
implementation of environmental education and interpretive programs for students and visitors on the
Refuge Complex is important to increase the quality of the visitor experience and to further public
awareness of the benefits, issues and challenges associated with natural resource conservation in this
productive and diverse coastal ecosystem.

Current USFWS public use program activities in support of environmental education and interpretation
hunting in Refuge Management Alternative A would continue, with the following administrative change:
e Discontinue staff-led guided tours and education programs.
o Discontinue refuge-hosted special events and participation in local and regional festivals.

5. Beach Uses on McFaddin NWR

The objective for beach uses on McFaddin NWR is to protect public safety and natural resources along
the Gulf of Mexico shoreline within the refuge. The beaches along the Gulf of Mexico on and adjacent to
the McFaddin NWR support recreational uses including surf fishing, swimming, sunbathing, wildlife
observation, and camping.

No Changes from current USFWS public use program activities to protect public safety and natural
resources on McFaddin NWR under Refuge Management Alternative A.

E. Community Outreach and Partnerships

The objective for Community Outreach and Partnerships is to promote conservation of natural resources
by working effectively with partners in support of USFWS management programs on the Refuge Complex
including habitat management and restoration, fish and wildlife population management, and providing
public recreational and educational opportunities. Partnerships with the Friends of Anahuac Refuge and
the McFaddin and Texas Point Refuges Alliance, two citizen support groups, and with conservation
organizations such as the Galveston Bay Foundation and local Audubon Society chapters have been
particularly effective. Volunteers on the Refuge Complex currently provide over 10,000 hours of service
annually.

Under this Alternative, the USFWS would discontinue working with private landowners on habitat
restoration and enhancement projects. Current community outreach and partnership efforts would
continue, but at reduced levels.
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F. Administration and Staffing

Implementing Refuge Management Alternative E would involve downsizing the Refuge Complex staff by
12 full-time positions.
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PART B: REFUGE BOUNDARY EXPANSION ALTERNATIVES

The second proposal addressed in this EIS is that of expanding the acquisition boundary of the four
constituent refuges. The purpose of implementing a refuge boundary expansion proposal is to help the
USFWS achieve larger mandates provided by law and treaty that are related to the protection of
migratory birds and other Trust resources. Implementation of a boundary expansion proposal is expected
to assist the USFWS meet its goals and objectives of the ecosystem plan for the Texas Gulf Coast.
Although achievement of the refuge purposes is not necessarily dependent upon additional land
acquisition, the possible inclusion of other lands within the refuges would assist the USFWS in more
effectively managing existing refuges in this Refuge Complex and achieving its larger ecosystem-wide
goals and objectives to ensure the long-term sustainability of migratory bird populations. Expansion of
any of the Refuge Complex’ constituent refuge acquisition boundaries would thereby authorize the
USFWS to work with willing sellers using the acquisition standard and parameters defined in USFWS law,
policy, and government regulations. Lands acquired by the USFWS would be managed as part of the
National Wildlife Refuge System. Since the USFWS is considering conducting a new action, expansion
of refuge boundaries, the NEPA “No Action” alternative is the agency not acting at all. Therefore, the “No
Action” Alternative proposes no change from existing refuge boundaries.

