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INTRODUCTION

Loss of habitat and loss of habitat connectivity are two of the greatest human threats to wildlife.
Transportation and utility rights-of-way (ROW) that are managed responsibly are increasingly seen as
potential habitat for a wide range of plant and animal taxa, including rare and endangered species.

Pollinators in particular are thought to potentially benefit from utility ROW, as early successional habitats
are important to many pollinator species, and the goal of Integrated Vegetation Management (IVM) for
right-of-way (ROW) corridors is to create stable, low-growing (i.e., early successional) plant communities
(Russo et al 2021). Transportation ROW, when properly managed, are also seen as targets for pollinator
conservation.

One of the goals of the U.S. National Pollinator Health Strategy is to “restore or enhance seven million
acres of land for pollinators over the next five years” (USEPA 2017). There are an estimated five to eight
million acres of powerline ROW in the United States (Russell et al 2005), and according to an estimate by
Ament et al (2014), state Departments of Transportation manage a total of 17 million acres of land that is
suitable for carbon capture and storage via enhancing and managing roadside vegetation. Restoring or
enhancing these millions of acres of utility and transportation ROW may help to achieve that seven-
million-acre goal, but more importantly, may provide a potential lifeline for our pollinators.

In order to effectively manage utility and transportation corridors for pollinator conservation, it is
important to first evaluate the habitat quality of those ROW. Pollinator habitat assessments are important
tools for ROW managers to make informed management decisions. In turn, these assessments can
generate data that benefit ecological research. Well-designed habitat assessments have the potential to
help bridge the information gap between science and industry.

Our research project was initiated to assist the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania in meeting the
requirements of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) policy regarding voluntary prelisting
conservation actions for the Monarch butterfly. PennDOT, in turn, developed a program entitled “Adopt
and Beautify” with the advisory assistance of the interagency, stakeholder PennDOT pollinator working
group. This PennDOT program attempts to improve conservation for all pollinators by improving
pollinator habitat on transportation ROW in the Commonwealth. As pollinator habitat is identified,
protected, and/or restored, PennDOT may receive mitigation credit for USFWS Endangered Species Act
consultations for PennDOT actions if pollinator species (e.g. the Monarch butterfly) become federally
listed. The first task of our research program is to assist PennDOT in assessing pollinator habitat along
transportation ROW by first testing and then recommending a pollinator habitat assessment tool—
specifically, an assessment tool that best “provides adequate credit verification results and can be
achieved the most rapidly by individuals with limited botanical and entomological experience.”



Daylighting

Daylighting along transportation corridors improves drivers’ sight lines by removing vegetation adjacent
to roadways (daylighting may refer to other constructed sight-line improvements as well). The removal of
vegetation along roadways not only can improve drivers’ sightlines but exposes road surfaces to increased
sunlight and, therefore, may reduce icing. In addition, daylighting may open up the forest canopy along
roadways and thus encourage the growth of low-growing flowering vegetation. This method is seen as
providing benefits to pollinators by creating early successional habitat, which is crucial for native
butterflies, moths, beetles, flies, and wild bees.

Task/Objective

This report addresses Task 1 of a comprehensive research project to assess the effectiveness of creating
pollinator habitat along roadways in Pennsylvania. Specifically, as noted in the original research proposal
our task was as follows:

Task 1: Assess pollinator habitat and vegetation (native and non-native) vegetation at rural roadside sites
where daylighting was implemented.

Task 1 had three components that were completed and are presented in this report (below):
Components of Task 1
1. Assess pollinator habitat and vegetation species richness (nhative and non-native) at roadside
sites where daylighting was implemented, From 2022 to 2023, the Penn State team performed

pollinator habitat assessments and vegetation species sampling at 10-12 different roadside
sites where daylighting was implemented.

2. Compare pollinator assessments and vegetation species richness between treated
(daylighting) and untreated (control) sites: The team’s comparisons between treated plots and
their paired control plots can be found on pages 10-97 of this report.

3. Progress Report: Upon completion of field work, a progress report describing the project’s
tasks/objectives, methods (including site information), and a brief summary of results
(including rankings of sites by pollinator habitat scores) by month and year was provided to
PennDOT twenty-two (22) months after the notice to proceed date (the current report).

Supplemental Studies for Task 1

In addition to the task 1 components listed above, the Penn State team additionally examined the noxious,
plant species present at every pair of sites, for every month and year of pollinator habitat assessments.
These data provided further insight into the ‘quality’ of habitat at those sites and how well each
assessment measures that quality.



METHODS
Pollinator Habitat Assessment Tool Selection

To perform our pollinator habitat assessesments, we selected the Rights-of-Way as Habitat Pollinator
Scorecard (ROWHWG), Tier 3 (v2.2) pollinator habitat assessment to evaluate 10 study sites per year for
two years in central Pennsylvania. This assessment approach was tested and adopted during a previous
research project funded by PennDOT (A copy of this assessment can be found in SUPPLEMENTAL
MATERIALS: Pollinator Habitat Assessment Scorecard).

The Rights-of-Way as Habitat Working Group (ROWHWG) is a collaboration of members from
academia, industry, government agencies and non-profit organizations. The ROWHWG, hosted and
facilitated by the Energy Resources Center at the University of Illinois at Chicago, has a common interest
in promoting the concept of managing utility and transportation corridors to conserve vital habitat and
support healthy ecosystems. The mission of the ROWHWG is:

“to engage diverse stakeholders in a collaborative environment that promotes pollinator
habitats and healthy ecosystems along rights-of-way by providing expertise,

cost-effective best management practices, and industry-driven tools and resources ™

The Tier 3 pollinator scorecard provides a detailed answer to the question: “what is the composition of the
pollinator habitat?”. Our team selected Tier 3 for our Task 1 assessment tests of daylighting’s effect on
creating pollinator habitat. .

The Rights-of-Way as Habitat Pollinator Scorecard -Tier 3 (“ROWHWG”) assessment is four pages
long. Habitat scores are calculated on the first two pages; the remaining two pages contain sections for
recording the pollinators observed, for noting the perceived threats and opportunities for the site, and for
making additional observations and comments. The assessment ends with three plant species worksheets
for nectar plants, milkweeds, and invasives. The ROWHWG assessment has six main scoring metrics
(NOTE: points per metric are specific to version 2.2):

e Potentially Flowering Nectar Cover 30 points
e Additional Habitat Resources (e.g., nesting materials) 24 points
e Number of Nectar Plant Species 17 points
o Number of Native Nectar Plant Species 7 points
« Abundance of Milkweed 13 points
e Invasive Species & Noxious Weed Cover 6 points
= 97 points
The ROWHWG assessment’s qualitative rankings for specified ranges of scores are:
“Improvement Opportunity” = 0-20 points
“Basic Habitat Quality” = 21-35 points
“Moderate Habitat Quality” = 36-50 points
“High Habitat Quality” = 51-75 points
“Exemplary” = 76+ points

 http://rightofway.erc.uic.edu/about/
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One of the many challenges of using an assessment tool (‘scorecards’) to evaluate pollinator habitat is
determining what is acceptable or unacceptable habitat for pollinators. Because pollinators require many
components in their habitat for persistence (e.g., nectar resources, nesting resources, habitat connectivity),
there are many considerations for what makes a habitat suitable for pollinators. In addition, most native
pollinators have a degree of ecological specialization in flower preference and, therefore, the resources
that are utilized by one pollinator may be ignored or inaccessible to another (see Armbruster 2016). The
assessment tool that we used in our research does not necessarily indicate when a habitat is “unfit” for
pollinators. However, the completed components of this research project—both required and
supplemental-—may help to better determine such thresholds, and we provide initial thoughts in our
conclusions and recommendations.

Site Assessment Personnel

Three people of varying backgrounds and degrees of experience performed the three assessments at each
of the ten sites. Dr. Hannah Stout (“HLCS”) is a freelance entomologist whose main work is on insect
diversity of utility and transportation ROW, and her experience with identifying plants is generally
limited to taxa which are important to pollinators. Brad Ross (“BDR”) is an ecologist and instructor at
Penn State Altoona. His background is in avian diversity, and he has years of experience performing both
floral and faunal surveys. Abigail Seltzer (“AWS”) is an undergraduate student at Penn State University
Park and is a budding ecologist.

HLCS and BDR have extensive experience with performing wild bee surveys. Although AWS does not
yet have bee survey experience, she has at least a basic ‘sense’ of what is high- or low-quality pollinator
habitat through our field work on other projects.

Site Selection

The twelve total pairs of sites that were assessed for Task 1 were selected from a subset of daylighted
sites that were chosen by PennDOT and visited by PennDOT and BDR, in order to verify the locations of
potential pairs of Treatment and Control plots for this study. (Table 1). These twelve pairs of sites were
located in six different counties across central Pennsylvania (Figs. 1, 2).

Table 1. Task 1 Site Information. Sites 1 and 4 were assessed in 2022 only. Site 2-3 and 5-10 were assessed in 2022 and 2023.
Sites 11 and 12 were assessed in 2023 only.

Site # Site Name Lat Long Route # County Township Location at Lat/Long
Clinton - Union 41.041864 -77.129635 80 Union Lewis right side, eastbound
2 120 - 820 41204620 -77.565154 120 Clinton Grugan  rnight side, eastbound
3 Eagleton 41.184597 -77.554464 120 Chnton  Bald Eagle night side, eastbound
— 1704 41.023048 -77.567778 80 Centre Manon  night side, westbound
5 Black Snake Road - N 40585508 -78.513498 1014 Cambria Dean right side, eastbound
6 Black Spake Road - S 40.574102 -78.505433 1014 Cambnia Dean right side, westbound
7 Reservoir 40630477 -78.383398 865 Blawr Anuis nght side, northbound
8 Bel - Tip 40.631356 -78.326323 4021 Blair Antis night side, northbound
9 80 - Woodland 41.005341 -78.277636 80 Clearfield Bradford nght side, eastbound
10 322 - Pt Matilda 40.820322 -78.098908 322 Centre Worth left side, eastbound
Fox Hollow Road - N 40.830729 -77.879706 n‘a Centre Patton nght side, heading NW
Fox Hollow Road - S 40.826344 -77.871506 n'a Centre Patton  nght side, heading NW




Figure 1. Task 1 Sites
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Figure 2. Detailed Task 1 Site Map



Pollinator Habitat Assessment Implementation

Pre-assessment Preparation

Equipment and supplies required to conduct the pollinator habitat assessments:

e PennDOT-provided background information on the sites (e.g., maps, satellite photos)

e PennDOT-provided HI-VIS vest and hard hat

e User Guide for the ROWHWG assessment

e 480 copies of the ROWHWG Tier 3 assessment: twelve per site (10), per month (2), per year (2)
e 100m/333ft field tape measure

e Flagging

e Three clipboards

e Pens, pencils, and permanent markers

In the days before Task 1 field work began, HLCS distributed users guides for the ROWHWG assessment
to BDR and AWS. The three also reviewed the methods upon arrival on the first day of field work.

Plot Delineation within Sites

The ROWHWG assessment is designed to be performed in 10> x 150 (1500 ft?) linear or 22’ radius
circular plots. Upon arrival at each site for the first round of assessments, a 1500 ft? plot in the daylighted
area of the site was measured and the corners and centers of the plot were flagged. This represented the
“Treatment” (or “Tx”") plot of the site. After the team completed their pollinator habitat assessments at the
Tx plot, the team moved approximately 30 meters into the untreated, wooded area adjacent and running
parallel to the treated area. In this untreated area, a 1500 ft? plot was measured and the corners and
centers of the plot were flagged. This represented the “Control” (or “C”) plot of the site (Fig. 3).

DAYLIGHTED AREA UNTREATED WOODED AREA

150

10 10

Figure 3. Diagram of Tx and Control plots at each site. Star-shaped symbols represent location of flags. Not to scale.



Site Assessments

Terms such as “scorecard user”, “user”, and “assessor” are interchangeable for the purposes of this report,
and refer to HLCS, BDR, and AWS (and CGM in August 2023).

To begin each site assessment, the scorecard users recorded the start time on the ROWHWG pollinator
habitat scorecard, then walked the length of the Tx plot to observe their characteristics (plants, woody
debris, rocks, etc.). As the user walked the Tx plot, they recorded the plant species that they observed on
pages 3 and 4 of the ROWHWG scorecard. Plant IDs were done from memory or via the use of a plant ID
app (HLCS, BDR and AWS all used the “PictureThis” app). Plant IDs were not discussed or collectively
performed among the assessors. After completing their plant lists, the users completed their remaining
fields of the scorecard. When the assessment was completed, the user recorded the end time. The
assessors then moved to the corresponding C plot and repeated this process. Users were asked to not
attempt to distinguish between native and non-native plants, but rather simply record what species they
observed. Scoring was not performed in the field. After completing the two assessments and before
leaving the site, the users handed their pair of unscored assessments to HLCS.

Scoring of Assessments

For the scoring rubric of the ROWHWG assessment, see SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIALS: Pollinator
Habitat Assessment Scorecard.

An important metric for the ROWHWG assessment is the number of native plant species within the
assessed plots. HLCS used the information from the completed assessments to compile a plant list, and
then checked the list against the USDA Plant Database (USDA 2024) to determine the nativity of the
plants observed by the three users. For the purposes of scoring, “native” was defined according to the
USDA Plant Database as simply being native to the lower 48 states.

