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PLAN SCOPE AND PURPOSE 

Scope.  Planning in this document encompasses the entire Lower Mississippi Valley region under the 
administrative boundaries of the Lower Mississippi Valley Joint Venture (hereafter LMVJV).  The Lower 
Mississippi Valley region encompasses two Bird Conservation Regions (BCRs) as defined by the U.S. 
NABCI committee: BCR 26 (Mississippi Alluvial Valley), which includes portions of Arkansas, Louisiana, 
Kentucky, Mississippi, Missouri, and Tennessee, and BCR 25 (West Gulf Coastal Plain/Ouachitas), which 
includes portions of Arkansas, Louisiana, Oklahoma, and Texas.  In this document, we consider priority 
avian taxa and their associated habitats within BCR 25 and 26.  Although Northern Bobwhite (Colinus 
virginianus) are included in LMVJV planning, updating regional planning for this bird group is medium 
priority in the LMVJV operational plan.  Furthermore, the Science Team determined that revised science 
priorities were more appropriately developed through the Northern Bobwhite Technical Team as habitat 
potential is low to medium for both BCRs (National Bobwhite Technical Committee 2011).  Thus, priority 
bird guilds considered in this document include waterfowl, landbirds, shorebirds and waterbirds as 
outlined in the North American Waterfowl Management Plan, North American Landbird Conservation 
Plan, United States Shorebird Conservation Plan, and North American Waterbird Conservation Plan. 

Purpose. This document identifies and evaluates the most pressing threats and highest priority science 
needs, both current and future, in the LMVJV that will affect the ability to strategically plan for and 
implement bird habitat conservation over the next 5 years.  The intent of this document is to provide a 
scientific foundation and guidance for partners on information needs related to biological planning and 
conservation design in order to improve management actions and delivery of population and habitat 
objectives across the landscape.  Ultimately, this plan furthers the mission of the LMVJV to:  “function as 
the forum in which the private, state, federal conservation community develops a shared vision of bird 
conservation for the Lower Mississippi Valley region; cooperates in its implementation; and collaborates 
in its refinement” (LMVJV 2013). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



  

[2] 

 

LMVJV VISION FOR BIRD POPULATIONS AND HABITAT 

The vision of the LMVJV partnership is a landscape supporting healthy native bird populations and other 
wildlife across the LMVJV (LMVJV 2013).  Priority bird species are supported on the landscape through a 
mosaic of natural and managed habitats on publically and privately owned lands.  The primary habitat 
types considered in biological planning and conservation design include bottomland hardwood, upland 
hardwood, mixed pine, open pine, moist-soil impoundments, permanent emergent marsh, green-tree 
reservoirs, and flooded agricultural crops on publically owned and privately owned land.  Each habitat 
and/or ownership type is distinctively important to supporting the wintering, migration and breeding 
needs of the priority avian taxa.  
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LMVJV SCIENTIFIC FOUNDATION 

Science underlies strategic habitat conservation and provides the necessary framework for addressing 
and understanding threats or limiting factors to bird populations and their habitats.  Strategic habitat 
conservation relies on a cycle of adaptive management actions that lead to more effective conservation.  
Biological planning sets population objectives; conservation design sets habitat objectives and produces 
decision support tools; conservation delivery enacts planning and design on the ground, and outcome-
based monitoring is used to track the effectiveness of management actions.  Assumption-based research 
then serves to test the weaknesses at each of these junctures, leading to a strong scientific foundation. 

A strong scientific foundation must support the LMVJV’s strategic biological planning and conservation 
design.  In our biological planning and design, we make necessary assumptions in modeling bird-habitat 
relationships.  These key, underlying assumptions need rigorous evaluation, ultimately to bolster 
confidence in or make adjustments to assumptions and to guide management practices.  Science will 
inform and refine future iterations of our overall conservation strategy to achieve a landscape capable 
of supporting healthy native bird populations and other wildlife across the LMVJV. 

The highest science priorities in the LMVJV should elucidate limiting factors and threats to bird 
populations and habitat and target our most critical modeling assumptions.  The impact of addressing 
these priorities should result in significant impacts to resource management.  Accordingly, the most 
appropriate framework under which to consider science priorities is: 

1) Identify critical threats within the LMVJV geography 
Identifying threats provides a context under which to consider conservation actions.  Some 
threats will have a greater impact on planning and design consideration than others and these 
are the threats that should be targeted.  
 

2) Pinpoint the most critical planning and design assumptions   
Science priorities should naturally stem from our biological planning and models used in 
conservation design.  Key assumptions that could significantly alter the results of planning or 
design should be targeted for rigorous evaluation.   
 

3) Describe science needed to address threats and assumptions 
How can these threats or assumptions be addressed, what is the potential to impact planning, 
and what will be the outcome of addressing these priorities? 
 

4) Ensure that science priorities are carried forward 
The Science Team should consider and identify potential collaborators, working groups, and 
sources of funding or funding needs, to better understand threats and/or test assumptions.   
 

5) Keep priorities relevant and current 
Science priorities should be relevant to the partnership in that accomplishing the priorities will 
significantly improve the framework used to establish population objectives, habitat objectives 
and decision support tools, thus ultimately improving the quality of on-the-ground habitat 
delivery.  Science priorities should also reflect contemporary needs that arise regarding 
emerging threats.  As new threats emerge and priorities are accomplished, the Science Team 
should update and revisit science priorities every 5 years.   
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INTRODUCTION 

The LMVJV partnership, formed in 1987, provides support for the implementation of the North 
American Waterfowl Management Plan, United States Shorebird Plan, North American Landbird 
Conservation Plan, and North American Waterbird Conservation Plan at a regional level.  The goal of 
each of these plans is ultimately to sustain bird populations through strategic habitat conservation and 
the partnering of numerous individuals and organizations.  To make conservation more effective, Bird 
Conservation Regions (hereafter BCR) were developed that represent ecologically distinct regions with 
similar bird communities, habitats, and resource management issues. 

The LMVJV consists of two BCRs with distinct habitats, priority bird species, and resource issues: the 
Mississippi Alluvial Valley and West Gulf Coastal Plains/Ouachitas.   

MISSISSIPPI ALLUVIAL VALLEY.  The Mississippi Alluvial Valley BCR (MAV) supports a diverse and 
ecologically rich forested wetland ecosystem – one of the most productive in North America.  The 24 
million acre, topographically complex floodplain extends from the confluence of the Mississippi and 
Ohio Rivers, to the northern Gulf of Mexico, featuring a mosaic of ridges, swales, meander belts and 
backswamps.  Small changes in elevation (<1 foot) in the MAV are associated with large shifts in 
hydrology, which in turn, strongly affect plant and animal community composition and structure.  As 
with many natural river systems, much of the MAV landscape has been 
degraded through the development of agricultural practices and hydrologic 
alterations that have modified the river-floodplain connection. Today, only 20% 
(~ 7 million acres) of the original bottomland hardwood acreage remains, which 
includes significant reforestation efforts over the last 20 years.  