Wetland habitats within the areas identified in the Refuge Boundary Expansion Alternatives provide
important wintering and migrational habitat for many species of Central Flyway waterfowl, including
several species whose continental populations are below goals established under the North American
Waterfowl Management Plan and/or listed by the USFWS as Game Birds Below Desired Condition
(USFWS 2004). These species include Northern Pintail, Lesser Scaup, and Ring-necked Duck. The
Mottled Duck is a year-round resident of Gulf Coast, and conservation and management of this species is
a major goal of the NAWMP’s Gulf Coast Joint Venture Chenier Plain Initiative Plan (Esslinger and Wilson
2001). Steep declines in Mottled Duck numbers on coastal national wildlife refuges in Texas have been
documented in recent years (USFWS, Division of Migratory Birds unpublished reports), and this species
is considered to be Rare and Declining in the Coastal Prairies Region of Texas (Shackleford and
Lockwood 2000). Coastal marsh, coastal prairie and agricultural habitats within Chambers, Jefferson and
Orange counties, including the areas identified in the Refuge Boundary Expansion Alternatives historically
supported the highest densities of breeding Mottled Ducks in Texas (Stutzenbaker 1988), and continue to
be critically important to the long-term conservation of this species. Meeting the waterfowl population
objectives established by the GCJV Chenier Plain Initiative Plan (Esslinger and Wilson 2001) requires
several habitat protection, management and restoration actions for coastal marshes and enhancement of
agricultural habitats to increase their value to waterfowl. These include several strategies for reducing
marsh loss (conversion to open water) and restoring already degraded marshes, prescribed burning,
controlled grazing, exotic/invasive species control, additional habitat protection through land acquisition
and cooperative agreements, and increased technical assistance for waterfowl habitat enhancement on
private lands.

The areas identified in the Refuge Boundary Expansion Alternatives lie within the Gulf Coast Prairie
(GCP) Region under the U.S. Shorebird Conservation Plan (USSCP). Thirty-nine shorebird species
occur in this Region, and it is considered to be of “extremely high importance” to 14 species and of
“considerable importance” for 21 additional species. Of these 35 species, 17 are considered to be
species of conservation concern under the USSCP. Four are considered “Highly Imperiled” — Snowy
Plover, Piping Plover, Long-billed Curlew, and Eskimo Curlew (believed extirpated). Thirteen species are
considered “Species of High Concern” — American Golden Plover, Wilson’s Plover, Mountain Plover,
American Oystercatcher, Whimbrel, Hudsonian Godwit, Marbled Godwit, Ruddy Turnstone, Red Knot,
Sanderling, Buff-breasted Sandpiper, American Woodcock, and Wilson’s Phalarope. Wetland habitats
within the areas identified in the Refuge Boundary Expansion Alternatives provide important migrational
and wintering habitat for many of the shorebird species identified as needing conservation attention within
the GCP Region, including for three of the “Highly Imperiled” species: Piping Plover, Long-billed Curlew,
and Snowy Plover, and for ten “Species of High Concern”. American Golden Plover, Whimbrel,
Hudsonian Godwit, Marbled Godwit, Ruddy Turnstone, Red Knot, Sanderling, Buff-breasted Sandpiper,
American Woodcock, and Wilson’s Phalarope. The GCP Region Shorebird Plan recommends several
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management actions for maritime and non-maritime shorebirds including increased protection and
enhanced management of beach nesting areas, additional habitat protection through land acquisition,
restoration of beach and barrier island habitat, incorporation of shorebird conservation into U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers projects, addressing freshwater inflow needs of estuaries as part of water resources
planning and development, expansion and enhancement of exotic/invasive species management efforts
(Chinese tallow), continued use of prescribed burning to enhance shorebird habitat in wetland and prairie
habitats, and expanded and enhanced management of rice agriculture, crawfish impoundments, and
moist soil units to benefit shorebirds. Standardization and coordination of systematic population
monitoring of priority shorebird species is also recommended.

The North American Waterbird Conservation Plan (Kushlan et al. 2002) classified colonial and semi-
colonial breeding waterbird species into one of several “at risk” categories, including “not currently at risk”,
“low”, “moderate”, “high”, “highly imperiled”, and identified those species for which there is “insufficient
information available to assess risk”. Wetland habitats on the areas identified in the Refuge Boundary
Expansion Alternatives provide important wintering, migrational and/or nesting habitat for 14 colonial and
semi-colonial waterbird species deemed at moderate risk, and 6 species deemed at high risk. High risk
species include Tricolored Heron, Little Blue Heron, Snowy Egret, Least Tern (all four nest on the Refuge
Complex), Wood Stork, and Gull-billed Tern. The population status of solitary breeding marshbirds will be
assessed in the second version of the NAWCP. The areas identified in the Refuge Expansion
alternatives are extremely important for many of these species, including several already identified by the
USFWS as Species of Conservation Concern. These include Yellow Rail, Black Rail, and American
Bittern. For the Southeast U.S. Region, the NAWCP identifies major concerns or threats to waterbirds to
be fisheries “by-catch”, loss and deterioration of habitat, disturbance of nesting areas (particularly to
beach-nesting terns and skimmers), and effects from contaminants. Standardization and coordination of
systematic population monitoring of priority waterbird species is also recommended.