With the list of native and non-native plants at hand, HLCS completed the scoring.

Scoring for the ROWHWG assessment is straightforward, as the scores are shown on the ROWHWG
packet and no background site information is needed to calculate the scores. ROWHWG scores can be
calculated ‘offline’ or via the Survey123 app after registering in the Rights-of-Way as Habitat Geospatial
Database (http://rightofway.erc.uic.edu/geospatial-database/ ).

Vegetation Species Richness Sampling

To objectively quantify plant species richness and percent plant cover in our pollinator plots, we used a
point intercept (PO) sampling method (Caratti 2006). This method is designed to sample within plot
variation and to quantify changes in plant species cover and/or ground cover over time. This method is
best suited for sampling ground cover and grasses, forbs, and shrubs less than 3’ in height. This method
also works well for herbaceous plant communities, fine leaved plant species, and species found in open
canopies (e.g., grasslands, fields, and wet meadows). Although it can be difficult to detect rare plants
with the PO method, this method is the most objective way to sample plant cover. Finally, the PO
method offers quick and efficient data collection and estimates percent plant cover values with minimal
bias and error.


http://rightofway.erc.uic.edu/geospatial-database/

We employed the PO method in our 10° x 150 (1500 ft?) pollinator plot by establishing 3, 10° transects
placed 25’ apart and crossing the plot. We used an ocular tube to determine the plant species encountered
at 1’ intervals along each transect. For forbs and flowering shrubs we also documented whether the plant
was blooming. We then converted plant species ‘hits’ to percent cover for each transect and then averaged
plant species cover across all 3 transects. For example, if the ocular tube ‘hits’ goldenrod 2 times in a
transect, then we determine that goldenrod covers 20% of that transect. Most plants were identified to
species but milkweeds and goldenrods were classified by genus (Asclepias and Solidago, respectively).
We sampled plants using this method corresponding to pollinator report card assessments. We also noted
plant species that were incidentally found in our plot and combined this information to compile a plant
presence/absence list for each plot location. Because we found no difference in vegetation species
richness between years or months, we combined our yearly findings to determine if vegetation species
richness differed significantly between daylight and non-daylight sites.

Noxious Plant Species Present at the Sites

In order to provide additional insight into the habitat quality of each site, the Penn State team
supplemented their Task 1 work with a tabular display of the noxious plant species that were recorded at
all of the sites, for both 2022 and 2023.

Noxious plant species were defined according to two sources: the Pennsylvania Department of
Agriculture (PA Dept of Ag 2024) and the Pennsylvania Department of Conservation and Natural
Resources (PA DCNR 2024). Using these two sources, HLCS highlighted the noxious plant species on
each of the 480 scorecards, then created two sets of tables: one for the Tx plots and a second for the
Control plots.

RESULTS

Pollinator Habitat Assessment Completion Time

All users were asked to record the start and finish times for each assessment. This was optional and had
no effect on the habitat scores. For all users, the amount of time that it took to complete the ROWHWG
Tier 3 v2.2 pollinator habitat assessment varied, from a minimum of eight minutes, to a maximum of 48
minutes. The overall mean completion time was 18.96 minutes (N = 176). For each user, the mean
completion times were: 19.40 minutes (HLCS, n = 77), 18.86 minutes (BDR, n = 77), and 17.77 minutes
(AWS, n = 22).

Pollinator Habitat Assessment Site Scores

Because there were three different assessors of varying backgrounds and experience, there were three
different observations, and scores for the same site tended to differ among users. Therefore, this section
will present the metrics values recorded by all three users as ranges where applicable.

For the “scores and scoring details” Figures (Figs. 4 - 70), numbers in red denote the lowest scoring value
for that assessment period and user. For example, for all Tx plots in July 2022 (Fig. 4), Clinton - Union



had the lowest # of Pollinator Habitat Resources according to HLCS. Numbers in green denote the
highest scoring value for that assessment period and user (e.g. for all Tx plots in July 2022 (Fig. 4),
Clinton - Union had the lowest % Invasive Plant Species Cover according to HLCS).

When statistically compared, there was no difference in pollinator habitat assessment scores between
daylight (Tx) and non-daylight (Control) sites (paired t-tests; t = 0.644, p = 0.26).

Site

1 - “Clinton - Union”

July 2022

(For July 2022 scores and scoring details for Clinton - Union, see Fig. 4)

—
x

Scores: 23 to 28 (“Basic”)

Nectar plant taxa: 11 to 13

Native nectar plant taxa: 4 to 6

% Native nectar taxa: 33.3% to 46.2%
Milkweed stems: 0

Pollinator habitat resources: 1 to 3
Noxious plant species: 1

% Noxious plant species: 7.7% to 9.1%
% Invasive plant cover: 1-5% to 6-10%

Control

Scores: 37 to 60 (“Moderate” to “High”)
Nectar plant taxa: 14 to 24

Native nectar plant taxa: 11 to 17

% Native nectar taxa: 70.8% to 78.6%
Milkweed stems: 0

Pollinator habitat resources: 1 to 6
Noxious plant species: 0

% Noxious plant species: 0%

% Invasive plant cover: 1-5% to 6-10%

Clinton - Union (July 2022)
HLCS
JULY 2022 Tier 3 v2.2 Score| 8 Nectar Taxa | ¥ Native Taxa | % Native Taxa! § Milkweed Stems ! ¥ Polinator Habitat Resources | # Noxlous spp. | % Nowlows spp. | % levasive Cover
T 12 - 333% D 3 1 8.3% 6 10%
Controd 1 14 11 TE.6% 6 ( 0.0% i
BDR
JULY 2022 Tier 3 v2.2 Score| @ Nectar Taxa | ¥ Native Tawa | % Native Tazal & Milkwoad Steens ! & Polinator Habitat Resources | # Noxious spp. | % Nax b X Iovasive
T 13 [ 46.2% ) ! 1 7.7% 1-5%
Controd &0 4 17 70.8% 3 0 0.0N 1-5%
AWS
ULy 2022 ENectarTana | £NAUNe Taxa | % Native Tasa) £ Milkweed Stems) £ Polinator Habitat Besowrces | ENoxiows 500, | B¥oxious 50, | Bimasbes Covr
T 1 4 36.4% 1 1 3.1% 1.5%
Controd L1 185 14 77.8% [ 0.0%

Scale;

et Opportunit

36-50 » "Moderate Habitat Quality™
51-75 = “High Habitat Quality”

Figure 4. July 2022 scores and scoring details for Site 1 “Clinton - Union”.




August 2022

11

(For August 2022 scores and scoring details for Clinton - Union, see Fig. 5)

TX Control

e Scores: 22 to 47 (“Basic” to “Moderate”) e Scores: 57 to 72 (“High”)

e Nectar plant taxa: 13 to 19 e Nectar plant taxa: 18 to 25

e Native nectar plant taxa: 4to 7 e Native nectar plant taxa: 14 to 24

e 9% Native nectar taxa: 28.6% to 46.2% e 9% Native nectar taxa: 73.7% to 96%
e  Milkweed stems: 0 e Milkweed stems: 0

e Pollinator habitat resources: 1 to 2 e Pollinator habitat resources: 3to 6
e Noxious plant species: 0 to 2 e Noxious plant species: 0

e % Noxious plant species: 0% to 10.5% e % Noxious plant species: 0%

e % Invasive plant cover: 1-5% to 6-10% e % Invasive plant cover: 0% to 1-5%

Clinton - Union (August 2022)

HLCS

Tx t4 p §.6X " 5.7% &-10%
Controt 72 25 24 26.0% ) 3 0.0%
B0DR
AUGUST 2022 |Tier 3 v2.2 Score| # Nectar Taxa | ¥ Native Taxa | % Native Taxa| # Milkweeod Stema| # Pollinator Habitat Resources | # Noxious spp. | % Nowious spp. | % invasive Cover
Tx a7 19 7 35 8% d ] 2 10.5% 5-10%
Control 8 19 14 3.7 0 0.0% 1-5%
AWS
AUGUST 2022 | Tiee 3 v2. # Nectar Yana | ¥ Native Taxs | % Nati # Milkweed Siams| # Pollinator Habitat Resources | # Noxlous spp. | 3% Naxious spp. | % invasive Caver
Tx I 6 &6.7% o 2 ( C 1-5%
Control 57 18 16 B8.9% 3 0 1.5%

50 = "Moderste Habitat Quality”
51-75 = "Migh Habitat Quality”

Figure 5. August 2022 scores and scoring details for Site 1 “Clinton - Union”.

July + Auqust 2022

(For July + August 2022 mean scores for Clinton - Union, see Fig. 6)

Control

TX

e Mean by Assessor: 22.5% to 35.5% o
(“Basic”)

e Mean for July 2022 (all): 25 (“Basic”) o

Mean for August 2022 (all): 31.3 (“Basic”) o

L]
e Total mean for 2022: 28.2 (“Basic”) o

Mean by Assessor: 47 to 61.5 (“Moderate”
to “High”)

Mean for July 2022 (all): 49.3 (“Moderate”)
Mean for August 2022 (all): 62.3 (“High”)
Total mean for 2022: 55.8 (“High”)




Clinton - Union (July + August 2022)

Site #1 July 2022 August 2022 Site 11 | MEAN BY ASSESSOR
Tx Control T Control
HLCS 51 5 [HLCS 615
8DR 60 -  |BOR 59
AWS 37 5 |aws 47
4 4

MEAN BY MONTH (ALL ASSESSORS)

Site #1 JULY 2022 AUGUST 2022
Tx Control Tx Control
49.33333 62.33333

J +
Site #1 TOTAL MEAN FOR 2022
Tx Control
H 55.83333

Improvement Opportunity

3650 = “Moderate Habitat Quality”
51-75 = “High Habitat Quality"

Figure 6. 2022 mean scores for Site 1 “Clinton - Union”. Site I was assessed in 2022 only.

Site2 - “120- 820"

July 2022
(For July 2022 scores and scoring details for 120 - 820, see Fig. 7)

Tx Control

e Scores: 43 to 48 (“Moderate™) e Scores: 37.5 to 55 (“Moderate” to “High”)
e Nectar plant taxa: 12 to 25 e Nectar plant taxa: 11 to 19

e Native nectar plant taxa: 4 to 13 e Native nectar plant taxa: 10 to 18

e % Native nectar taxa: 33.3% to 68.4% e % Native nectar taxa: 89.5% to 100%

e  Milkweed stems: 6 to 10 e Milkweed stems: 0

e Pollinator habitat resources: 2 to 3 e Pollinator habitat resources: 2 to 4

e Noxious plant species: 3to 5 e Noxious plant species: 0to 1

e % Noxious plant species: 19.2% to 25% e 9% Noxious plant species: 0% to 5.3%

e % Invasive plant cover: 51-75% e 9% Invasive plant cover: 1-5% to 51-100%




120 - 820 (July 2022)

HLCS

13

JULY 2022 Ther 3 v2.2 Score | ¥ Noctar Taxa | & Native Taxa | % Native Taxa: ¥ Milkweod Stems| # Pollinator Habitat Resources | # Noxious spp. | % Noxiows spp. | % isvasive Cover
T 43 12 4 33.3% El i 3 231 51.75%
Control —v_“".—— 11 10 90,94 4 0 0.4 1-5%
ROR
JuLy 2022 Tier 3 v2.2 Score | ¥ Nectar Taxa | & Native Taxa |% Native Taxa! ¥ Milkweed Slems{ # Pollinator Habitat Resources | ¥ Noxlous spp, | X Nowiows spp. | % Invasive Cover
Tx 4% 5 11 44.0% B 3 1975 51-75%
Control o5y 18 17 89 5% g 3 1 5.3% 11-25%
AWS
DAY 2022 Tier 3 ¥2.2 Scove| ¥ Nectar Taxa | # Native Taxa |% Native Taxal & Milkweed $ters| 8 Pollingtoc Habitst Resources | § Noxious sop, | % Nowiogs sp0. | % imasive Cover)
Tx As 19 13 6. 4% 610 2 25.0r8 51-754
Control 375 18 18 100.0% o 2 0.0% 2

="Moderate Habitat Quality™
1-756 = "Migh Habitat Quality”

Figure 7. July 2022 scores and scoring details for Site 2 “120 - 820"

August 2022

(For August 2022 scores and scoring details for 120 - 820, see Fig. 8)

—
>

Scores: 41 to 62 (“Moderate” to “High”)
Nectar plant taxa: 18 to 22

Native nectar plant taxa: 11 to 12

% Native nectar taxa: 50% to 66.7%
Milkweed stems: 2 to 6

Pollinator habitat resources: 3 to 4
Noxious plant species: 4 to 6

% Noxious plant species: 21.1% to 26.1%
% Invasive plant cover: 6-10% to 76-100%

Control

Scores: 42 — 61 (“Moderate” to “High”)
Nectar plant taxa: 13 to 17

Native nectar plant taxa: 12 to 15

% Native nectar taxa: 80% to 92.3%
Milkweed stems: 0

Pollinator habitat resources: 4 to 7
Noxious plant species: 1to 3

% Noxious plant species: 5.9% to 20%
% Invasive plant cover: 1-5% to 51-75%




120 - 820 (August 2022)