Nearly 60% of all U.S. bird species migrate through or winter in the MAV and it 
is an important breeding location for several species.   The MAV is the most 
important wintering location for Mallard (Anas platyrhyncos) and Wood Duck 
(Aix sponsa) populations.  Accordingly, the MAV was identified as a priority 
non-breeding region for waterfowl in the 1986 North American Waterfowl 
Management Plan (NAWMP).  The MAV is estimated to support ~30% of the 
global breeding population of Prothonotary Warblers (Protonotaria citrea; 
Partners in Flight Science Committee 2013).  Approximately 500,000 shorebirds 
utilize the MAV as a fall migratory stopover site (Elliott and McKnight 2000). 
Waterbirds abound with an estimated 30% of the regional Little Blue Heron 
(Egretta caerulea) population, 73% of the regional Least Tern (Sternula 
antillarum) population, and 57% of the regional and 23% of the global Yellow-
crowned Night-heron (Nyctanassa violacea) population (Hunter et al. 2006).  

 

 

 

 

“Historically, the MAV was dominated by forested wetlands 
and subject to extensive flooding. Today, <20% of the 

bottomland forests remain, and agriculture is the principal land 
use.”—Reinecke et al. (1989) 
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WEST GULF COASTAL PLAIN/OUACHITAS. The West Gulf Coastal Plain/Ouachitas BCR (WGCPO) is 
largely dominated by shortleaf, longleaf, and loblolly pine forests on the uplands, transitioning to mixed 
pine-hardwood, and then to relatively linear river systems with bottomland hardwood and riparian 
forest.  The 52 million acre physiographic area encompasses southwestern Arkansas, southeastern 
Oklahoma, western Louisiana, and eastern Texas.  Impacts to bird populations and habitat include urban 
development, conversion to pasture, conversion to pine 
plantation, lack of forest stand thinning, a lack of prescribed 
burning and/or suppression of fire, and construction of 
reservoirs.  

A significant number of bird species migrate, winter, or breed 
in the WGCPO.   The WGCPO potentially supports ~27% of 
the continental Wood Duck population (Manlove and Wilson, 
unpubl. data).  The WGCPO is estimated to support ~40% of 
the global breeding population of Swainson’s Warblers 
(Limnothlypis swainsonii), 28% of Hooded Warblers 
(Setophaga citrine), 26% of Pine Warblers (S. pinus), 25% of 
Kentucky Warblers (Oporornis formosus), 25% of Red-
cockaded Woodpeckers, (Picoides borealis), 21% of White-
eyed Vireos (Vireo griseus) and 17% of Chuck-will’s-widows 
(Caprimulgus carolinensis; Partners in Flight Science Committee 2013).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

“Longleaf pine communities once covered 
extensive areas of the West Gulf Coastal Plain. 
Texas and Louisiana were thought to have had 

the densest stands over the most extensive 
areas. Longleaf stands often failed to replace 

themselves following cutting and acreage 
declined rapidly. By 1935 much of the virgin 

longleaf was gone and losses continued through 
the following decades.”—Outcalt (1997) 
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LANDSCAPE-LEVEL THREATS AND STRESSES 

Landscape-level threats and stresses have far-reaching, habitat-oriented impacts.  Thus, these threats 
are not bird taxa-specific and affect habitat carrying capacity for multiple priority bird groups.  To 
support a landscape that is capable of sustaining healthy bird populations, landscape-level threats and 
stresses need to be addressed through on-the-ground conservation actions.  However, in the context of 
science priorities, increased understanding of threats and the potential magnitude of these threats, will 
improve the efficacy of biological planning and conservation design. Three main landscape-level threats 
were identified that will impact habitat carrying capacity for multiple bird taxa. 

 
1) WATER MANAGEMENT AND USE 

Modifications of hydrologic regimes have cascading effects that limit habitat carrying capacity for all 
priority bird groups throughout both BCRs.  Specifically in the MAV, timing, depth, and duration of 
flooding have been altered with the construction of levees and ditches for flood control and to improve 
land for agriculture.  Natural flooding was the formative force in creating variation in topography and 
unique microhabitats (e.g., meanders, backswamps, and depressions) that defined vegetative species 
composition.  Additionally, the connection between river and floodplain provided sediment deposition, 
which increased productivity and sustained the forested wetland ecosystem.  Now, the extent of 
flooding is greatly reduced and water generally is held on the landscape for a shorter period of time thus 
reducing fall, winter, and spring habitat for waterfowl, shorebirds, and wading birds, and reducing 
aquifer recharge.  In the WGCPO, the creation of reservoirs and demand for water impacts stream flows.  
Additionally, the creation of reservoirs can permanently inundate existing bottomland forest habitat.  
Human population growth and increasing agricultural demands amplify the effects of altered hydrology.  
The Mississippi embayment system, which encompasses 202,000 km2 and six aquifers across eight 
states— Alabama, Arkansas, Illinois, Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi , Missouri, and Tennessee—has one 
of the highest cumulative groundwater depletions (182.0 km3; 2008 data) of any region in the United 
States (Konikow 2013). 

RESEARCH PRIORITIES 

Assess current condition of hydrology in MAV and WGCPO watersheds, linkage of watersheds 
to hydrologic processes (precipitation vs. flooding), and degree of impact of hydrologic 
alteration to watersheds, flood frequency and ultimately floodplain wetland dynamics  

A better understanding of hydrologic processes would provide baseline information for biological 
planning and conservation design activities.  The current depletion of aquifers (Mississippi River Valley 
alluvial and Sparta) may conflict with management activities now and into the future.  Alteration of 
hydrologic cycles has impacted the duration and frequency of flood and thus the recharge of wetlands 
and the aquifer in the associated watershed.  Without this fundamental understanding of recharge 
dynamics and flow in the system, strategic conservation efforts may be limited in effectiveness.  Efforts 
to understand hydrology should be in coordination with other regional partnerships (e.g., Gulf Coastal 
Plains and Ozarks Landscape Conservation Cooperative (LCC), Southern Aquatic Resource Partnership). 

 
Assess influence of hydrology on ecosystem processes in bottomland hardwood forest  

Management of bottomland hardwood forest towards desirable stand characteristics is an important 
conservation issue; however, altered hydrology may have a greater influence on species composition, 
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tree regeneration, and nutrient dynamics than management regime.  Improved understanding regarding 
the influence of hydrology on ecosystem function may enhance effectiveness of strategic reforestation 
efforts.  Specifically, metrics that should be quantified are the effects of hydrology on establishment, 
growth, and long term sustainability of bottomland hardwoods following reforestation.  Additional 
research is needed on species-specific measures of drought tolerance (Gee et al. 2014). 