The Partners in Flight (PIF) Conservation Program is an international, multi-agency and multi-organization
conservation initiative for North American landbirds and waterbirds. PIF recently completed an
assessment of the status and conservation needs of all North American land and waterbirds. This
assessment included consideration of population trends, habitat trends, and threats on breeding and
wintering grounds. National, regional, and more local conservation priorities were determined. These
species represent conservation priorities for the USFWS and other PIF partners including state wildlife
agencies, the U.S. Forest Service, and other governmental and private partners. Multi-agency PIF
conservation strategies for Texas are currently under development, and these strategies will guide
management activities at the local and regional scale. In Texas, the PIF partners have identified priority
species for conservation, monitoring and management in relation to specific habitat types and seasons
within the Texas Coastal Prairies region (Texas Parks and Wildlife Department 2000), which includes the
areas identified under the Refuge Boundary Expansion alternatives. Habitats on areas identified under
the Refuge Expansion alternatives provide wintering, migrational and/or nesting habitat for 16 species of
wetland-associated birds, 10 species of grassland birds, and 13 species utilizing woodland habitats which
are listed as Rare and Declining within the Texas Coastal Prairies Region.

Summary of Refuge Boundary Expansion Alternatives

The four Refuge Boundary Expansion Alternatives (A-D) are listed below with a short summary for each.

Refuge Boundary Expansion Alternative A (NEPA No Action Alternative) - No Expansion, Current
Status

This Alternative assumes no change from the existing refuge boundaries within the Refuge Complex.
This is the “no action” alternative as required under NEPA and is considered the base from which to
compare the other expansion alternatives. There would be no expansion of any of the four refuge
boundaries within the Refuge Complex.
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Refuge Boundary Expansion Alternative B - 33,590 Acre Expansion

This Alternative continues the four refuges’ historic focus on land acquisition primarily in the coastal
marsh and the adjacent agricultural uplands. Acquisition would continue to focus on habitats of particular
value to the waterfowl resource and other wetland-dependent migratory birds. This Refuge Expansion
Alternative concentrates on high-value wintering waterfowl habitats near the coast that are contiguous to
existing refuges. In addition to these high biological value wetland habitats, this alternative also includes
areas identified as necessary for refuge management. Expansion is proposed for each of the four refuges
in the Refuge Complex.

Refuge Boundary Expansion Alternative C (Preferred Alternative) - 64,260 Acre Expansion*

*Please note that this alternative includes all of the lands in the preceding Refuge Boundary
Expansion Alternative B. Similar to Refuge Boundary Expansion Alternative B, this Alternative
continues the four refuges’ historic focus on land acquisition primarily in the coastal marsh and adjacent
agricultural uplands. Much of the acquisition would still focus on habitats of particular value to the
waterfowl resource and other wetland-dependent migratory birds. The wetlands portions of this
expansion alternative concentrate on high-value wintering waterfowl habitats near the coast that are
contiguous to existing refuges. In addition to these primarily wetland areas, this Alternative includes two
areas of important native coastal prairie with high habitat value for resident Mottled Ducks, many species
of grassland-dependent migratory birds, and a wide variety of other native wildlife species. In addition to
these two kinds of high biological value habitats, this Alternative also includes areas identified as
necessary for refuge management. Expansion is proposed for each of the four refuges in the Refuge
Complex.