HLCS

14

AUGUST 2023 |Tier 3w2.2 Scorn! ¥ Nectar Tawa | # Native Taxa | % Native Taea) # Milkweed Stema) 8 B 14 X Nowioos 3pg. | % invasive Cover|
™ 41 18 12 £6.7% 6 4 211% 75 100N
Control 6 13 12 92.3% 0 7 1. 7% 1-5%
BODR
AUGUST 2022 | Ther 3v2.2 Scorn! # Nectar Taxa | # Native Taxa |3% Mative Taxal ¥ Milkweed Stems| ¥ Sollinator Mabitat Rnsoerces| % Nowioes spp. | % Invasive Cover
T« (5] 2 11 50 0% 5 4 21.7% §3-75%
Controd 56 17 15 822% ) R S59% 15.25%
AWS
AVGUST 2022  |Twcd 2.2 5c0t0! & Neclar Tana | 8 Nathoe Taxa |3 Mathee Tasa: £ Milkwoed Stams) £ Pollinator Habitat Resowrces % Nonioss see. | %lnvasive Cover
Tx S50 22 11 S0.0% E 3 26.1% B-10%
Controd a 15 12 i) 0N ) 4 20.0% S1-75%

16-50 = "Moderate Habitat Quadity”
51-75 = “High Mabitat Quality”

Figure 8. August 2022 scores and scoring details for Site 2 “120 - 820"

July + August 2022

(For July + August 2022 mean scores for 120 - 820, see Fig. 9)

Control
Mean by Assessor: 39.8 to 55.5 (“Moderate”

TX

e Mean by Assessor: 42 to 55 (“Moderate” to .
“High”)

o Mean for July 2022 (all): 46.3 (“Moderate™) .

e Mean for August 2022 (all): 51 (“High”) .

e Total mean for 2022: 48.7 (“Moderate”) .

to “High”)

Mean for July 2022 (all): 43.8 (“Moderate™)

Mean for August 2022 (all): 53 (“High™)
Total mean for 2022: 48.4 (“Moderate”)




120 - 820 (July + August 2022)

Site #2 July 2022 August 2022
Tx Control Tx Control
HLCS 43 39 a1 61
BOR 48 55 62 56
AWS 48 375 50 42
J+ ¥ 4 <
MEAN BY MONTH {ALL ASSESSORS)
Site #2 JULY 2022 AUGUST 2022
Tx Control Tx Control
46.33333 | 43.83333 51 53
4 4
Site 12 | TOTAL MEAN FOR 2022
Tx Control
48.66667 | 48.41667

wvement Upportunity

136-50 = "Moderate Habitat Quality”
51-75 = “High Habitat Quality”

o

Site 72

HLCS

AWS

MEAN BY ASSESSOR

T
a2
55
49

Control
50
555
39.75

Figure 9. 2022 mean scores for Site 2 “120 - 820”. Site 2 was assessed in 2022 and 2023.

—
>

July 2023
(For July 2023 scores and scoring details for 120 - 820, see Fig. 10)

Scores: 27 to 43 (“Basic” to “Moderate”)
Nectar plant taxa: 14 to 19
Native nectar plant taxa: 8 to 11
% Native nectar taxa: 53.3% to 64.3%
Milkweed stems: 0
Pollinator habitat resources: 3 to 5
Noxious plant species: 4
% Noxious plant species: 20% to 26.7%

% Invasive plant cover: 51-75% to 76-100%

Control

Scores: 23 — 67 (“Basic” to “High”)
Nectar plant taxa: 9 to 15

Native nectar plant taxa: 9 to 14

% Native nectar taxa: 86.7% to 100%
Milkweed stems: 0 to 3

Pollinator habitat resources: 4 to 7
Noxious plant species: 0to 1

% Noxious plant species: 0% to 6.7%

% Invasive plant cover: 1-5% to 26-50%

15



120 - 820 (July 2023)

16

HLCS
JuLY 2023 Tier 3 2.2 Score| # Nectar Taxa | # Native Taxa |% Native Taxa| & Milkweed Stems| # Pollinator Habitat Resources | # Noxlous spp. | % Noxious spp. | % Mnvasive Cover
T a ! 14 9 64.3% 5 K 26.7% 76- 100
Control 67 15 14 93.3% 1 6.7% 1-5%
BDR
JULY 2023 Tior 3 v2.2 Score| & Nectar Taxa | # Native Taxa |% Native Taxal & Milkwoed Stams| # Pollinator Habitat Resources | # Noxious spp. | % Noxous spe. | % dnvasive Cover
Tx a3 15 8 53.3% 0 i 4 25.0% 75 100%
Cantrol 59 15 13 86. 7% 3 i 6.7% 6-10%
% Native Yaxal ¥ Millkwesed Stems| 8 Pollinator Habi 8 Noxious spp. | % Naxious 3pp. | % invasive Cover
57.9% 1) 3 B 20.0% 51-75%
100.0% . ( 0.0 26-50%

3 = “Moderate Habitat Quality”
51-75 = “High Habitat Quality”

Figure 10. July 2023 scores and scoring details for Site 2 “120 - 820".

August 2023

(For August 2023 scores and scoring details for 120 - 820, see Fig. 11)

—
>

Scores: 23 — 50 (“Basic” to “Moderate™)
Nectar plant taxa: 18 to 23

Native nectar plant taxa: 12 to 13

% Native nectar taxa: 56.5% to 66.7%
Milkweed stems: 0

Pollinator habitat resources: 1 to 2
Noxious plant species: 3 to 4

% Noxious plant species: 12.5% to 17.4%
% Invasive plant cover: 76-100%

Control

Scores: 32 — 66 (“Basic” to “High”)
Nectar plant taxa: 11 to 17

Native nectar plant taxa: 11 to 16

% Native nectar taxa: 94.1% to 100%
Milkweed stems: 0

Pollinator habitat resources: 5to 7
Noxious plant species: 0

% Noxious plant species: 0%

% Invasive plant cover: 6-10% to 26-50%




120 - 820 (August 2023)

HLCS

17

AUGUST 2023 |1 # Nectar Taxa % Ivvisive Cover)
Tx 15 26- 100%
Control 65 11 & 10%
BDR
AUGUST 2023 | Th 212 # Noctar Taxa | ¥ Native Taxs | % Native Taxa|# Miliweod ¥ Pl r 1at ¥ Noxious spp. | % Noxious spp. | % Invasive Cover
Tx S0 13 9 36.5% o E} 12.5% 76 1004
Control 2 17 i6 381% 0 o 26-50%
AWS
AUGUST 2023 4 Nectar Taxa | ¥ Native Taxa | % Notive Taxal# Miliweed Stems | ¥ Pollinator Habiat Nesoyrces | ¥ Noxious spp, | % Noxious spp. | % invasive Cover]
Tx 22 13 39.1% 2 ! 4 17.4% 761007
Control 14 " 1000 0 26-50%

36-50 = "Moderate Habitat Quality”
51-75 = "High Habitat Quality”

Figure 11. August 2023 scores and scoring details for Site 2 “120 - 820"

July + Auqust 2023

(For July + August 2023 mean scores for 120 - 820, see Fig. 12)

Mean for Auqust 2023 (all): 50.7

Tx Control

o Mean by Assessor: 25 to 46.5 (“Basic” to .
“Moderate™) “High”)

o Mean for July 2023 (all): 37.7 (“Moderate™) .

e Mean for August 2023 (all): 36 o
(“Moderate™)

e Total mean for 2023: 36.8 (“Moderate”) o

(“Moderate™)
Total mean for 2023: 50.2 (“Moderate™)

Mean by Assessor: 27.5t0 66.5 (“Basic” to

Mean for July 2023 (all): 49.7 (“Moderate™)



120 - 820 (July + August 2023)

18

Site #2

July 2023

August 2023

Site #2

JULY 2023
Tx Control
37,66667 | 49.66667

MEAN BY MONTH (ALL ASSESSORS)

AUGUST 2023
> Control

36 50.66667

L g

Site ¥#2

TOTAL MEAN FOR 2023
L] Control
36.83333 | 50.16667

36-50 = "Moderate Habitat Quality”
51-75 = “High Habitat Quality”

Figure 12. 2023 mean scores for Site 2 “120 - 820”. Site 2 was assessed in 2022 and 2023.

2022 + 2023

(For July + August 2022 + 2023 mean scores for 120 - 820, see Fig. 13)

TX

Mean by Assessor: 37 to 50.8 (“Moderate”)

[ ]
e Mean for July 2022 + 2023 (all): 42

(“Moderate™)

e Mean for August 2022 + 2023 (all): 43.5

(“Moderate™)

e Total mean for 2022 + 2023: 42.8

(“Moderate™)

Control

Mean by Assessor: 33.6 to 58.3 (“Basic” to

“High’S)
Mean for July 2022 + 2023 (all): 46.8

(“Moderate™)

Mean for August 2022 + 2023 (all): 51.8
(“High”)

Total mean for 2022 + 2023: 49.3
(“Moderate™)




120 - 820 (July + August 2022 + 2023)

Site #2 July 2022 + 2023 | August 2022 + 2023

HLCS

BDR

Inws
L + + <+
MEAN BY MONTH (ALL ASSESSORS)

Site #2 July 2022 + 2023 | August 2022 + 2023
Tx Control Tx Control
42 46.75 435 |51.83333
¥ 4

Site #2 TOTAL MEAN
Ix Control

4275 |49.29167

0-20

"Improvement Opportunity

e 4

16-50 = “Moderate Habitat Quality”
51.75 = “High Habitat Quality”

Figure 13. 2022 + 2023 mean Scores for Site 2 “120 - 820"

Site 3 — “Eagleton”

July 2022

o

MEAN BY ASSESSOR

(For July 2022 scores and scoring details for Eagleton, see Fig. 14)

—
x

Scores: 28 to 45 (“Basic” to “Moderate”)
Nectar plant taxa: 19 to 26
Native nectar plant taxa: 9 to 17
% Native nectar taxa: 47.4% to 72.7%
Milkweed stems: 0
Pollinator habitat resources: 2 to 4
Noxious plant species: 1to 3

% Noxious plant species: 5.3% to 11.5%
% Invasive plant cover: 1-5% to 11-25%

Control

e Scores: 35 to 49 (“Basic” to “Moderate™)
e Nectar plant taxa: 7 to 12

e Native nectar plant taxa: 4 to 11

e 9% Native nectar taxa: 57.1% to 100%

e Milkweed stems: 0

e Pollinator habitat resources: 2 to 4

e Noxious plant species: 0

e % Noxious plant species: 0%

e % Invasive plant cover: 0% to 76-100%
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Eagleton (July 2022)

HACS

20

aAY 2022

Control

Tier 3 v2.2 Score| ¥ Nectar Taxa | # Native Taxs | X N Y
19 9 AT A%
ay 3 2 57.1%

BDR

100.0%

JuLy 2022 Tier 3 v2.2 Score| # Nectar Taxa | & Native Taxa | % Native Taxa| & Milkweed Stems| # Pollinator Habitat Resources | # Noxlous Spp. | % Noxlous spp. | % Invasive Cover
T ! % 17 65 4% 4 3 11 5% 6-10%
Control aa 12 11 L7 4 3 O ) 100%
X Native Taxal w £ Pollinator Habitat Resources | # Noalows 300, | % Noalous 500, | X lnvasive Cover
Iy

1% 15%

36-50 = "Moderate Mabitat Quality”
51-75 = “High Mabitat Quality”

Figure 14. July 2022 scores and scoring details for Site 3 “Eagleton”.

August 2022

(For August 2022 scores and scoring details for Eagleton, see Fig. 15)

—
x

Scores: 45 to 64 (“Moderate” to “High”)
Nectar plant taxa: 29 to 35

Native nectar plant taxa: 22 to 30

% Native nectar taxa: 68.8% to 89.7%
Milkweed stems: 0

Pollinator habitat resources: 3 to 8
Noxious plant species: 3

% Noxious plant species: 8.6% to 10.3%
% Invasive plant cover: N/A to 6-10%

Control

Scores: 37 to 58 (“Moderate” to “High”)
Nectar plant taxa: 18 to 21

Native nectar plant taxa: 17 to 20

% Native nectar taxa: 89.5% to 95.2%
Milkweed stems: 0

Pollinator habitat resources: 3to 7
Noxious plant species: 0

% Noxious plant species: 0%

% Invasive plant cover: N/A to 76-100%
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Eagleton (August 2022)
HLCS
AUGUST 2022 |Tier 3 v2.2 Score| ¥ Nectar Taxa | ¥ Native Taxa |% Native Taxa! #f Milkweed Stems| ¥ Pollinator Habitat Resources | # Noxiows spp. | % Noxious spp. | % Invasive Cover
Tx 64 29 26 £9.7% o ft 3 10.3% 6-10%
" Contrat B A A 18 17 AN 0 0.0% n/a
80R
AUGUST 2022 |Tier 3 v2.2 Score| # Noctar Taxa | # Native Taxa | % Native Taxa! # Milkweed Stems! # Pollinator Habitat Resources | # Noxdous spp. | % Noxlous spp. | % Invasive Cover
Ix 55 32 22 68.8% o 3 3 S.4% 6 10%
T Control 52 19 17 89.5% ’ N [ I | 0 D.0% T 76-100%
AWS
AUGUST2022  |Tier 3v2.2 Score| # Negtar Taxa | ¥ Native Tax . | % Noxious spp. | % Invasive Cover
T a 35 30 6% na
Controd 37 21 20 0.0% 76-100%

36-50 » "Moderate Habitat Quality”
51-75 = "High Habitat Quality”

Figure 15. August 2022 scores and scoring details for Site 3 “Eagleton”.