 
2) FOREST MANAGEMENT AND CONDITION 

In both BCRs, habitat carrying capacity for landbirds, waterfowl, wading birds, and shorebirds [i.e., 
American Woodcock (Scolopax minor)] is reduced through loss of functional forest habitat.  Size, 
structure, and composition of forest affect the suitability of forest habitat for avian species.  
Management of bottomland hardwood forest stands, both public and private, is important to maintain 
or improve the structure and integrity of the ecosystem.   A lack of understanding of relationships 
between vegetative species composition, tree regeneration, canopy gap size, and other factors may 
contribute to degraded forest condition.  Economics for private landowners may additionally contribute 
to high-grading (i.e., selectively logging the most profitable trees), which may ultimately alter species 
composition and structure.  In the WGCPO, the open pine ecosystem is a fire-driven ecosystem and lack 
of fire has altered forest structure and condition.  Limiting factors for open pine landbirds include patch 
size, basal area, canopy cover, patch connectivity, and snag densities.  

To address forest condition and quality, Desired Forest Conditions for Wildlife were drafted for 
bottomland hardwood forest in the MAV.  However, further research is needed to understand the 
implications of landscape and stand structure metrics to priority bird groups. Desired Forest Conditions 
for Open Pine are currently being developed for the Southeast and are applicable in the WGCPO.  Once 
desired conditions are implemented for bottomland hardwood and open pine, monitoring should 
ensure desired results are being achieved and maintained over time. 

RESEARCH PRIORITIES 

Determine socioeconomic drivers of forest management on public and private land 

Economics and other human dimensions (e.g., landowner values) impact the ability to deliver 
conservation on the ground.  A better understanding of the factors that drive land management 
decisions on private and public lands would inform revisions of the LMVJV Forest Resource Conservation 
Working Group document: “Restoration, Management and Monitoring of Forest Resources in the 
Mississippi Alluvial Valley: Recommendations for Enhancing Wildlife Habitat” (LMVJV Forest Resource 
Conservation Working Group 2007). 

 
Model temporal projections of forest stand dynamics towards Desired Forest Conditions for 
Wildlife                                                                                                                                 
Operational Plan Priority: Highest 

Desired Forest Conditions for Wildlife addresses the desired endpoints of management actions to create 
a forest system with desired landscape and stand characteristics.  However, the initial condition of a 
reforested or managed site affects the development of stand conditions through successional stages.  
The ability to temporally model managed bottomland hardwood sites toward desired conditions would 
improve the ability to strategically enhance reforestation activities (e.g., identify appropriate initial 
stocking densities, tree species composition, initial thinning needs). 
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MONITORING & EVALUATION PRIORITIES 

Monitor and evaluate the development of bottomland hardwood forest through seral stages 

Desired Forest Conditions for Wildlife recommends “the design and implementation of coordinated 
monitoring programs to evaluate wildlife use of forest stands following prescribed wildlife forestry 
treatments to ensure hypothesized wildlife responses are achieved” (LMVJV Forest Resource 
Conservation Working Group 2007).  The LMVJV, Gulf Coastal Plains and Ozarks LCC, and USGS National 
Wetlands Research Center are currently designing an online database that will allow the standardized 
collection of Desired Forest Conditions for Wildlife data.  Facilitated coordination of monitoring and 
analysis of monitoring data will help partners implement strategic management. 

Monitor the location and frequency of prescribed fire activities and other metrics relevant to 
desired open pine conditions 

A decision support tool was developed by LMVJV partners for open pine habitat to provide information 
on strategically sighting open pine management prescriptions (e.g., enhancement, prescribed fire) and 
protection activities in locations where they have the greatest chance of supporting viable populations 
of priority bird species.  Thus, developing protocols and procedures for reporting the locations of 
prescribed activities on the landscape would help partners better implement effective management 
actions.  Once desired conditions are developed for open pine, monitoring should ensure results are 
being achieved and maintained over time.  An online database would facilitate the analysis of such data. 
 
3) AGRICULTURAL EXPANSION, AQUACULTURAL DECLINE, AND CHANGE OF PRACTICES 

In the MAV, agriculture has severely fragmented the existing forest, such that by the 1980s over 80% of 
existing bottomland hardwood forest had been converted to cropland.  Although the primary factor 
influencing crop production is the economics of varying agricultural markets, hydrology also influences 
spatial distribution of crop viability.  Certain farming practices, such as rice culture, are water intensive 
whereas other farming practices require drier conditions.  As such, management of water for agriculture 
has encouraged development of myriad canals and drainage ditches to move water to and from fields, 
thus resulting in increased manipulation of water drainage and usage on the landscape. Agricultural 
expansion of certain crop types of low wildlife benefit (e.g., cotton) will result in reduced habitat 
carrying capacity for many species due to forest loss or wetland loss.  Additionally, food resources for 
waterfowl could be reduced if crop practices change to low energy food crops (e.g., soybeans), or crop 
types that are not conducive to provision of winter water.  As agricultural practices have evolved over 
time, fields are precision-leveled to reduce surface water and, as a result, do not hold water during rain 
events, eliminating an important micro-habitat valuable to shorebirds. Loss or conversion of aquaculture 
habitats could have considerable negative effects on shorebird and waterbird carrying capacity.   

RESEARCH PRIORITY 

Model and project impact of changes in agriculture and aquaculture, coupled with water 
availability, to habitat carrying capacity for priority bird species in MAV                        
Operational Plan Priority: Highest 

A significant percentage of waterfowl food is estimated to be provided through harvested crop fields 
subject to natural flooding or managed through impoundments on private land (> 40% of energy across 
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“In western Mississippi, the 2-year flood originally inundated >1.8 million 
ha...Current estimates are that the 2-year flood inundates ~52,000 ha in the 
upper Yazoo Basin, 21,000 ha in the lower Yazoo basin, and 143,000 ha of 

batture lands.  Thus, the cumulative reduction of the 2-year flood in western 
Mississippi is ~88%.” – Reinecke et al. (1989) 

”The conservation objective in the 
Mississippi Alluvial Valley is to provide 
forested habitat capable of supporting 
sustainable populations of all forest-

dependent wildlife species. However, forest 
loss, fragmentation and hydrological 

change have markedly altered habitat 
conditions within bottomland forests...” 
—LMVJV Forest Resource Conservation 

Working Group (2007) 

the MAV).  Additionally, lawsuits over genetically modified crops will likely affect what public lands can 
provide as crops for waterfowl under cooperative farming agreements. Thus, conversion to less energy 
rich crops or reduced surface water could significantly impact waterfowl habitat.  Similarly, aquaculture 
ponds provide important foraging habitat for migrating shorebirds.  Lehnen and Krementz (2013) 
estimated that aquaculture ponds provided over half of the estimated habitat objectives for shorebirds, 
but are the availability of aquaculture ponds has declined since 2000.  Thus, changes in aquaculture 
could significantly impact shorebird habitat.  Scenario modeling of agricultural/aquacultural changes, 
coupled with changes in water availability into the future, may help determine how carrying capacity for 
waterfowl, shorebirds, and waterbirds will change through time. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