Refuge Boundary Alternative D - 104,120 Acre Expansion*

*Please note that this alternative includes all of the lands in the preceding Refuge Boundary
Expansion Alternative C. Similar to Refuge Boundary Expansion Alternative C, this Alternative
continues the four refuge’s historic focus on land acquisition primarily in the coastal marsh and adjacent
agricultural uplands. Much of the acquisition would still focus on habitats of particular value to the
waterfowl resource and other wetland-dependent migratory birds. The wetlands portions of this
expansion alternative concentrate on high-value wintering waterfowl habitats near the coast which are
contiguous to existing refuges. In addition to these primarily wetland areas, this Alternative again
includes two areas of important native coastal prairie with high habitat value for resident Mottled Ducks,
many species of grassland-dependent migratory birds, and a wide variety of other native wildlife species.
This Alternative also includes an important near-coast bottomland hardwood area, which is an acquisition
target new to this Refuge Complex. The primary habitat type in this area is forested wetlands which
provide high quality wintering, migrational, and nesting habitats for waterfowl and other wetland-
dependent migratory bird species and important migration and nesting habitat for neotropical migratory
songbirds. And finally, in addition to these various kinds of high biological value habitats, this Alternative
also includes areas identified as necessary for refuge management. Expansion is proposed for each of
the four refuges in the Refuge Complex.

Each of these four Refuge Boundary Expansion Alternatives are described in much more detail starting
below with Section |. Refuge Boundary Expansion Alternative A (NEPA No Action Alternative). Before
describing each alternative in detail, the next section describes the elements which are common to all of
the Refuge Boundary Expansion Alternatives.

Elements Common to All Refuge Boundary Expansion Alternatives

Although the Refuge Boundary Expansion Alternatives all differ in the areas proposed for acquisition, the
land acquisition program for each of the Alternatives has a number of elements or features common to all.
The following is a list and description of those elements or features common to all of the Refuge
Boundary Expansion Alternatives.
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Willing Sellers Only

Although the USFWS, like all agencies of the United States Government, has condemnation authority, it
is USFWS policy to acquire land and interests in land from willing sellers only. No lands have been
condemned in the past for any refuge in the Texas Chenier Plain Refuge Complex and the USFWS does
not propose condemnation of any lands in the future. The USFWS can acquire land or interests in land
only within an approved refuge boundary. In fact, the USFWS can’t even accept a donation of land
outside of an approved refuge boundary. Lands in any of the refuge boundary expansions would be
acquired only from willing sellers as funding becomes available. Landowners within an expanded refuge
boundary would be completely free to keep their land, to sell their land to whoever they wished, to leave
their land to their heirs, or to change uses of their land.

Including lands within a NWR boundary does not require the landowner to sell only to the USFWS nor
does it limit that landowner’s other conservation options and opportunities. The USFWS actively
encourages all private landowners who are interested in wildlife or environmental conservation, whether
their lands are within an approved refuge boundary or not, to avail themselves of the many conservation
program and options available. A list and detailed description of many of the other conservation
programs and options available to private landowners in the Texas Chenier Plain region is located in
Appendix C.

Since 1971, the acquisition of land for a variety of Federal government programs and projects has been
subject to the Uniform Relocation and Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as
amended in 1987 (the Uniform Act). The full rules for the Uniform Act can be found in the Code of
Federal Regulations, Title 49, Part 24. The Uniform Act applies to the USFWS acquisition program and
two very important provisions of this Act affect willing sellers: 1) relocation assistance for sellers of land,
and 2) the requirement to offer to purchase for the full fair market value as established by an approved
appraisal. The relocation provisions provide financial assistance to landowners, tenants, and small
businesses that are required to move because of the sale of real property, in whole or part, to the
USFWS. The relocation assistance is provided so that displaced persons will not suffer disproportionate
injuries as a result of programs designed for the benefit of the public as a whole. Fair market value
appraisals are done to ensure that potential sellers will be treated fairly, consistently, and equitably. The
appraisal is independent, impartial, prepared by a qualified appraiser, and reviewed to ensure that all
applicable appraisal standards and requirements were met. The amount the USFWS offers to purchase
the land will never be less than the fair market value established by the approved appraisal. The USFWS
also pays all of the incidental expenses incurred in transferring title; such as recording fees, title
insurance costs, necessary surveys, escrow fees, and other similar expenses.