July + Auqust 2022

(For July + August 2022 mean scores for Eagleton, see Fig. 16)

Control
Mean by Assessor: 36 to 53.5 (“Moderate”

Tx

e Mean by Assessor: 45 to 49.5 (“Moderate™) .
o Mean for July 2022 (all): 39 (“Moderate™)

e Mean for August 2022 (all): 54.7 (“High”) .
e Total mean for 2022: 46.8 (“Moderate”) .

to “High”)

Mean for July 2022 (all): 42.7 (“Moderate”)

Mean for August 2022 (all): 49

(“Moderate”)

Total mean for 2022: 45.8 (“Moderate™)




Eagleton (July + August 2022)

Tuly 2022 August 2022 Site #3
5 |Hues
5 |soR
: AWS

MEAN BY ASSESSOR
Tx Control
a6 535

495 a8
a5 36

3 4 v T
MEAN BY MONTH (ALL ASSESSORS)
Site #3 JULY 2022 AUGUST 2022
Tx | Control | ¥x | Control
39 | 4266667 | 54.66667 l 49
3 "
Site 43 TOTAL MEAN FOR 2022
Tx | Control
46.83333 | 45.83333

36-50 = “Moderate Habitat Quality”
1-75 = “High Habitat Quality”

Figure 16. 2022 mean scores for Site 3 “Eagleton”. Site 3 was assessed in 2022 and 2023.

July 2023

(For July 2023 scores and scoring details for Eagleton, see Fig. 17)

—
>

Scores: 50 to 66 (“Moderate” to “High”)
Nectar plant taxa: 36 to 48

Native nectar plant taxa: 24 to 31

% Native nectar taxa: 60.4% to 77.5%
Milkweed stems: 0

Pollinator habitat resources: 4 to 5
Noxious plant species: 4 to 5

% Noxious plant species: 9.8% to 13.5%
% Invasive plant cover: 11-25% to 26-50%

Control

Scores: 21 to 64 (“Basic” to “High”)
Nectar plant taxa: 12 to 16

Native nectar plant taxa: 12 to 15

% Native nectar taxa: 93.8% to 100%
Milkweed stems: 0

Pollinator habitat resources: 3 to 6
Noxious plant species: 0 to 1

% Noxious plant species: 0% to 5.9%

% Invasive plant cover: 1-5% to 76-100%
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Eagleton (July 2023)
HLCS
JULY 2023 Tier3 v2. # Noctar Taxa| # Native Taxa | % Native Taxa| & Milkweed Stems| ¥ Pollinator Habitat Resources | ¥ Noxiows spp. | % Noxious spp. | % Invasive Covar
LI UL B 40 3 % o 3 4 93% 11:25%
Contral Ha 12 12 100.0% 0 6 o 0.0% 1-5%
BDR
JULY 2023 Tier 3 w22 Score! M Nectar Taxa| ¥ Native Taxa | % Native Taxa| ¥ Mitkweed Stems! ¥ Pollinator Habitat Resources | # Noxious spp. | % Noxious spp. | % Invasive Cover
Tx &3 48 29 60 4% 0 4 5 10.2% 11.25%
Control 16 15 93 8% 0 1 S5.9% Y6 10K
AWS :
Yier3w2.2 s:ou[ # Nectar Taxa | ¥ Native Taxa | % Native Yau[l Mitkweed SQems? ¥ Pollinator Habitat Resources | # Noxlous spp. | % Noxious spp. | % Invasive Cover
50 35 24 66.7% 0 4 5 13.5% 26-50%
15 15 100.0% 0 i D 0.0% 76- 100%

51-75 »

D = “Moderate Habitat Quality™

Habltat Quality”

Figure 17. July 2023 scores and scoring details for Site 3 “Eagleton”.

August 2023

(For August 2023 scores and scoring details for Eagleton, see Fig. 18)

—
>

Scores: 43 — 63 (“Moderate” to “High”)
Nectar plant taxa: 35 to 47

Native nectar plant taxa: 25 to 28

% Native nectar taxa: 59.6% to 71.4%
Milkweed stems: 0

Pollinator habitat resources: 2 to 6
Noxious plant species: 4 to 6

% Noxious plant species: 10.4% to 15%
% Invasive plant cover: 6-10% to 51-75%

Control

Scores: 23 to 72 (“Basic” to “High”)
Nectar plant taxa: 17 to 20

Native nectar plant taxa: 17 to 20

% Native nectar taxa: 94.4% to 100%
Milkweed stems: 0

Pollinator habitat resources: 3 to 8
Noxious plant species: 0

% Noxious plant species: 0%

% Invasive plant cover: 1-5% to 76-100%
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Eagleton (August 2023)
HLCS
AUGUST2023 [Tier3¥2.2 Scorel # Nectar Taa | & Native Taxa |% Native Taxa| ¥ Milkweed Stems| # Pollinator Habitat Besources | ¥ Noxious spp, | 3% Noxious spg, | % invasive Cover
D) 35 BN S . ~.... M W A— 4 1A% | 1125%
Contral 72 17 17 100.0% o 0.0% 1-5
BDR
AUGUST 2023 ITYier 3 v2.2 Score| ¥ Nectar Taxa| ¥ Native Taxa | % Native Taxa| ¥ Milkweed Stems| # Polll H L ¥ Noxious spp. | % Noxious spp, | 3 invasive Cover
T 61 4 28 90% I 2 L4 3 10.4% S ) 2 - I
Control 49 18 17 94.4% (] 4 b 0.0% 76-100%
AWS
* 43 39 27 69.2% 0 3 6 15.0% 5-10%
Control 20 20 100.0% o 0 0.0% 76-100%

0 » “Moderate Habitat Quality”
51-75 » “High Habitat Quality”

Figure 18. August 2023 scores and scoring details for Site 3 “Eagleton”.

July + Auqust 2023

(For July + August 2023 mean scores for Eagleton, see Fig. 19)

TX

e Mean by Assessor: 46.5 to 64.5 (“Moderate”

to “High”)
Mean for July 2023 (all): 59.7 (“High”)

L
e Mean for August 2023 (all): 55.7 (“High”)

Total mean for 2023: 57.7 (“High”)

Control

Mean by Assessor: 22 to 68 (“Basic” to

“High”)
Mean for July 2023 (all): 38 (“Moderate”)

Mean for August 2023 (all): 48
(“Moderate”)
Total mean for 2023: 43 (“Moderate”)
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Eagleton (July + August 2023)

Site 03 i MEAN BY ASSESSOR
HLCS
BOR
AWS
MEAN BY MONTH (ALL ASSESSORS)
Site 13 JuLy 2023 AUGUST 2023
T Control Ix Control
59.66667 38 55.66667 48
4 4
Site 73 TOTAL MEAN FOR 2023
Ix Control
57.66667 43

Figure 19. 2023 mean scores for Site 3 “Eagleton”. Site 3 was assessed in 2022 and 2023.

2022 + 2023
(For July + August 2022 + 2023 mean scores for Eagleton, see Fig. 20)

Tx Control

e Mean by Assessor: 45.8 to 55.8 (“Moderate” e Mean by Assessor: 29 to 60.8 (“Basic” to
to “High”) “High™)

e Mean for July 2022 + 2023 (all): 49.3 e Mean for July 2022 + 2023 (all): 40.3
(“Moderate™) (“Moderate™)

e Mean for August 2022 + 2023 (all): 55.2 e Mean for August 2022 +2023 (all): 48.5
(“High™) (“Moderate”)

e Total mean for 2022 + 2023: 52.3 (“High”) e Total mean for 2022 + 2023: 44.4

(“Moderate™)



Eagleton (July + August 2022 + 2023)

Site #3 July 2022 + 2023 August 2022 + 2023
Tx
|HLCS a7
BDR 53.5
AWS 47.5
4
MEAN BY MONTH (ALL ASSESSORS)
Site #3 July 2022 + 2023 | August 2022 + 2023
Tx Control x Control
49.33333 | 40.33333 | 55.16667 | 48.5
34 <
Site #3 TOTAL MEAN
Tx Control
52.25 | 44.41667

mprovement Opportunity”

36-50 = “Moderate Habitat Quality”
[51-75 = “High Habitat Quality”

Figure 20. 2022 + 2023 mean scores for Site 3 “Eagleton”..

Site4 — “170.4”

July 2022

MEAN BY ASSESSOR

(For July 2022 scores and scoring details for 170.4, see Fig. 21)

—
x

Scores: 24 to 31 (“Basic”)

Nectar plant taxa: 12 to 20

Native nectar plant taxa: 2 to 6

% Native nectar taxa: 16.7% to 30%
Milkweed stems: 0

Pollinator habitat resources: 2 to 3
Noxious plant species: 2to 5

% Noxious plant species: 16.7% to 41.7%
% Invasive plant cover: 1-5% to 76-100%

Control

Scores: 35 to 63 (“Moderate” to “High”)
Nectar plant taxa: 20 to 39

Native nectar plant taxa: 9 to 31

% Native nectar taxa: 45% to 79.5%
Milkweed stems: 0

Pollinator habitat resources: 2 to 5
Noxious plant species: 2 to 4

% Noxious plant species: 10% to 15.4%
% Invasive plant cover: 6-10% to 11-25%

26
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170.4 (July 2022)
HLCS
LAY 2022 %.voxioys sp. | X invasive Cover
™= 167 - 100N
Control 10.0% &.10%
BOR
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AWS
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5175 » “High Habitat Quality”

Figure 21. July 2022 scores and scoring details for Site 4 “170.4".

August 2022

(For August 2022 scores and scoring details for 170.4, see Fig. 22)

TX

Scores: 13 — 48 (“Improvement” to
“Moderate™)

Nectar plant taxa: 15 to 22

Native nectar plant taxa: 2 to 11

% Native nectar taxa: 13.3% to 50%
Milkweed stems: 0

Pollinator habitat resources: 1 to 4

Noxious plant species: 4 to 5

% Noxious plant species: 22.7% to 26.7%
% Invasive plant cover: 11-25% to 76-100%

Control

Scores: 41 to 67 (“Moderate” to “High™)
Nectar plant taxa: 18 to 37

Native nectar plant taxa: 15 to 28

% Native nectar taxa: 75.7% to 84%
Milkweed stems: 0

Pollinator habitat resources: 2 to 5
Noxious plant species: 2 to 3

% Noxious plant species: 8% to 16.7%
% Invasive plant cover: 6-10% to 51-
75%
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170.4 (August 2022)
HLCS
AUGUST 2022  |Tier 3 v2.2 Score ) % lnvasive Cover
RETORE. . KITo b 26:50%
Controf 54 £ 10N
BDR
AUGUST 2022 | Tier 3 v2.2 Score| : | X lnvasive Cover
. a8 1825%
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AWS

AUGUSY 2022 | Tier 3 v2.2 Score| # Nectar Taxa
T 15

80% | SLTSN

T Control | a1 25
Scale:
51-75 » "High Habitat Qual
Figure 22. August 2022 scores and scoring details for Site 4 “170.4”.
July + August 2022
(For July + August 2022 mean scores for 170.4, see Fig. 23)
Tx Control
e Mean by Assessor: 19.5 to 39.5 e Mean by Assessor: 44.5 to 65 (“Moderate”
(“Improvement” to “Moderate™) to “High”)
e Mean for July 2022 (all): 27 (“Basic™) e Mean for July 2022 (all): 51 (“High”)
e Mean for August 2022 (all): 33.7 (“Basic”) e Mean for August 2022 (all): 54 (“High”)

e Total mean for 2022: 30.3 (“Basic”) e Total mean for 2022: 52.5 (“High”)




170.4 (July + August 2022)

Site #4

HLCS
BDR
AWS

MEAN BY ASSESSOR
Control
845
65
48

Site #4 July 2022 August 2022
Control
54
67
41
L
MEAN BY MONTH (ALL ASSESSORS)
Site #4 JULY 2022 AUGUST 2022
Tx Control Tx Control
51 54
4 v
Site #4 TOTAL MEAN FOR 2022
Tx Control
52.5

36-50 = “Moderate Habltat Quality”
51-75 = "High Habitat Quality”™

Figure 23. 2022 mean scores for Site 4 “170.4". Site 4 was assessed in 2022 only.