“Clearing of bottomland hardwood forests for farming began during the 
early 1700s in the southern MAV and during the middle 1700s farther 
north. By 1937, 3.7 million ha of the MAV were in crop production, the 

principal commodities being cotton (33%), corn (27%), and other 
crops...Between 1937 and 1977, there was a substantial decrease of 

corn production, moderate increases of wheat and rice, and a 
substantial increase of soybeans.  By 1977, total cropland in the MAV 

exceeded 5.7 million ha.”—Reinecke et al. (1989) 
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SCIENCE PRIORITIES: WATERFOWL 

BACKGROUND 

MAV (BCR 26).  Stepped-down regional population goals from NAWMP continental objectives are based 
on waterfowl distributions from mid-winter surveys and county-level harvest statistics (Reinecke and 
Loesch 1996).  MAV population goals were adjusted for 15% winter mortality (Reinecke and Loesch 
1996) and to account for early migrating ducks that winter in Mexico (LMVJV Waterfowl Working Group 
2007).  The total wintering waterfowl population objective in the MAV is 4.3 million ducks (Reinecke and 
Loesch 1996; LMVJV Waterfowl Working Group 2007), including dabbling ducks, Wood Ducks, and goose 
competition.  This represents 8% of the 1970-1979 continental goals for all dabbling ducks and 33% of 
the Wood Duck goal (Reinecke and Loesch 1996).  The LMVJV uses an energy-based Waterfowl 
Allocation Model to translate population goals into habitat-based goals as Duck Energy Days (DEDs).  
DEDs are defined as the number of ducks that can obtain daily energy requirements from an acre of 
foraging habitat for a day.  Habitat objectives are calculated for various habitat sources, such as natural 
flooding and managed impoundments on private lands and public lands.  In 2010, the LMVJV Waterfowl 
Working Group finalized an allocation process that accounted for habitat factors, such as type of habitat, 
acres of habitat, disturbance, frequency of flooding, and hydrologic performance (Edwards et al. 2012).   

WGCPO (BCR 25).  Stepped-down regional population goals are based on duck distributions from mid-
winter surveys and county-level harvest statistics, and adjusted for 15% winter mortality (Reinecke and 
Loesch 1996).  The population objective for the WGCPO is 3.3 million ducks, which include eight species 
of dabbling ducks, five species of diving ducks, and Wood Ducks.  The WGCPO population goal for 
dabbling ducks represents 4% of the 1970-1979 continental goals for all dabbling ducks, 8% for all diving 
ducks, and 27% of the Wood Duck goal (Manlove and Wilson, unpubl. data).  Habitat objectives are set 
based on expert opinion regarding DED allocation among different habitat sources (natural flood, open 
aquatic, public managed and private managed).  For managed lands, an estimate of hydrologic 
performance was provided. 

 
Biological Planning Priority: Reassessment of Waterfowl Population Objectives 

1) ESTABLISH BREEDING POPULATION OBJECTIVES FOR WOOD DUCKS IN THE WGCPO 
Operational Plan Priority: Highest 

RATIONALE: Currently, NAWMP does not provide a population objective for Wood Ducks, but provides 
continental population estimates.  The WGCPO is estimated to support 27% of the estimated 
continental Wood Duck population in winter.  WGCPO Wood Duck goals are based on harvest estimates 
and estimated harvest rate (derived from average recovery rate and average reporting rate).  However, 
these harvest metrics may not accurately reflect the Wood Duck breeding population objectives of the 
WGCPO.     

EXPECTED OUTCOME:  Breeding population objectives will be generated for Wood Ducks and 
incorporated into waterfowl planning for the WGCPO. 
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Conservation Design Priority: Refinement of Waterfowl Habitat Objectives 

1) REFINE HABITAT OBJECTIVES TO REFLECT THE CONTRIBUTION OF ALL HABITATS ON 
PRIVATE LANDS AND BETTER ESTIMATE THE PROVISION OF DUCK ENERGY DAYS (DEDS) 
ON PRIVATE LANDS 

RATIONALE:  Availability and annual reliability of viable foraging habitats on private land (i.e., 
unharvested crops, moist-soil, and ratoon rice) are a source of uncertainty in DED estimates.  A better 
estimate of private land contribution was identified as a priority information need by the LMVJV 
Waterfowl Working Group.  Gaining a better understanding of this uncertainty and incorporating revised 
data into biological modeling could significantly influence our understanding of the DED balance (i.e., 
deficit vs. surplus) throughout the MAV, and would be applicable to the WGCPO as well.  Inclusion of 
private land estimates in the analysis should also addresses the reliability of intensively managed private 
land habitats and the foraging energy they provide.     

EXPECTED OUTCOME: Adjustments will be made to the Waterfowl Allocation Model based on 
delineation and collection of improved spatial information regarding habitats provided on private land.  
This will further refine habitat assessment for the MAV. 

 
2) ESTABLISH HABITAT OBJECTIVES OVER BIOLOGICALLY RELEVANT WINTER PERIODS IN 

THE MAV, ACCOUNTING FOR MIGRATION CHRONOLOGY AND FLOODING SCHEDULES 

RATIONALE: Current planning efforts use duck energy needs over a 110 day period; however, food 
availability due to flooding may differ over those 110 days.  Additionally, energy demand may differ due 
to the migration chronology of waterfowl species and the availability of water on the landscape.  
Refining these habitat objectives would highlight the relative temporal distribution of energy demands. 

EXPECTED OUTCOME: Early, mid, and late winter habitat objectives will be used in future iterations of 
the Waterfowl Allocation Model to further inform and refine spatially and temporally the habitat 
objectives for the MAV. 

 
3) DERIVE HABITAT OBJECTIVES FOR WGCPO FOLLOWING PROCEDURES DEVELOPED IN 

THE MAV 
Operational Plan Priority: Highest 

RATIONALE:  Waterfowl habitat objectives in the WGCPO were historically allocated largely based upon 
expert opinion of what was assumed to be provided on the landscape.  Thus, current habitat objectives 
may not be an accurate reflection of what is provided on the landscape through various habitat sources 
(natural flood, managed private land, and managed public land).  

EXPECTED OUTCOME:  Adjustments will be made to the WGCPO habitat objective based on better 
information regarding energy provided on the landscape.   
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4) DETERMINE DISTRIBUTION OF WATERFOWL AS RELATED TO ENERGY ON THE 
LANDSCAPE IN MAV 

RATIONALE: MAV habitat objectives were established based on energy needs without consideration of 
how and where ducks are distributed on the landscape through time.  However, distribution is an 
important component of the original NAWMP.  The distribution of ducks relative to energy on the 
landscape could help identify priority areas for providing waterfowl habitat.  Additionally, understanding 
the distribution of waterfowl, habitat, and energy will facilitate and inform discussions regarding the JV’s 
ability to accomplish human dimensions objectives as outlined in the most recent iteration of the 
NAWMP. 