Acquisition methods

For all land and interests in land acquired by the USFWS, title is taken by the United States of America.
The USFWS acquires most land in one of two ways: 1) in fee, or 2) conservation easement. The “fee”
means virtually all of the rights and interests in the land, that which would be generally recognized as
“ownership of the land”. Fee acquisition removes the land from the tax rolls. Fee acquisition gives the
USFWS exclusive possession and use of the land which would allow for compatible public recreational
activities. Fee acquisition allows the USFWS to perform any of the management activities (i.e., water
management, prescribed burning) deemed necessary for habitat conservation on that land. The fee
acquisitions are typically subject to reserved or outstanding subsurface mineral interests and other
existing surface easements, such as pipelines or other rights-of-way. The purchase of a conservation
easement is the acquisition of a much lesser interest in the land. “Ownership of the land” does not
transfer to the United States and the land remains on the tax rolls with the underlying private landowner
having the tax obligations. Conservation easements can consist of one or more of the two following
categories of interests in land: 1) negative covenants, which prevent a specific use (i.e., no development);
and 2) possessory interests, which grant a specific use right (i.e., public hunting). Conservation
easements are an acquisition option when adequate habitat conservation can be achieved without the
USFWS acquiring full ownership of the land. Conservation easements are not always a viable option with
willing sellers because some sellers wish to dispose of all of their interests in the land for various reasons.
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Conservation easements are appraised and purchased in the same way as fee acquisitions. Also, the
USFWS generally accepts donations of both fee and conservation easements.

Both fee acquisition and the acquisition of conservation easements have been used in the past on the
refuges in the Texas Chenier Plain Refuge Complex. A detailed acquisition history for each of the
refuges is located in the description of Refuge Boundary Expansion Alternative A: No Action. At Moody
NWR, all of the USFWS’ interests in land are in the form of a conservation easement. At Anahuac NWR,
all of the USFWS’ interests in land are in fee except for a public access road easement. At McFaddin
NWR, the mix of the USFWS’ interest in land is 86% fee and 14% conservation easement. At Texas
Point NWR, all of the USFWS’ interests in land are in fee. The USFWS will consider both fee and
conservation easement for future acquisitions dependent upon the habitat conservation requirements and
the willing seller’'s agreement.

In a few instances, the USFWS acquires interests in land by lease, right-of-way easement, or agreement.
These are typically either for a shorter period of time or for more limited use purposes compared to fee
and conservation easements.

Acquisition funding sources

The USFWS has only two primary land acquisition funding sources: 1) the Migratory Bird Conservation
Fund, and 2) the Land and Water Conservation Fund. The Migratory Bird Hunting and Conservation
Stamp Act of 1934, as amended (16 U.S.C. 718-718h) requires all waterfowl hunters 16 years of age and
over to annually purchase and carry a Federal Duck Stamp. Approximately 98 cents of every Duck
Stamp dollar goes directly into the Migratory Bird Conservation Fund to purchase wetlands and wildlife
habitat for inclusion into the National Wildlife Refuge System. Since 1934, more than $500 million has
gone into this Fund to purchase more than 5 million acres of primarily waterfowl habitat. The Fund is
administered by the Migratory Bird Conservation Commission and acquisition expenditures from this Fund
require the approval of the governor of the state where the land to be purchased is located. This Fund
has been the primary source of funding for land acquisition for all of the refuges within the Texas Chenier
Plain Refuge Complex and it is expected that it will remain the primary source of funding in the future.
This discretionary land acquisition funding source is very actively competed for on a national level within
the USFWS.

The other primary land acquisition funding source was authorized by the Land Wat