Site 5 — “Black Snake Road - N’

July 2022

(For July 2022 scores and scoring details for Black Snake Road - N, see Fig. 24)

—
x

Scores: 53 to 58 (“High”)

Nectar plant taxa: 31 to 45

Native nectar plant taxa: 11 to 26

% Native nectar taxa: 35.5% to 57.8%
Milkweed stems: 0

Pollinator habitat resources: 3 to 7
Noxious plant species: 4to 5

% Noxious plant species: 10.9% to 12.5%
% Invasive plant cover: 6-10% to 26.50%

Control

Scores: 40 to 65 (“Moderate” to “High”)
Nectar plant taxa: 14 to 37

Native nectar plant taxa: 13 to 25

% Native nectar taxa: 60.9% to 92.9%
Milkweed stems: 0

Pollinator habitat resources: 3to 6
Noxious plant species: 0 to 3

% Noxious plant species: 0% to 8.1%

% Invasive plant cover: 6-10% to 26.50%
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Black Snake Road - N (July 2022)

HLCS

30

JULY 2022 Tier 3 v2.2 Scove| # Nectar Taxa | # Native Taxa | % Native Taxal # Milkweed Stems| & Pollinator Habitat Resources | # Nowious spp. | X Nowlows spp. | % lnvasive Cover
Tx 55 31 1 1u 35.5% D 7 Rl 12.5% 26-50%
Cortrol 54 13 | 14 60.9% & 0 ) 0
L]
JULY 2022 FTM 3 w2 2 Score| 8 Nectar Taxa ' # Native Taxa | % Native Taxal 8 Ml-llc“od Stenes| @ Polinator Habitat Resources | § Noxious spp. | % Nox App. | % vvasive Cover
Ix 8 « 19 _&7.5% ‘ 3 S 12.7% 11-25%
Coettrol 23 37 5 &% 3 3 8.1% 15-50%
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WLy 2022  |Tier 3v2.2 Score| ¥ Nector Taxa | M Native Taxa |% Native Taxa| ¥ Milkweed Stems| 8 Polinator Habitet Resources | ¥ Noxious spo, | % Nowiows spp. | % lavasive Cover
Tx 8 & 6 57.4% . ) 10 9% &10%
Cortrel 40 4 13 92.9% 3 1 7.1% 26-50%

Figure 24. July 2022 scores and scoring details for Site 5 “Black Snake Road - N”.

August 2022

(For August 2022 scores and scoring details for Black Snake Road - N, see Fig. 25)

—
>

Scores: 66 to 71 (“High”)

Nectar plant taxa: 42 to 47

Native nectar plant taxa: 21 to 33

% Native nectar taxa: 50% to 73.3%
Milkweed stems: 1 to 4

Pollinator habitat resources: 4 to 6
Noxious plant species: 4 to 6

% Noxious plant species: 9.3% to 12.5%
% Invasive plant cover: 11-25% to 51-75%

Control
Scores: 57 to 71 (“High™)

Nectar plant taxa: 22 to 32
Native nectar plant taxa: 21 to 28
% Native nectar taxa: 81.3% to 96.6%
Milkweed stems: 0
Pollinator habitat resources: 2 to 6
Noxious plant species: 0 to 2
% Noxious plant species: 0% to 6.3%

% Invasive plant cover: 1-5% to 11-25%




Black Snake Road - N (August 2022)

31

HLCS
AUGUST 2022 ITier 3 v2.2 Score! # Nectar Taxa £ Milkweed Stems) ¢ Pollinator Habitat Resources % Noxious spp. | X Invasive Cover,
Tx 66 as 3 6 10.9% 51-75%
Control oty 25 ! 6 34% 1.5%
BOR
AUGUST 2022 JTler3v22 Scon-[ # Nectar Taxa # Pollinator Habitat Resources . | % Noxious spp. | % Invasive Cover,
Tx 71 a2 a 9.3% 26-50%
L e .. ] - e
AWS
AUGUST 2022 JTier 3 v2.2 Score! # Nectar Taxa| & Native Taxa | % Native Taxa| ¥ Miltkweed Stems! ¥ Pollinator Habitat Resources | #f Noxious spp. | % Noxious spp. | % Invasive Cover
% (] 4 28 55.6% 4 4 [ 12.5% 11-25%
Control 5 22 21 95.5% Sl ] 0 0.0% 11-25%
cabe:
36-50 = “Moderate Habitat Quality”
Figure 25. August 2022 scores and scoring details for Site 5 “Black Snake Road - N”.
July + August 2022
(For July + August 2022 mean scores for Black Snake Road - N, see Fig. 26)
TX Control
e Mean by Assessor: 60.5 to 64.5 (“High”) e Mean by Assessor: 48.5 to 62.5 (“Moderate”
e Mean for July 2022 (all): 57 (“High”) to “High”) _
e Mean for August 2022 (all): 68.3 (“High”) Mean for July 2022 (all): 53 (“High”)
e Total mean for 2022: 62.7 (“High™) e Mean for August 2022 (all): 62.7 (“High™)
[ ]

Total mean for 2022: 57.8 (“High”™)




Black Snake Road - N (July + August 2022)

32

MEAN BY ASSESSOR
Tx Control
60.5 62.5
64.5 62.5
63 48.5

Site #5 July 2022 August 2022 Site #5

Tx Control Tx Control
HLCS 55 54 66 71 - HLCS
BOR 58 65 n 60 2 B8DR
AWS 58 40 68 57 > AWS

J - N -

MEAN BY MONTH (ALL ASSESSORS)

Site #5 JULY 2022 AUGUST 2022

Tx Control Tx Control

57 53 68.33333 | 62.66667

4 >
Site 15 TOTAL MEAN FOR 2022

Tx Control

62.66667 | 57.83333

36-50 = “Moderate Habitat Quality"”
51-75 = "High Habitat Quality”

Figure 26. 2022 mean scores for Site 5 “Black Snake Road - N”. Site 5 was assessed in 2022 and 2023.

July 2023

(For July 2023 scores and scoring details for Black Snake Road - N, see Fig. 27)

—
>

Scores: 60 to 67 (“High”)

Nectar plant taxa: 43 to 49

Native nectar plant taxa: 26 to 30

% Native nectar taxa: 55.1% to 65.2%
Milkweed stems: 1 to 5

Pollinator habitat resources: 3 to 6
Noxious plant species: 5 to 6

% Noxious plant species: 11.4% to 12.8%
% Invasive plant cover: 6-10% to 26-50%

Control

Scores: 33 to 70 (“Basic” to “High”)
Nectar plant taxa: 24 to 38

Native nectar plant taxa: 20 to 27

% Native nectar taxa: 71.1% to 86.2%
Milkweed stems: 0

Pollinator habitat resources: 3to 6
Noxious plant species: 1to 3

% Noxious plant species: 4.2% to 7.9%

% Invasive plant cover: 6-10% to 26-50%




Black Snake Road - N (July 2023)
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HLCS
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80R
LY 202)  |Tier3 v2.2 Score| ¥ Nectar Taxa| & Native Taxs Taxa) i Milkweed Stema] ¥ Pollinator Habs A Noxious 5pp. | % Noxious spp. | % lnvasive Cover
L 64 a9 27 551% | 25 i 3 12.0% 26-50%
Controf 59 38 27 711% o 3 7.9% 26:50%
AWS
JULY 2023 # Native Taxa | % Native Taxa! # Milkweed Stems! # Pollinator Habitat Resources | # Noxious spp. | % Noxious spp. | % Invasive Cover
T 30 65.2% 1 4 6 12.8% 11-25%
Controt 20 833% | ¢ a 1 4.2% 6-10%

36-50 = "Moderate Habitat Quality”
51-75 = "High Habitat Quality”

Figure 27. July 2023 scores and scoring details for Site 5 “Black Snake Road - N”.

August 2023
(For August 2023 scores and scoring details for Black Snake Road - N, see Fig. 28)

TX Control

e Scores: 55 to 67 (“High”) e Scores: 39 to 74 (“Moderate” to “High”)
e Nectar plant taxa: 34 to 49 e Nectar plant taxa: 19 to 25

e Native nectar plant taxa: 11 to 33 e Native nectar plant taxa: 13 to 23

e % Native nectar taxa: 32.4% to 75% ¢ % Native nectar taxa: 68.4% to 92%

e Milkweed stems: 0 e Milkweed stems: 0

e Pollinator habitat resources: 4 to 7 e Pollinator habitat resources: 4 to 7

e Noxious plant species: 4to 7 e Noxious plant species: 1 to 2

e % Noxious plant species: 9.1 to 14.3% e % Noxious plant species: 4% to 10%

e 9% Invasive plant cover: 26-50% to 51-75% ¢ % Invasive plant cover: 1-5% to 51-75%




Black Snake Road - N (August 2023)
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Figure 28. August 2023 scores and scoring details for Site 5 “Black Snake Road - N”. CGM (Project PI) filled in for AWS in

August 2023.

July + Auqust 2023

(For July + August 2023 mean scores for Black Snake Road - N, see Fig. 29)

Tx Control
e Mean by Assessor: 57.5 to 65.5 (“High”) o

e Mean for July 2023 (all): 63.7 (“High”)

e Mean for August 2023 (all): 59 (“High”) °

e Total mean for 2023: 61.3 (“High™)

Mean for July 2023 (all): 54 (“High”)

Mean by Assessor: 36 to 72 (“Moderate” to
“High’S)

e Mean for August 2023 (all): 58.3 (“High”)

e Total mean for 2023: 56.2 (“High”)




35

Black Snake Road - N (July + August 2023)

Site #5 July 2023 August 2023 ito #5 | MEAN BY ASSESSOR
L] Control Tx Control
HLCS 74 = |Hes 61 72
|son 67 62 < |sor 65.5 60.5
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T T
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Tx Control ™ Control
63.66667 54 59 $B8.333313
3 <+
Site #5 TOTAL MEAN FOR 2023
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51.75 = “High Habitat Quality”

Figure 29. 2023 mean scores for Site 5 “Black Snake Road - N”. Site 5 was assessed in 2022 and 2023. CGM (Project PI) filled
in for AWS in August 2023.

2022 + 2023
(For July + August 2022 + 2022 mean scores for Black Snake Road - N, see Fig. 30)

Tx Control

e Mean by Assessor: 60.3 to 65 (“High”) e Mean by Assessor: 42.3 to 67.3 (“Moderate”
Mean for July 2022 + 2023 (all): 60.3 to “High”)
(“High”) e Mean for July 2022 +2023 (all): 53.5

e Mean for August 2022+ 2023 (all): 63.7 (“High”)
(“High™) e Mean for August 2022 +2023 (all): 60.5

e Total mean for 2022 + 2023: 62 (“High™) (“High”)

e Total mean for 2022 + 2023: 57 (“High”)




Black Snake Road - N (July + August 2022 + 2023)

Site #5 July 2022 + 2023 August 2022 + 2023

Tx Control T Control
HLCS 61 62 60.5 725 -2
BDR 61 62 69 61 4
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Figure 30. 2022 + 2023 mean scores for Site 5 “Black Snake Road - N”. CGM (Project PI) filled in for AWS in August 2023.

Site 6 — “Black Snake Road - S”

July 2022

(For July 2022 scores and scoring details for Black Snake Road - S, see Fig. 31)

—
x

Scores: 61 to 74 (“High”)

Nectar plant taxa: 31 to 43

Native nectar plant taxa: 15 to 28

% Native nectar taxa: 48.4% to 65.1%
Milkweed stems: 2 to 5

Pollinator habitat resources: 4 to 5
Noxious plant species: 3to 4

% Noxious plant species: 7.1% to 9.4%
% Invasive plant cover: N/A to 11-25%

Control

Scores: 48 to 66 (“Moderate” to “High™)
Nectar plant taxa: 13 to 25

Native nectar plant taxa: 10 to 24

% Native nectar taxa: 76.9% to 96%
Milkweed stems: 0

Pollinator habitat resources: 4 to 7
Noxious plant species: 0

% Noxious plant species: 0%

% Invasive plant cover: 1-5% to 11-25%




Black Snake Road - S (July 2022)

HLCS
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Figure 31. July 2022 scores and scoring details for Site 6 “Black Snake Road - S”.

August 2022

(For August 2022 scores and scoring details for Black Snake Road - S, see Fig. 32)

—
>

Scores: 61 to 71 (“High”)

Nectar plant taxa: 33 to 42

Native nectar plant taxa: 20 to 34

% Native nectar taxa: 60.6% to 82.9%
Milkweed stems: 0 to 2

Pollinator habitat resources: 2 to 6
Noxious plant species: 1 to 2

% Noxious plant species: 2.4% to 4.8%
% Invasive plant cover: 1-5% to 26-50%

Control
Scores: 61 to 64 (“High”)
Nectar plant taxa: 17 to 19

Native nectar plant taxa; 16 to 17

% Native nectar taxa: 89.5% to 100%

Milkweed stems: 0

Pollinator habitat resources: 4 to 7

Noxious plant species: 0

% Noxious plant species: 0%

% Invasive plant cover: 0% to 1-5%




Black Snake Road - S (August 2022)
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Figure 32. August 2022 scores and scoring details for Site 6 “Black Snake Road - S”.

July + August 2022

(For July + August 2022 mean scores for Black Snake Road - S, see Fig. 33)

Tx

e Mean by Assessor: 64.5 to 67.5 (“High”)
e Mean for July 2022 (all): 67.7 (“High”)

e Mean for August 2022 (all): 64.3 (“High”)
e Total mean for 2022: 66 (“High”)

Control

Mean by Assessor: 55.5 to 65 (“High”)
Mean for July 2022 (all): 58 (“High”)
Mean for August 2022 (all): 62.7 (“High”)
Total mean for 2022: 60.3 (“High”)




Black Snake Road - S (July + August 2022)
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Figure 33. 2022 mean scores for Site 6 “Black Snake Road - S”. Site 6 was assessed in 2022 and 2023.

July 2023

(For July 2023 scores and scoring details for Black Snake Road - S, see Fig. 34)

—
>

Scores: 49 to 67 (“Moderate” to “High”)
Nectar plant taxa: 34 to 49

Native nectar plant taxa: 26 to 29

% Native nectar taxa: 59.2% to 76.5%
Milkweed stems: 1 to 6

Pollinator habitat resources: 4 to 7
Noxious plant species: 1

% Noxious plant species: 2% to 2.9%

% Invasive plant cover: 6-10% to 51-75%

Control

Scores: 36 — 66 (“Moderate” to “High”)
Nectar plant taxa: 17 to 22

Native nectar plant taxa: 17 to 21

% Native nectar taxa: 95.5% to 100%
Milkweed stems: 0

Pollinator habitat resources: 4 to 6
Noxious plant species: 0

% Noxious plant species: 0%

% Invasive plant cover: 1-5%




Black Snake Road - S (July 2023)
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Figure 34. July 2023 scores and scoring details for Site 6 “Black Snake Road — S”".