EXPECTED OUTCOME: Maps depicting the spatial and temporal distribution of food energy in the MAV 
will aid in identifying those areas on the landscape that have either high or low food energy and allow 
comparison of expected distribution of waterfowl as derived from NAWMP objectives. 

 
Monitoring & Evaluation Priority: Assessment of Progress in Meeting Waterfowl 
Population and Habitat Objectives 

1) EVALUATE THE HYDROLOGICAL PERFORMANCE (E.G., QUANTITY AND QUALITY) OF 
WATER MANAGEMENT UNITS ON PUBLIC AND PRIVATE LANDS 

RATIONALE:  The hydrologic performance of public lands (i.e., the ability to provide flooded habitat for 
waterfowl consistently) was last assessed in 2001-2002.  The LMVJV Waterfowl Working Group agreed 
on an average performance of achieving habitat objectives in 4 of 5 years (80%).  However, hydrological 
performance needs to be reassessed for more current years.  Additionally, the capabilities of private 
lands need to be better assessed. 

EXPECTED OUTCOME:  Adjustments will be made to the Waterfowl Allocation Model based on better 
information regarding public and private land performance.  This will further refine habitat objectives 
for the MAV. 

 
2) EVALUATE BIOLOGICAL, INSTITUTIONAL, AND FINANCIAL TRADE-OFFS OF HABITAT 

MANAGEMENT ON PUBLIC LANDS 

RATIONALE: Different habitats provide different amounts of energy, but tradeoffs exist in the biological 
value to waterfowl and other species versus the amount of time, staff, and energy that are required to 
maintain certain habitat types.  For example, natural habitats may provide less duck energy, and require 
more staff/managed area resources, but also provide more compatible uses with other wildlife besides 
waterfowl, as contrasted with flooded crops.  Understanding the costs and benefits of these tradeoffs is 
essential to effective conservation design. 

EXPECTED OUTCOME:  A list of possible trade-offs will be generated and will be incorporated into 
scenario planning to demonstrate trade-offs to managers and the necessary funds to maintain current 
habitat conditions. 
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3) ASSESS THE UTILITY OF A GIS DATABASE TO MONITOR WATER MANAGEMENT 
CAPABILITIES ON PRIVATE LANDS  

RATIONALE:  Currently, the LMVJV has a water management unit database for public lands that allows 
the calculations of DEDs provided on a yearly basis.  Identifying and establishing appropriate protocols 
to make the database available on private land would allow better estimation of DEDs provided on 
private land. 

EXPECTED OUTCOME:  The ability to track and monitor water management capabilities will provide an 
assessment of the reliability of private lands to provide waterfowl food across years, given fluctuations 
in water availability and economics. 

 
4) SUPPORT STANDARDIZED AERIAL WATERFOWL POPULATION MONITORING ACROSS THE 

LMVJV GEOGRAPHY THAT ALLOWS WATERFOWL DISTRIBUTION TO BE LINKED TO 
SPECIFIC MANAGEMENT QUESTIONS 

RATIONALE:  Standardized aerial surveys with detection probabilities provide spatially-explicit mapping 
of waterfowl concentration areas, broad geographic patterns across time, and associations of waterfowl 
with habitat type or water availability.  Ground counts are insufficient to address broad-scale biological 
planning questions to inform management decisions.  

EXPECTED OUTCOME: A series of pertinent management questions should be generated that utilize 
aerial survey data to address state-specific and BCR-wide scale questions.  Ideally, standardized aerial 
surveys would be conducted for all portions of the MAV. 

 
Assumption-based Research Priority: Testing Assumptions of Biological Planning and 
Conservation Design  

1) QUANTIFY THE IMPACT OF FOOD DEPLETION BY SNOW GEESE (CHEN CAERULESCENS) 
AND GREATER WHITE-FRONTED GEESE (ANSER ALBIFRONS) IN THE MAV 

RATIONALE: Food depletion by Snow Geese was considered in the original waterfowl habitat allocation 
model, but the quantity of food depletion is not well-tested.  The number of Snow Geese wintering in 
the LMVJV has increased since the original allocation model and additionally more Greater White-
fronted Geese are wintering in the MAV.  The original assumption was that geese fed in flooded habitat 
25% of the time. 

EXPECTED OUTCOME: Adjustments will be made to the Waterfowl Allocation Model based on numbers 
of geese and percent of time foraging in flooded habitat.  Measuring goose competition will further 
refine habitat objectives for the MAV. 
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SCIENCE PRIORITIES: LANDBIRDS 

BACKGROUND 

MAV (BCR 26).  A Partners in Flight (PIF) physiographic plan was completed for the MAV in 1999.  A 
minimum goal of 500 breeding pairs per forest patch was adopted as an appropriate minimum viable 
population size for forest-interior breeding birds in bottomland hardwood habitat.   A decision support 
tool (the Forest-Breeding Bird Decision Support Model) was then developed for forest-interior breeding 
birds using a patch size model.  Twedt et al. (2006) identifies high priority geographies for reforestation 
based on existing forest habitat and an assumed premium on increasing forest core.  Minimum patch 
size requirements were determined as A = (N * D) + B, where A = area of forest required to support a 
source population (ha), N = desired number of breeding pairs, D = density of breeding birds (ha/pair), 
and B = area (ha) of a 1-km-wide forested buffer around the core forest area (N * D).  Patch size 
requirements (>4,000 ha, >8,000 ha, or >40,000 ha) were then developed for priority species. 

WGCPO (BCR 25).  A PIF physiographic plan has not been completed for the WGCPO.  To date, 
population objectives have been set for landbirds in open pine, but not for other habitats such as 
bottomland hardwood.  Objectives for open pine were set by stepping down continental goals from the 
North American Landbird Conservation plan.  The short-term goal is to stabilize the trend of priority 
species, the medium-term goal is to return population to levels of c. 1980, and the long-term goal is to 
return to population levels of c. 1968.  A decision support tool was developed for open pine to provide 
information helpful in placing open pine management (enhancement, prescribed fire, etc.) and 
protection activities in locations where they have the greatest chance of supporting viable populations 
of priority bird species. 
 
 
Biological Planning Priority: Development & Reassessment of Landbird Population 
Objectives 

1) DEVELOP POPULATION OBJECTIVES FOR BOTTOMLAND HARDWOOD AND RIPARIAN 
HABITAT IN THE WGCPO 
Operational Plan Priority: Highest 

RATIONALE: Bottomland hardwood represents a unique ecosystem with several priority bird species 
within the pine-dominated landscape of the WGCPO.  Biological planning and conservation design for 
bottomland hardwood and riparian forest is essential to the biological foundation for bird conservation 
in this BCR.   