(For August 2023 scores and scoring details for Black Snake Road - S, see Fig. 35)

—
x

August 2023

Scores: 47 to 69 (“Moderate” to “High”)

Nectar plant taxa; 27 to 40

Native nectar plant taxa: 18 to 30

% Native nectar taxa: 66.7% to 78.9%

Milkweed stems: 2 to 5

Pollinator habitat resources: 5 to 6

Noxious plant species: 2 to 4

% Noxious plant species: 5.3% to 10%

% Invasive plant cover: 11-25% to 51-75%

Control

e Scores: 27 — 74 (“Basic” to “High”)

e Nectar plant taxa: 13 to 24

e Native nectar plant taxa: 13 to 23

e % Native nectar taxa: 95.8% to 100%
e Milkweed stems: 0

e Pollinator habitat resources: 3to 7

e Noxious plant species: 0

¢ % Noxious plant species: 0%

e % Invasive plant cover: 0% to 1-5%
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Black Snake Road - S (August 2023)
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Figure 35. August 2023 scores and scoring details for Site 6 “Black Snake Road - S”. CGM (Project PI) filled in for AWS in
August 2023.

July + August 2023

(For July + August 2023 mean scores for Black Snake Road - S, see Fig. 36)

Tx Control

e Mean by Assessor: 48 to 66 (“Moderate” to e Mean by Assessor: 31.5to 70 (“Basic” to
“High”) “High”)

e Mean for July 2023 (all): 58 (“High™) e Mean for July 2023 (all): 52 (“High™)

e Mean for August 2023 (all): 60.3 (“High”) e Mean for August 2023 (all): 53.3 (“High”)

e Total mean for 2023: 59.2 (“High”) e Total mean for 2023: 52.7 (“High”)
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Black Snake Road - S (July + August 2023)

Site 46 July 2023 August 2023 i MEAN BY ASSESSOR

T Control Tx Control
HLCS 67 66 65 74 -
BDR 58 54 69 59 )
Aws/cGM 49 36 47 -

v N2 Be

MEAN BY MONTH (ALL ASSESSORS)

Site #6 JULY 2023 AUGUST 2023

Tx Control Ix Control

58 52 60.33333 | 53.33333

<4 $
Site #6 | TOTAL MEAN FOR 2023

Tx Control

59.16667 | 52.66667

0-20 = "Improvement Opportunity”

36-50 = “Moderate Habitat Quality”
51-75 = “High Habitat Quality”

Figure 36. 2023 mean scores for Site 6 “Black Snake Road - S”. CGM (Project PI) filled in for AWS in August 2023.

2022 + 2023
(For July + August 2022 + 2023 mean scores for Black Snake Road - S, see Fig. 37)

Tx Control
e Mean by Assessor: 57.8 to 66 (“High”) e Mean by Assessor: 48.3 to 62.8 (“Moderate”
e Mean for July 2022 + 2023 (all): 62.8 to “High”)
(“High™) e Mean for July 2022 + 2023 (all): 55
e Mean for August 2022 + 2023 (all): 62.3 (“High”)
(“High™) e Mean for August 2022 + 2023 (all): 58
e Total mean for 2022 + 2023: 62.6 (“High”) (“High”)

e Total mean for 2022 + 2023: 56.5 (“High”)




Black Snake Road - S (July + August 2022 + 2023)

Site 116 July 2022 + 2023 | August 2022 + 2023 Site 46 MEAN BY ASSESSOR
Tx Control Tx Control Tx Control
HLCS 64 57 68 68.5 > HLCS 66 62.75
BOR 63 57 65 60 2> BDR 64 58.5
AWS/CGM 61,5 51 54 455 - AWS/CGM| 57.75 48.25
3 4 J 4
MEAN BY MONTH (ALL ASSESSORS)
Site 46 July 2022 + 2023 | August 2022 + 2023
T Control Tx Control
62.83333 55 62.33333 58
< <
Site #6 TOTAL MEAN
Tx Control
62.58333| 565

0-20 = "||‘;n-_'n.v-~v|n-n' I‘I:;p:nrvm 1y

36-50 = “Moderate Habitat Quality”
151-75 = “High Habitat Quality”

Figure 37. 2022 + 2023 mean scores for Site 6 “Black Snake Road - S”. CGM (Project PI) filled in for AWS in August 2023.

Site 7 — “Reservoir”

July 2022

(For July 2022 scores and scoring details for Reservoir, see Fig. 38)

Tx Control

e Scores: 43 — 57 (“Moderate” to “High™) e Scores: 53 to 63 (“High”)

e Nectar plant taxa: 17 to 27 e Nectar plant taxa: 17 to 25

e Native nectar plant taxa: 7 to 20 e Native nectar plant taxa: 14 to 21

e 9% Native nectar taxa: 41.2% to 74.1% e 9% Native nectar taxa: 73.7% to 88.2%
e Milkweed stems: 0 e Milkweed stems: 0

e Pollinator habitat resources: 3 to 4 e Pollinator habitat resources: 3to 6

e Noxious plant species: 1 to 4 e Noxious plant species: 0

e 9% Noxious plant species: 5.9% to 14.3% e % Noxious plant species: 0%

e % Invasive plant cover: 6-10% to 11-25% e % Invasive plant cover: 0% to 1-5%
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Reservoir (July 2022)
HLCS
Ix At 17 ! 41.2% 4 k. I SI% 11-25%
Control 53 19 " 73.7% 0 6 0 0.0% 0%
BOR
Tx 55 27 b 74,1% ? K a 14.3% 11.25%
Controt 03 25 21 B4a.0% 0 3 0 0.0% o%
AWS
BAY2022  |Tiec3v2.2S5core| # Nectar Taxa | # Native Taxa |5 Native Tasal & Milkweed Stems/ # Pollinator Habitat Resources | £ Noxious sep, | % Noxous sog. | % lavashe Cover
Tx 57 21 15 7L4% 0 3 3 13.6% 610%
Control 58 17 15 88.2% v 4 0 0.0% 1

136-50 » “Moderate Habitat Quality”
51-75 = “High Habitat Quality”

Figure 38. July 2022 scores and scoring details for Site 7 “Reservoir”.

August 2022

(For August 2022 scores and scoring details for Reservoir, see Fig. 39)

TX Control

e Scores: 32 to 64 (“Basic” to “High”) e Scores: 62 to 65 (“High”)

e Nectar plant taxa: 27 to 33 e Nectar plant taxa: 23 to 28

e Native nectar plant taxa: 18 to 29 e Native nectar plant taxa: 21 to 23

e % Native nectar taxa: 66.7% to 87.9% e % Native nectar taxa: 78.6% to 91.3%
e Milkweed stems: 0 to 1 e Milkweed stems: 0

e Pollinator habitat resources: 3 to 7 e Pollinator habitat resources: 4 to 6

e Noxious plant species: 1 to 3 e Noxious plant species: 0

e % Noxious plant species: 3% to 11.1% e % Noxious plant species: 0%

e 9% Invasive plant cover: 1-5% to 11-25% e 9% Invasive plant cover: 1-5%
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Reservoir (August 2022)
HLCS
Tx L] 1 P 87.9% 1 1 0% 6-107%
Control 65 23 71 91.3% ) 0.0% 1-5%
BOR
AUGUST 2022 £ Nectar Taxp | # Native Taxa |25 Native Taxa| # Milkweed Siems| # Pollingtor Mabitat Resources | ¥ Noxioys spe, | % Noxious s9p, | % Invasive Cover
™ L 2 78.6% ALkl ] R o 1 16% L .
Cantrol &5 28 22 78.6% 0 0 0.0% 1-5%
AWS
AUGUST 2022 |Tier 3 v2.2 Score) & Nectar Taxa | # Native Taxa | % Native Taxa|# Milkweed Stems| # Pollinator Habitat Resources | ¥ Nowlous 5pp. | % Noxlous spp. | % Invasive Cover
Tx 55 27 15 66.7% (i} £ 3 1IN 11-25%
Comrol 62 27 23 85.2% Q 5 0 0.0% 1-5%

Figure 39. August 2022 scores and scoring details for Site 7 “Reservoir”.

July + August 2022

(For July + August 2022 mean scores for Reservoir, see Fig. 40)

Control
Mean by Assessor: 59 to 64 (“High™)
Mean for July 2022 (all): 58 (“High™)
Mean for August 2022 (all): 64

TX

o Mean by Assessor: 43.5 to 56 (“Moderate” to o
“High”) o

o Mean for July 2022 (all): 51.7 (“High”) o

¢ Mean for August 2022 (all): 50.3 (“Moderate™)

e Total mean for 2022: 51 (“High™) o

(“High")

Total mean for 2022: 61 (“High”)




Reservoir (July + August 2022)
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MEAN BY ASSESSOR
™ | Control
53.5 59
as 64
56 60

Site #7 July 2022 August 2022 Site ¥7
Tx | Control | Tx | Control
HLCS a3 53 64 65 - HLCS
BDR 55 63 65 - BOR
IAWS 57 58 55 62 > AWS
& 4 v 4
MEAN BY MONTH (ALL ASSESSORS)
Site 47 JULY 2022 AUGUST 2022
Tx Control Tx Control
51.66667 58 50.33333 64
ks J
Site 47 TOTAL MEAN FOR 2022
Ix Control
51 61

11 Opportunity

36-50 = “Moderate Habitat Quality”
51-75 » “High Habitat Quality”

Figure 40. 2022 mean scores for Site 7 “Reservoir”. Site 7 was assessed in 2022 and 2023.

July 2023

(For July 2023 scores and scoring details for Reservoir, see Fig. 41)

—
>

Scores: 38 to 58 (“Moderate” to “High”)
Nectar plant taxa: 23 to 29

Native nectar plant taxa: 15 to 21

% Native nectar taxa: 65.2% to 80.8%
Milkweed stems: 0 to 1

Pollinator habitat resources: 4 to 6
Noxious plant species: 0 to 3

% Noxious plant species: 0% to 13%

% Invasive plant cover: 6-10% to 26-50%

Control

e Scores: 38.5 to 66 (“Moderate” to “High”)
e Nectar plant taxa: 20 to 28

e Native nectar plant taxa: 19 to 24

e 9% Native nectar taxa: 85.7% to 95.5%

e Milkweed stems: 0

e Pollinator habitat resources: 4 to 5

e Noxious plant species: 0

e % Noxious plant species: 0%

e % Invasive plant cover: 0% to 1-5%
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Reservoir (July 2023)

HLCS
JULY 2023 Tier 3 v2.2 Score| & Nectar Taxa| & Native Tasa | % Native Taxa! i Miliweod Sten| # Pollinator Habitat Rasources | ¥ Nowious spp. | X Noxiowus spp. | % levasive Cover
T 57 23 15 85.2% ) 6 3 13.0% #3108
Control 57 20 19 S5.0% o S 0 0.0% 1-5%

BDR

Y2023 |Tier3 v2,2 Score| & Nextar Taxa | # Native Taxa | 2% Native Taxal# Mifiweed Stems) # P H & £ Noxloys 3pp, | % Noxiows spp, | % invasive Cover
x 58 29 20 d 5 2 (-"\ 11-25%
Controd 66 28 24 85.7% a4 0 0.0% \
AWS
JULY 2023 Tler 3 v2.2 Scorn| & Nectar Taxa | # Native Taxa | % Native Taxa| # Milkweed Stems| # Pollinator Habitat Resources | ¥ Noxious spp. | % Nowows spp. | % invasive Cover
Tx w 26 21 808 o 4 0 )0 26-50%
Controd 385 22 21 S5% 0 a3 0 n.ox 15%

36-50 = "Moderate Habitat Quality”
175 = "High Habitat Quality”

Figure 41. July 2023 scores and scoring details for Site 7 “Reservoir”.

August 2023
(For August 2023 scores and scoring details for Reservoir, see Fig. 42)

Tx Control

e Scores: 51 to 71 (“High”) e Scores: 34 to 70 (“Basic” to “High”)
e Nectar plant taxa: 24 to 33 e Nectar plant taxa: 12 to 23

e Native nectar plant taxa: 13 to 21 e Native nectar plant taxa: 12 to 20

e 9% Native nectar taxa: 54.2% to 72% ¢ % Native nectar taxa: 87% to 100%
e Milkweed stems: 1 e Milkweed stems: 0

e Pollinator habitat resources: 6 e Pollinator habitat resources: 4 to 8
e Noxious plant species: 2 e Noxious plant species: 0

e % Noxious plant species: 6.1% to 8% ¢ % Noxious plant species: 0%

e 9% Invasive plant cover: 6-10% to 26-50% ¢ % Invasive plant cover: 1-5%
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Reservoir (August 2023)
HLCS
AUGUST 2023  [Tier 3 v2.2 Score] ¥ Nectar Taxa | ¥ Native Taxa o LI ) Habitat Re: ¥ Nowious spp. | % Noxious spp. | % invasie Cover)
T “ 5 18 2 0% 11-2%%
Centrol L) 13 13 3 0 0.0% 1-5%
BOR
AUGUST 2023 ¥ ¥ Nectar Toxa| ¥ Native Taxa 2 Milkweed 3temyl # Pollinator Habitat Besources| # Noxious 1pe. | % Noxious 1pg. | % invasive Cover)
T n 13 1 ‘ 2 6.1% 20- 1%
Control 57 23 20 4 0 0.0 1-9%
AWS J COMm
AUGUST 2023  [Tier3 v2.2 Score| # Nectar Taxa| ¥ Native Taxa # Milkweed Stoms # Pollinator Habitat Besqurces| # Noxlows sme. | % Noxioys pg, | % Invasive Cover]
cam ™ 51t 26 13 o i s OG- 10%
Aws —e] ___ Control 12 i ’ i o . IR

Figure 42. August 2023 scores and scoring details for Site 7 “Reservoir”. CGM (Project PI) filled in for AWS in August 2023 at

the Tx plot only.

July + August 2023

(For July + August 2023 mean scores for Reservoir, see Fig. 43)

TX

o Mean by Assessor: 44.5 to 64.5 (“Moderate”

to “High”)
o Mean for July 2023 (all): 51 (“High™)

e Mean for August 2023 (all): 60 (“High”)

e Total mean for 2023: 55.5 (“High”)

Control

Mean by Assessor: 36.3 to 63.5 (“Moderate”
to “High”)

Mean for July 2023 (all): 53.8 (“High”)
Mean for August 2023 (all): 53.7 (“High”)
Total mean for 2023: 53.8 (“High™)




Reservoir (July + August 2023)
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Site 47 July 2023 August 2023
Ix Control Tx Control
HLCS 57 57 58 70
BDR 58 66 7 57
aws/com| 38 38.5 51
T T T
MEAN BY MONTH (ALL ASSESSORS)
Site ¥7 JULY 2023 AUGUST 2023
I Control Tx Control
51 |53.83333| 60 |53.66667
L 4
Site #7 | TOTAL MEAN FOR 2023
Ix Control
55.5 53.75

wvement Opportunity

36-50 = “Moderate Habitat Quality™
51.75 = “High Habitat Quality”

¥ ¥

Site ¥7

HLCS
BOR
AWS/CGM

MEAN BY ASSESSOR

Tx Control
57.5 63.5
645 615
44,5 36.25

Figure 43. 2023 mean scores for Site 7 “Reservoir”. CGM (Project PI) filled in for AWS in August 2023 at the Tx plot only.

2022 + 2023

(For July + August 2022 + 2023 mean scores for Reservoir, see Fig. 44)

TX

o Mean by Assessor: 50.3 to 55.5 (“Moderate”

to “High”)

e Mean for July 2022 + 2023 (all): 51.3

(‘GHigh”)

e Mean for August 2022 + 2023 (all): 55.2

(‘GHigh”)

e Total mean for 2022 + 2023: 53.3 (“High”)

Control

e Mean by Assessor: 48.1 to 62.8 (“Moderate”
to “High”)

e Mean for July 2022 + 2023 (all): 55.9
(G‘High”)

e Mean for August 2022 +2023 (all): 58.8
(“High”)

e Total mean for 2022 + 2023: 57.4 (“High”)




Reservoir (July + August 2022 + 2023)

Site #7 July 2022 + 2023 | August 2022 + 2023
Tx Control Tx Control
[HLCS 50 55 61 67.5 >
BDR 56.5 64.5 51.5 61 -2
AWS/CGM| 475 4825 53 a8 -
4 4 4 4

MEAN BY MONTH (ALL ASSESSORS)
Site #7 July 2022 + 2023 | August 2022 + 2023

Tx Control Tx Control
51.33333 | 55.91667 | 55.16667 | 5B.83333
A 4
Site #7 TOTAL MEAN
Tx Control
53,25 57.375

provement Opportunity

36-50 = "Moderate Habitat Quality”
51-75 = “High Habitat Quality”
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Site ¥7

HLCS
BDR

AWS/CGM|

MEAN BY ASSESSOR
™ Control
55.5 61,25
54 62.75
50.25 48,125

Figure 44. 2022 + 2023 mean scores for Site 7 “Reservoir”. CGM (Project PI) filled in for AWS in August 2023 at the Tx plot

only.

Site 8 — “Bel - Tip”

July 2022

(For July 2022 scores and scoring details for Bel - Tip, see Fig. 45)

—
x

Scores: 38 to 67 (“Moderate” to “High”)
Nectar plant taxa: 28 to 35

Native nectar plant taxa: 14 to 22

% Native nectar taxa: 50% to 62.9%
Milkweed stems: 6 to 7

Pollinator habitat resources: 3 to 5
Noxious plant species: 2 to 3

% Noxious plant species: 5.7% to 8.8%
% Invasive plant cover: 1-5% to 11-25%

Control

Scores: 47 to 60 (“Moderate” to “High”)
Nectar plant taxa: 10 to 19

Native nectar plant taxa: 8 to 18

% Native nectar taxa: 80% to 100%
Milkweed stems: 0

Pollinator habitat resources: 2to 5
Noxious plant species: 0to 1

% Noxious plant species: 0% to 5.3%

% Invasive plant cover: 0% to 1-5%




Bel - Tip (July 2022)

HLCS

51

JULY 2022 Ther 3 v2 2 Score| ¥ Nectar Taxa | # Native Taxa | % Native Taxa| # Milkweoed Stems| ¥ Pollinator Habitat Resources | # Noxious Spp. | % Nowious spp. | % levasive Cowver
Tx (7 R 28 14 50.0% 7 S 2 7.1% 11-25%
Control o7 1) 8 B0.0% 0.0% e
BDR
MAY 2022 |Taecdv2.2 Scorel ¥ Nectar Taxa| A Native Taxa |% Nottve Taxa| 8 Mikweed Stems| ¥ Pollingtor Mabeat Resources | # Nowioes spp. | % Nowioys spe. | % invastve Cover
T &7 34 20 58.8% L4 4 3 8.8% 11.25%
Controd 53 1) 13 100,0% 0 ) 0.0% 0
AWS
BAY2022 T3 2250000 ENectacTaxa | A Nasive Taxa | S Nathee Taxa| S ikwesd Stems| ¥ Pollinator Hakitas Rescurces | £ Noxiowa 300, | MNQMous 00, | Mimaste Cost
Ta a4 35 22 52.9% 6 3 2 5.7% 1.5%
Control @0 19 18 04.7% ) 4 1 5.3%

136.50 = "Moderate Habitat Quality”
51-7% = *High Habitat Quality”

Figure 45. July 2022 scores and scoring details for Site 8 “Bel - Tip”.

August 2022

(For August 2022 scores and scoring details for Bel - Tip, see Fig. 46)

—
x

Scores: 68 to 79 (“High” to “Exemplary”)
Nectar plant taxa: 38 to 55

Native nectar plant taxa: 25 to 40

% Native nectar taxa: 65.8% to 72.7%
Milkweed stems: 2 to 3

Pollinator habitat resources: 4 to 5
Noxious plant species: 2 to 6

% Noxious plant species: 5.3% to 12.8%
% Invasive plant cover: 1-5% to 11-25%

Control

Scores: 46 to 59 (“Moderate” to “High™)
Nectar plant taxa: 12 to 14

Native nectar plant taxa: 12 to 13

% Native nectar taxa: 92.9% to 100%
Milkweed stems: 0

Pollinator habitat resources: 4 to 6
Noxious plant species: 0

% Noxious plant species: 0%

% Invasive plant cover: 0% to 1-5%
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Bel - Tip (August 2022)
HLCS
AUGUST 2022  |Tierd v2.2 5core| # Nectar Taxa | # Native Taxa £ Milkweed Stems) 3 Pollioater Habitat Resowrces | # Nowiows spe. | X Noxious 300, | % Inasive Cower
Tx 68 55 & T.M% 3 a4 5 SN 11-25%
Controt 59 12 12 100.0% ( 6 ) 0 0
BDA
AUGUST 2022 ITier 3 v2.2 Score| & Nectar Taxa | # Native Taxa |% Native Tasa! ¥ Milkwood Sterms| & Pollinator Habitat Resowrces | ¥ Noaious spp. | % Noxious spp. | % Invasive Cover
Te 38 25 B65.8% 3 5 2 S3% I-S%
Controf 59 22 12 100.0% 1 0 0.0% o
AWS
AUGUST 2022 ior 3 v2.2 Score| # Nectar Taxa | 8 Native Taxa |% Native Taxa| ¥ Milkweod Stems| & Polinator Habitat Resowrces | & Nowlous spp. | % Noxlous spp. | % invasive Cover
Tx 46 2 69.6% 2 S & 12.8% 1-5%
Controd 46 14 13 92.9% o 0 0.0 1.5%

—

Scale:

51-75 = “Migh Habitat Quality”

Figure 46. August 2022 scores and scoring details for Site 8 “Bel - Tip”.

July + August 2022

(For July + August 2022 mean scores for Bel - Tip, see Fig. 47)

Tx

e Mean by Assessor: 58.5 to 73 (“High™)

e Mean for July 2022 (all): 55.7 (“High”)

e Mean for August 2022 (all): 75.3 (“High”)
e Total mean for 2022: 65.5 (“High™)

Control

Mean by Assessor: 53 to 56 (“High™)
Mean for July 2022 (all): 53.3 (“High”)
Mean for August 2022 (all): 54.7 (“High”)
Total mean for 2022: 54 (“High”)




Bel - Tip (July + August 2022)

Site 48

HLCS
BDR
AWS

MEAN BY ASSESSOR
Tx Control
65 53
73 56
58.5 53

Site ¥8 July 2022 August 2022
Tx Control Contral
|Hics 62 az 59
BOR 67 53 59
AWS 38 60
g 4 4 ~
MEAN BY MONTH (ALL ASSESSORS)
Site #8 JULY 2022 AUGUST 2022
T Control Tx Control
55.66667 | 53,33333 | 75.33333 | 54.66667
¥ +
Site 48 TOTAL MEAN FOR 2022
™ | Control
65.5 54

36-50 = “Moderate Habitat Quality”™
I51-75 = “High Habitat Quality”

Figure 47. 2022 mean scores for Site 8 “Bel - Tip”. Site 8 was assessed in 2022 and 2023.

July 2023

(For July 2023 scores and scoring details for Bel - Tip, see Fig. 48)

—
>

Scores: 63 to 68 (“High”)
Nectar plant taxa: 38 to 44
Native nectar plant taxa: 22 to 30

% Native nectar taxa: 57.9% to 72.5%

Milkweed stems: 4 to 6
Pollinator habitat resources: 4 to 6

Noxious plant species: 3to 5

% Noxious plant species: 6.8% to 12.5%

% Invasive plant cover: 6-10% to 51-75%

Control

Scores: 32 to 64 (“Basic” to “High”)
Nectar plant taxa: 12 to 17

Native nectar plant taxa: 12 to 16

% Native nectar taxa: 94.1% to 100%

Milkweed stems: 0

Pollinator habitat resources: 4 to 6

Noxious plant species: 0

% Noxious plant species: 0%

% Invasive plant cover: 0% to 1-5%

53



Bel - Tip (July 2023)
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HLCS
JULY 2023 Tier 3 v2.2 Score| # Nectar Taxa | ¥ Native Taxa | % Native Taxa! & Milkweed Stemns| & Polinator Habitat Resowrces | # Noxlows spp. | % Nowious spp. | % Imvasive Cover
i 68 40 29 71.5% ‘ - B S 125% 51-75%
Control o 14 14 100, ) 6 ( 0.0% 1-5%
BDR
JULY 2023 Tier 3 v2.2 Score| ¥ Nectar Taxa | ¥ Native Taxa | % Native Taxa! ¥ Milkweed Stems| § Polinator Habitat Resowsces | # Noxious spp. | % Novious spp. | % levasive Cover
T hE ER) an 622% 6 A 3 6.8% 16-50%
Control 55 17 16 o4 3% | ) a 0 0.0% ™
AWS
JULY 2023 Tier 3 vZ .2 Score| # Nectar Taxa | ¥ Native Taxa | % Native Yng‘l Milkweed Stems! & Polinator Habitat Resources | # Noxlous spp. | % Nowlows spp. | % lmvasive Cover
Ts | 63 ] 22 57.9% 5 ' ki 10.5% 10%
Controd 12 12 100.0% | ] 0AaN

NProvemen

36-50 = “Moderate Hobitat Quality”
51-75 = “High Habitat Quality”

Figure 48. July 2023 scores and scoring details for Site 8 “Bel - Tip”.