EXPECTED OUTCOME: Population objectives for a suite of priority species via umbrella species will be 
completed to support biological planning for this ecosystem.     
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2) ASSESS THE UTILITY OF STEPPING-DOWN CONTINENTAL POPULATION GOALS IN THE 
MAV OR ALTERNATIVELY USING DEMOGRAPHIC PARAMETERS (E.G., DENSITY) TO 
DEFINE MAV POPULATION TARGETS 
Operational Plan Priority: High 

RATIONALE: LMVJV landbird planning for the MAV used an approach of desired breeding bird densities 
and number of breeding pairs (Twedt et al. 1999).  Subsequent to the 1999 plan, continental population 
goals, which include population goals for the MAV, have been established. MAV-specific portion of 
continental bird population goals may provide a better metric for an MAV goal than minimum viable 
population sizes.  Alternatively, a better metric to measure population response to habitat management 
activities may be to achieve a desired density of breeding birds in forest patches.     

EXPECTED OUTCOME:  The LMVJV partnership will assess the published MAV-specific bird population 
goals and adjust them as appropriate based on existing bird survey data and habitat conditions.   
Population goals will be updated as appropriate.  If reliable metrics of density are achievable and 
appropriate, the LMVJV will incorporate these metrics into planning decisions and additionally develop a 
plan for monitoring these metrics through time. 

 
 
Conservation Design Priority: Development & Refinement of Landbird Habitat Objectives  

1) REFINE REFORESTATION PRIORITIES TO REFLECT REFORESTATION EFFORTS 
Operational Plan Priority: Medium 

RATIONALE: The Forest-Breeding Bird Decision Support Model was first developed in 2000 and further 
refined in 2006 (Twedt et al. 2006).  Since development of this latest model, considerable reforestation 
has occurred, as well as increased understanding of key breeding demographic parameters.   

EXPECTED OUTCOME:  The current model will be refined to account for forest change (gain and loss) in 
the MAV since 2000 and current understanding of breeding bird ecology.  Updates of the model should 
be made every 5 years.   

 
2) DEVELOP APPROPRIATE HABITAT OBJECTIVES FOR PRIORITY BOTTOMLAND HARDWOOD 

SPECIES AND FURTHER ASSESS THE IMPORTANCE OF THE WGCPO AS A MIGRATORY 
STOPOVER  
Operational Plan Priority: Highest 

RATIONALE: No habitat objectives currently exist for bottomland hardwood or riparian areas in the 
WGCPO.  Additionally, the WGCPO serves as an important region for migration stopover and the LMVJV 
partnership should consider population objectives that reflect the number of estimated migrants.  

EXPECTED OUTCOME: Habitat objectives will be considered based on number of breeding birds and 
migrants and incorporated into planning for bottomland hardwood and riparian forest.  A map will be 
generated depicting important stopover locations in the WGCPO and this will be incorporated into 
conservation design for the WGCPO. 
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3) INCORPORATE MEASURES OF FOREST QUALITY AND LANDSCAPE CONTEXT INTO BASE 

BIOLOGICAL MODEL FOR MAV 
Operational Plan Priority: Medium 

RATIONALE: Current LMVJV planning does not incorporate any metric of habitat quality within a forest 
block or consider landscape context (the juxtaposition of forest patches).  Landbird objectives in the 
MAV focus on supporting source populations of priority landbird species within forest blocks of specified 
area. However, without additional metrics of quality and landscape context it is possible that habitat 
requirements of priority bird species are not being met.   

EXPECTED OUTCOME:  Densities of breeding birds will be evaluated with regard to metrics of habitat 
quality (canopy cover, etc.) and landscape context (% forest).  For species whose densities are markedly 
influenced by habitat quality or landscape context, population estimates will be accordingly adjusted.   

 
4) REASSESS THE UTILITY OF FOREST BIRD CONSERVATION AREAS TO REFLECT CURRENT 

HABITAT OBJECTIVES 
Operational Plan Priority: Medium 

RATIONALE: The original MAV PIF plan identified 87 Forest Bird Conservation Areas (FBCAs: 13 patches 
of >40,000 ha; 36 patches of >8,000 ha; and 52 patches of >4,000 ha) that reflect reforestation priorities 
and a desired distribution across states.  Each FBCA was intended to provide 1 or more patches of a 
desired size.  The boundaries of FBCAs were largely based on expert opinion. 

EXPECTED OUTCOME:  If FBCAs improve biological planning, conservation design, and conservation 
delivery, LMVJV partners should work to incorporate FBCAs into planning. 

 
Monitoring & Evaluation: Assessment of Progress in Meeting Landbird Population and 
Habitat Objectives 

1) EVALUATE CURRENT HABITAT OBJECTIVES FOR FOREST-BREEDING BIRDS 

RATIONALE: LMVJV planning in the MAV assumes that forest patches of specified area with appropriate 
buffers will support viable populations of priority bird species, based on a desired density of ≥500 
breeding pairs from Hamel (1992). Thus, each forest patch that meets designated habitat criteria of size 
and condition is assumed to support a source population.  However, the ability of these forest blocks to 
sustain breeding bird populations should be evaluated. 

EXPECTED OUTCOME: Detection probabilities and densities of breeding birds (MAV-wide and within 
forest blocks of specified area) will be estimated based on existing survey data from point counts in 
managed and control forest stands and Breeding Bird Survey data.   Species-specific population 
objectives will be established for the MAV based on densities and assessment of published Partners-in-
Flight population objectives.   
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Assumption-based Research: Testing Assumptions Made in Biological Planning and 
Conservation Design  

1) TEST THE UNDERLYING DENSITY ESTIMATES USED TO DERIVE POPULATION OBJECTIVES 

RATIONALE: LMVJV planning assumes breeding densities reported in Hamel (1992) are reflective of 
densities in the MAV. According to Twedt et al. (1999): “Breeding bird densities in bottomland 
hardwood forests should be determined in order to assess the adequacy of forest patches to meet 
the area requirements of 500 breeding pairs of priority species. Research is needed to determine 
breeding bird densities (with associated confidence intervals) that reflect variability in patch 
characteristics and habitat types. Habitat within and among forest patches is clearly not uniformly 
suitable for breeding by a particular species and breeding bird densities are not constant over time 
and space.” 

EXPECTED OUTCOME: Habitat objectives will be adjusted based on improved density estimates. 
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SCIENCE PRIORITIES: SHOREBIRDS 

BACKGROUND 

A regional MAV/WGCPO shorebird plan was completed in 2000 and the continental shorebird plan was 
revised in 2001. An estimate of 500,000 individuals was used as a population size for fall migrant 
shorebirds in the MAV based on 1995 estimates from the Mississippi Alluvial Valley Migratory Bird 
Initiative (Elliott and McKnight 2000).  Neither a population estimate nor objective has been developed 
for the WGCPO.  Acres of habitat needed to sustain fall shorebird populations in the MAV were 
developed based on an energetic model that considered number of fall migrating shorebirds, average 
length of stay, food density of Chironomid larvae, and an average bird mass of 45 grams.  The resulting 
objective was 2,000 ha of shorebird habitat in the MAV in the fall.  
 
 
Biological Planning: Reassessment of Shorebird Population Objectives 

1) REASSESS THE ROLE OF THE LMVJV IN CONTINENTAL SHOREBIRD PLANNING 
Operational Plan Priority: High 

RATIONALE: Since the 2001 continental plan update, additional information regarding species biology, 
shorebird numbers, and migration patterns has been elucidated.  Consulting with the U.S. Shorebird 
Plan Council (Coordinator) and database will provide better insight as to the role of the LMVJV in 
continental shorebird planning and updated priority species. 

EXPECTED OUTCOME: Complete a synthesis of shorebird research and migration data as well as develop 
a revised list of priority shorebird species in the MAV.  This effort will elucidate the relative importance 
of the LMVJV for fall and spring migration and aid in refining planning objectives for shorebirds.  

 
 

2) DEVELOP SHOREBIRD POPULATION TARGETS FOR THE WGCPO AS APPROPRIATE 
Operational Plan Priority: High 

RATIONALE:  In the regional MAV/WGCPO shorebird plan, population estimates were not generated for 
the WGCPO.  Therefore population objectives were not considered for the WGCPO.   

EXPECTED OUTCOME:  Population targets for priority species will be developed and incorporated into 
shorebird planning for the WGCPO as appropriate. 
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Conservation Design: Reassessment of Shorebird Habitat Objectives 

1) DEVELOP GIS DATA LAYERS THAT DEPICT CURRENT POTENTIAL SHOREBIRD HABITAT 
(E.G., AQUACULTURE PONDS, SEWAGE TREATMENT PONDS) AND HISTORICAL 
CONDITIONS OF SHOREBIRD HABITAT                                                                                                    
Operational Plan Priority: High 

RATIONALE: GIS data layers are needed to inform habitat objectives for shorebirds in the LMVJV.  A 
retrospective look at historical condition of shorebird habitat over different time sequences will 
highlight changes in habitat availability and carrying capacity over time.  An analysis of historic 
conditions may provide insight regarding desired regional carrying capacity and meaningful objectives. 

EXPECTED OUTCOME: An analysis of current amount (ha) of potential shorebird habitat compared to 
historical habitat availability and the change in carrying capacity over time. 

 
 

2) QUANITFY THE ROLE OF RIVERS, LAKES, AND SLOUGHS IN PROVIDING HABITAT FOR 
SHOREBIRDS DURING MIGRATION                                                                       
Operational Plan Priority: High 

RATIONALE:  The role of sewage treatment ponds and aquaculture ponds has been determined (Lehnen 
and Krementz 2013).  However, rivers, lakes and sloughs provide important habitat for certain shorebird 
species.  The importance of these natural water features needs to be evaluated. Interior Least Tern 
recovery work may provide insight regarding use of these habitats. 

EXPECTED OUTCOME: An estimate of the amount (ha) of shorebird habitat provided through rivers, 
lakes and sloughs with an evaluation of how this habitat availability changes with flood regimes and 
water flow.  Habitat carrying capacity for migratory shorebirds will be calculated based on the amount 
of available habitat.   

 
 

3) REFINE SHOREBIRD BIOLOGICAL MODEL FOR MAV TO REFLECT CONDITION AND 
DISTRIBUTION OF HABITAT ON THE LANDSCAPE 

RATIONALE: A biological model for shorebirds in the MAV was developed in 1995.  Acres of habitat 
needed to sustain fall shorebird populations were developed based on an energetic model that 
considered number of fall migrating shorebirds, average length of stay, food density of Chironomid 
larvae, and an average bird mass of 45 grams.  The result was that 2,000 ha of shorebird habitat were 
needed in the fall.  However, this model could be refined based on more current information, such as 
stopover duration. 

EXPECTED OUTCOME: A revised biological model that reflects updated numbers of fall migrating 
shorebirds, two stopovers of 10-12 days, any updates to food density estimates, and average bird mass 
(based on updated species or energetic equations). 
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4) DEVELOP A DECISION SUPPORT TOOL TO DEPICT AND ALLOCATE THE BEST SPATIAL 

LOCATIONS FOR SHOREBIRD HABITAT AT A STATE/REGIONAL LEVEL                  
Operational Plan Priority: High 

RATIONALE: An emphasis is often placed on management for a suite of species (waterfowl, landbirds, 
shorebirds and waterbirds).  However, not every National Wildlife Refuge or Wildlife Management Area 
needs to provide shorebird habitat, as some may not be in suitable locations for shorebirds, or would be 
unable to provide habitat on a consistent basis, or are relatively better suited as habitat for other guilds.   

EXPECTED OUTCOME: The LMVJV partnership will create a model that prioritizes potential to 
support shorebirds consistently based on location, habitat availability, and migration chronology of 
shorebirds.  Locations may represent evenly distributed or clustered important regions within the 
LMVJV and scenario modeling could potentially highlight tradeoffs in management for shorebird habitat 
versus other habitats. 

 
Monitoring & Evaluation: Assessment of Progress in Meeting Shorebird Population and 
Habitat Objectives 

1) ASSESS MANAGEMENT CAPABILITIES IN LATE SUMMER / EARLY FALL ON PUBLIC LANDS 

RATIONALE:  Late summer and early fall water availability is assumed most limiting to shorebird species 
during migration.  The condition and availability of shorebird habitat on public lands is relatively 
unknown.  An assessment of management capabilities for shorebirds would highlight limitations in 
management or identify areas in which further support is needed to provide high quality shorebird 
habitat. 

EXPECTED OUTCOME: A database of available shorebird habitat on public land by state and partner with 
indication of condition and availability.  This will be used in a Decision Support Tool and additionally to 
calculate habitat carrying capacity. 
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SCIENCE PRIORITIES: WATERBIRDS 

BACKGROUND 

Regional population objectives for waterbirds in the MAV and WGCPO are based on a percent change in 
baseline population sizes (Hunter et al. 2006).   Estimates for breeding populations of most colonial 
waterbirds used expert opinion as to the existing number of pairs for each species and within each state 
or BCR and translated into size categories. For marshbirds and Yellow-crowned Night-heron, estimates 
were obtained from Breeding Bird Surveys stepped down to BCR.  No conservation design activities have 
occurred for waterbirds in the LMVJV. 

 
 
Biological Planning Priority: Assessment of Waterbird Population Objectives  

1) GATHER AND ASSESS POPULATION INFORMATION TO COMPARE WITH EXISTING 
POPULATION ESTIMATES AND ADJUST AS APPROPRIATE 
Operational Plan Priority: High 

RATIONALE: Baseline population information used in LMVJV planning probably does not accurately 
reflect regional population sizes.  Historical and current information likely exists through partners with 
respect to the number of long-legged wader rookeries and regional population estimates of secretive 
marshbirds.  Information could include natural heritage data and a literature review. 

EXPECTED OUTCOME: If population information is significantly different (>25%) from existing population 
estimates, estimates will be readjusted, population goals will be reevaluated, and results will be 
incorporated into biological planning. 

 
 

2) CONSIDER NON-BREEDING (MIGRATION) POPULATION OBJECTIVES FOR HIGH PRIORITY 
SECRETIVE MARSHBIRD SPECIES 
Operational Plan Priority: High 

RATIONALE:  Population goals for secretive marshbirds are expressed as number of breeding pairs, 
emphasizing the breeding season.  However, the MAV and WGCPO may be equally or more important as 
a migration corridor. 

EXPECTED OUTCOME: If appropriate, migration population objectives in addition to breeding objectives 
will be considered for high priority marshbird species and incorporated into biological planning. 
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Conservation Design Priority: Assessment of Waterbird Habitat Objectives 

1) DEVELOP GIS DATA LAYERS THAT DEPICT POTENTIAL WATERBIRD HABITAT FOR 
BREEDING AND MIGRATION (E.G., AQUACULTURE PONDS, DEEP WATER) AND COMPARE 
WITH SHOREBIRD HABITAT 
Operational Plan Priority: High 

RATIONALE: GIS data layers are needed to generate species-habitat models for waterbirds in the MAV 
and WGCPO.  Aquaculture ponds will compliment shorebird habitat, but deep water with emergent 
vegetation may be a data layer that is not readily available. 

EXPECTED OUTCOME: A data layer and analysis of current amount (ha) of potential waterbird habitat in 
both BCRs. 

 
 

2) DEVELOP SPECIES-HABITAT MODEL FOR KING RAIL (RALLUS ELEGANS) 
Operational Plan Priority: High 

RATIONALE: The King Rail is the highest priority waterbird identified for the LMVJV in the 2006 
Southeast Waterbird Plan.  Additional coordination with Gulf Coast Joint Venture and Upper Mississippi 
River/Great Lakes Joint Venture will improve the LMVJV’s understanding of habitat needs and 
population status of King Rail during breeding, migration, and wintering seasons.  According to the King 
Rail Conservation Plan, other LMVJV species that may benefit from King Rail habitat include American 
Bittern, Least Bittern, Purple Gallinule, egrets and herons, Greater Yellowlegs, Lesser Yellowlegs, Black-
necked Stilt, and Long-billed Dowitchers (Cooper 2008). 

EXPECTED OUTCOME: A species-habitat model will be developed to inform King Rail habitat priorities in 
both BCRs. 

 
 

3) DEVELOP SPECIES-HABITAT MODEL FOR LITTLE BLUE HERON (EGRETTA CAERULEA) 
Operational Plan Priority: High 

RATIONALE:  The Little Blue Heron is the highest priority colonial wading bird identified for the LMVJV in 
the 2006 Southeast Waterbird Plan.  Additional coordination with Gulf Coast Joint Venture will improve 
the LMVJV’s understanding of habitat needs and population status of the Little Blue Heron across its 
annual cycle.   

EXPECTED OUTCOME: A species-habitat model will be developed to inform Little Blue Heron habitat 
priorities in both BCRs, and colonies will be compared between the Gulf Coast Joint Venture and LMVJV. 
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Monitoring & Evaluation Priority: Assessment of Progress in Meeting Waterbird 
Population and Habitat Objectives 

1) ASSESS THE NEED FOR A COORDINATED INVENTORY OF WADING BIRD COLONIES 

RATIONALE: Past information may be insufficient to assess the current location of wading bird colonies 
and the number of birds utilizing those colonies. However, feasibility may be limited and detection 
probabilities could be problematic.  In the past, waterbird surveys have not been well coordinated 
among states and the resultant data have not been kept in a centralized database. 

EXPECTED OUTCOME:  The feasibility of surveying and monitoring wading birds in the MAV and WGCPO 
will be discussed with regional waterbird experts.  If a coordinated inventory appears reasonable and 
feasible and other datasets are inaccurate, the LMVJV will form a working group dedicated to this task. 
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APPENDIX A.  ACCOMPLISHED 2002 SCIENCE PRIORITIES 

WATERFOWL 

 
Issue 1: Reduce uncertainties in the derivation of MAV population goals, particularly with respect to 
the distribution of ducks on the wintering grounds 
Task 1.1: Assess the implication of including ducks wintering outside the range of regular mid-winter 
surveys (i.e., Mexico) in the derivation process. 
 
Issue 3: Lack of waterfowl population targets for the WGCP. 
Task 3.1: Derive population targets following procedures developed in the MAV. 
 
Issue 6: Lack of waterfowl habitat objectives for the WGCP 
Task 6.1: Develop habitat objectives to support the needs of wintering waterfowl in the WGCP (e.g., 
foraging habitat, sanctuary). 
 
Issue 7: Uncertainties regarding the apportionment of habitat objectives among habitat categories 
(e.g., natural flooding, public-managed and private-managed) in the MAV 
Task 7.2: Assess the role of natural flooding in providing foraging habitat for waterfowl 
 
Issue 9: MAV habitat objectives only reflect foraging habitat 
Task 9.1: Explore the appropriateness / role of sanctuary objectives 
 
Issue 10: Substantial uncertainty exists regarding the foraging values assigned to different habitat 
types (e.g., rice fields, moist-soil units) 
Task 10.1: Estimate the availability of food (e.g., rice seeds) to wintering waterfowl, especially on private 
lands. 
 
Issue 11: Standardized procedures and protocols are needed for maintaining an up-to-date inventory 
of water management capability on public and private lands in the MAV and WGCP. 
Task 11.1: Improve the process of maintaining and refining GIS database of water management 
capabilities on public and private lands in the MAV and WGCP 
 

LANDBIRD 

 
Issue 20: Standardized procedures and protocols are needed for tracking reforestation on public and 
private lands in the MAV and WGCP. 
Task 20.1: Develop GIS databases to facilitate the collection, storage, and analysis of reforestation on 
public and private lands in the MAV and WGCP. 
 
Issue 21: Lack of procedures and protocols for evaluating forest quality. 
Task 21.1: Develop procedures for correlating timber cruise data with habitat quality for forest interior 
landbirds 
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SHOREBIRD 

 
Issue 33: Assumption that shorebirds stopover for a period of 10 days during fall migration. 
Task 33.1: Conduct field research to assess turnover rates of shorebirds migrating through the MAV 
during fall migration. 
 

WATERBIRD 

 
Issue 39: The Interior Least Tern (Sterna antillarum) is a federally listed endangered species that 
breeds within the MAV and WGCP; its recovery is dependent upon contributions from within these 
eco-regions 
Task 39.1: Gather existing population information and assess the need for increased population data to 
move towards goals established in the species’ recovery plan 
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