August 2023

(For August 2023 scores and scoring details for Bel - Tip, see Fig. 49)

—
>

Scores: 57 to 64 (“High”)
Nectar plant taxa: 43 to 59
Native nectar plant taxa: 28 to 43

% Native nectar taxa: 60.9% to 72.9%
Milkweed stems: 0 to 2
Pollinator habitat resources: 3 to 5

Noxious plant species: 4 to 7
% Noxious plant species: 8.7% to 11.7%
% Invasive plant cover: 6-10% to 51-75%

Control

Scores: 25 to 61 (“Basic” to “High”)
Nectar plant taxa: 11 to 17

Native nectar plant taxa: 11 to 16

% Native nectar taxa: 86.7% to 100%
Milkweed stems: 0

Pollinator habitat resources: 3to 5
Noxious plant species: 0 to 2

% Noxious plant species: 0% to 13.3%
% Invasive plant cover: 1-5% to 6-10%
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Bel - Tip (August 2023)
HLCS
AVGUST 2023  [Tierd v2.25¢o08| ENQCA Tana | £ Native Taxa | N.Native Tasa. £ Milkwend Stems/ # Polboator Habitat Resouices | A Noslows 50, | MNious see. | dmasbe Cover
Tx b4 43 31 1% ¢ 5 4 9.3% 51.75%
Control T 61 V 11 12 rx}l |,;, bl 5 [ o ﬂ". 1-5%
BU&" GUST 2023 |Tler3 v2.2 Score| # Nectar Taxa | ¥ Native Taxa M’%lkﬂﬂm&g&«m # Poll Habitat Re. £3 | # Noxlows spp. | % Noxous spp. | % tvvasive Cover)
o f e | o« | oz | esw | o | 00003 000 & 7% _5195%
Contren 5 17 16 ™A% ; 0 v .04 1-59
aﬁw | 2 ‘ 2 ]1;3\. 6lal~.
1-75 = *Migh Habitat Quality”
Figure 49. August 2023 scores and scoring details for Site 8 “Bel - Tip”.
July + August 2023
(For July + August 2023 mean scores for Bel - Tip, see Fig. 50)
Tx Control
e Mean by Assessor: 60 to 66 (“High”) e Mean by Assessor: 28.5 to 62.5 (“Basic” to
e Mean for July 2023 (all): 66.3 (“High™) “High”)
e Mean for August 2023 (all): 61.7 (“High”) ~® Mean for July 2023 (all): 50.3 (“Moderate™)
e Total mean for 2023: 64 (“High”) e Mean for August 2023 (all): 45.7 (“Moderate™)

e Total mean for 2023: 48 (“Moderate™)
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Bel - Tip (July + August 2023)

Site 8 July 2023 August 2023 MEAN BY ASSESSOR

MEAN BY MONTH (ALL ASSESSORS)
Site #8 JuLy 2023 AUGUST 2023
Tx Control Tx Control
66.33333 | 50.33333 | 61.66667 | 45.66667
¥ R
Site 18 | TOTAL MEAN FOR 2023
TIx Control
64 a5

36-50 = "Moderate Habitat Quality”
51-75 = "High Habltat Quality"

Figure 50. 2023 mean scores for Site 8 “Bel - Tip”.

2022 + 2023
(For July + August 2022 + 2023 mean scores for Bel - Tip, see Fig. 51)

Tx Control
e Mean by Assessor: 59.5 to 69.5 (“High”) e Mean by Assessor: 40.8 to 57.8 (“Moderate”
e Mean for July 2022 + 2023 (all): 61 to “High”)
(“High™) e Mean for July 2022 +2023 (all): 51.8
e Mean for August 2022 + 2023 (all): 68.5 (“High”)
(“High™) e Mean for August 2022 + 2023 (all): 50.2
e Total mean for 2022 + 2023: 64.8 (“High”) (“Moderate”)

e Total mean for 2022 + 2023: 51 (“High™)




Bel - Tip (July + August 2022 + 2023)

Site #8 July 2022 + 2023 | August 2022 + 2023
Tx Control Tx Control
HLCS 65 55.5 66 60
BDR 67.5 54 71.5 55
WS 50.5 a6 68
4 L + +
MEAN BY MONTH (ALL ASSESSORS)
Site /8 July 2022 + 2023 | August 2022 + 2023
Tx Control Tx Control
61 51,83333| 685 |50.16667
4 b
Site #8 TOTAL MEAN
Tx Control
64.75 51

0-20 = "Improvement

Opportunity

y

36-50 = "Moderate Habitat Quality”
51-75 = "High Habitat Quality"

Figure 51. 2022 + 2023 mean scores for Site 8 “Bel - Tip”.

Site 9 — “80 - Woodland”

July 2022

+ J

Site #8

HLCS
BDR
AWS

MEAN BY ASSESSOR
Control
65.5 57.75
69.5 54.5
59.25 40.75

(For July 2022 scores and scoring details for 80 - Woodland, see Fig. 52)

—
x

Scores: 57 to 69 (“High”)
Nectar plant taxa: 26 to 35
Native nectar plant taxa: 14 to 23

% Native nectar taxa: 53.8% to 65.7%

Milkweed stems: 4 to 7
Pollinator habitat resources: 4 to 6

Noxious plant species: 3 to 4

% Noxious plant species: 8.6% to 15.4%
% Invasive plant cover: 11-25% to 26-50%

Control

Scores: 34 to 51 (“Basic” to “High™)
Nectar plant taxa: 9 to 13

Native nectar plant taxa: 7 to 11

% Native nectar taxa: 72.7% to 84.6%
Milkweed stems: 0

Pollinator habitat resources: 2 to 3
Noxious plant species: 0

% Noxious plant species: 0%

% Invasive plant cover: 1-5%

57
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80 - Woodland (July 2022)

HLCS

JULY 2022 |Th1 Iv22 Scon’ # Noctar Taxa | ¥ Native Taxa | X Native Taxa| # Mikweed Stems| # Pollinator Habitat Resources | ¥ Noxious spp. | % Noxious spp. | % Invasive Cover
T 57 26 4 538N R f o 15.4% 26-50%
Controd 9 7 171 8% o ] 0 ) o 1-5%
ROR
JULY 2022 Tier3v2.2 Score] A Nectar Taxa | ¥ Native Taxa | % Native Tau[ # Miweed Stems| ¥ Pollinator Habitat Resources | ¥ Noxious spp. | % N spp. | % Invasive Cover
Tx 65 33 18 34 5% 4 - a 12.1% 26-50%
Control 51 il .) L LTS ) 2 0 0.0 1-5%
AWS
Tx 69 35 2 65 7% ? 4 B 565 11-2%%
Control a3 13 1 BAE% 0 3 [] 0.0% 1-5%

0-20 Improvement Opportnit

[36-50 = "Moderate Mabitat Guality™
51-75 = “High Habitat Quality"”

Figure 52. July 2022 scores and scoring details for Site 9 “80 - Woodland”.

August 2022
(For August 2022 scores and scoring details for 80 - Woodland, see Fig. 53)

Tx Control

e Scores: 45 to 62 (“Moderate” to “High”™) e Scores: 43 t0 55 (“Moderate” to “High”)
e Nectar plant taxa: 22 to 27 e Nectar plant taxa: 9to 13

e Native nectar plant taxa: 14 to 17 e Native nectar plant taxa: 8 to 12

e % Native nectar taxa: 51.9% to 77.3% e % Native nectar taxa: 84.6% to 100%

e Milkweed stems: 0 e Milkweed stems: 0

e Pollinator habitat resources: 3to 6 e Pollinator habitat resources: 3 to 4

e Noxious plant species: 2 to 3 ¢ Noxious plant species: 0

e % Noxious plant species: 9.1% to 11.1% ¢ 9% Noxious plant species: 0%

e 9% Invasive plant cover: 6-10% e % Invasive plant cover: 0% to 1-5%




80 - Woodland (August 2022)

HLCS

59

AUGUST 2022 | Tier 3v2.2 Score) # Nectar Taxa| # Native Taxg |% Native Toxa! # Mioweed Stems) # Pollinator Mabitat Rezources | # Nowious 500, | % Nowlous 1o, | % invasive Cover
Tx 62 22 17 77.3% 6 2 9.1% 6-10%
Control < 5 8 23 9% 0 0.0% o
BOR
AUGUST 2022 ITler 3 v2.2 Score| & Nectar Taxa | & Native Taxa | % Native Taxa| ¥ Mikweed Stems | ¥ Pollinator Habitat Resources | ¥ Noxlous spp. | % Noxdous spp. | % Invasive Cover
Tx 57 27 14 SL9% Q 3 3 1L1I% B-10%
Controd 55 13 i1 B4 6% 1 0 0.0% 1-5%
AWS
AVGUST 2032  flistdvi.2 Scorg ; | 2Noxioys 399, | % Invasive Cover
Tx a5 11.1% 6-107%
Control a3 0.0 1-5%

[36-50 » "Moderate Habitat Quality”
51-75 « “High Habitat Quality”

Figure 53. August 2022 scores and scoring details for Site 9 “80 - Woodland .

July + August 2022

(For July + August 2022 mean scores for 80 - Woodland, see Fig. 54)

TX

Mean by Assessor: 57 to 61 (“High™)

Mean for July 2022 (all): 63.7 (“High™)
Mean for August 2022 (all): 54.7 (“High”)
Total mean for 2022: 59.2 (“High”)

Control
Mean by Assessor: 39 to 53 (“Moderate” to

“High”)

Mean for July 2022 (all): 42.7 (“Moderate™)
Mean for August 2022 (all): 47.3 (“Moderate™)
Total mean for 2022: 45 (“Moderate”)




80 - Woodland (July + August 2022)

Site #9 July 2022 August 2022
Tx Control Tx Control
HLCS 57 h 62 aa
BOR 65 51 57 55
AWS 69 a3 45 43
4 4 4 L
MEAN BY MONTH (ALL ASSESSORS)
Site #9 JULY 2022 AUGUST 2022
Tx Control Tx Control
63.66667 | 42.66667 | 54.66667 | 47.33333
4 N4
Site #9 TOTAL MEAN FOR 2022
Tx Control
59.16667 45

0 = "Improvement Oppo

tunity

Y

[36-50 = “Moderate Habitat Quality”
51-75 = "High Habitat Quality”

Figure 54. 2022 mean scores for Site 9 “80 - Woodland”. Site 9 was assessed in 2022 and 2023.

(For July 2023 scores and scoring details for 80 - Woodland, see Fig. 55)

—
>

July 2023

¥ ¥

Site #9

HLCS

AWS

MEAN BY ASSESSOR
Tx Control
59.5 39
61 53
57 43

Scores: 17 to 46 (“Improvement” to “Moderate™)
Nectar plant taxa: 11 to 17

Native nectar plant taxa: 5to 7
% Native nectar taxa: 41.2% to 45.5%
Milkweed stems: 0
Pollinator habitat resources: 2 to 4
Noxious plant species: 1 to 3
% Noxious plant species: 9.1% to 18.8%

% Invasive plant cover: 26-50% to 76-100%

Control

e Scores: 36 to 60 (“Moderate” to
“High”)

Nectar plant taxa: 18 to 21

Native nectar plant taxa: 17 to 19

60

% Native nectar taxa: 90.5% to 94.7%
Milkweed stems: 0

Pollinator habitat resources: 3to 7
Noxious plant species: 0 to 1

% Noxious plant species: 0% to 5.6%
% Invasive plant cover: 1-5%
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80 - Woodland (July 2023)
HLCS
JULY 2023 Tiar 3 v2.2 Score| & Nectar Taxa | # Native Taxa |5 Native Taxal ¥ Mil Stums| 8 Pollinator Habitat Resources | # Noxious spp. | % Noxious spp. | X Invative Cover
Tx e 16 $3.8 ¢ 3 18.8% 26-50%
Control 57 18 18 S4.7% 0 0.0% 1.5
BOR
Wiy2023  |Tiec3v2,2 Scoref 8 Nectar Taxa| A Native Taxa | Native Taxal & Milkweed Stema| # Pollinator Habitat Sesources | # Noxlows spp. | % Moxious spe. | 3 invasive Cover
T .. Ay, 1 5 A5.5% { a 1 8% _51-75%
Contral &0 21 19 90.5% 3 0.0 1.5%
AWS
JuLY 2023 r 3 v2.2 Score| # Nectar Taxa | # Native Taxa | % Native Taxa) & Mil Stems| # Pollinator Habitat Resources | # Noxlows spp, | % Noxlous spp. | % in over
. ) y J 2 11.8% 76-100N
Control ED) 18 17 54.4% a 1 5.6% 1.5

m@rovement

[36-50 = “Moderate Habitat Quality”
51-75 = “Wigh Habitat Quality”

pportunit

Figure 55. July 2023 scores and scoring details for Site 9 “80 - Woodland”.

August 2023
(For August 2023 scores and scoring details for 80 - Woodland, see Fig. 56)

—
x

Scores: 26 to 53 (“Basic” to “High”)
Nectar plant taxa: 15 to 16
Native nectar plant taxa: 8 t0 9
% Native nectar taxa: 53.3% to 60%
Milkweed stems: 0
Pollinator habitat resources: 3 to 6
Noxious plant species: 1 to 2

% Noxious plant species: 6.7% to 12.5%
% Invasive plant cover: 26-50% to 51-75%

Control
Scores: 37 to 57 (“Moderate” to “High”)
Nectar plant taxa: 15 to 21

Native nectar plant taxa: 13 to 18

% Native nectar taxa: 85.7% to 94.7%

Milkweed stems: 0
Pollinator habitat resources: 3 to 7

Noxious plant species: 0 to 1

% Noxious plant species: 0% to 6.7%

% Invasive plant cover: 1-5%




80 - Woodland (August 2023)

HLCS

62

™ K 15 ) 60.0% 0 B 1 57% 26-50%
Control 57 18 ] 98 7% ’ 7 0 ) O 15%
BO#R
AUGUST 2023  |Ther 3 v2.2 Score| # Nectar Tawa | ¥ Native Taxa | % Nathve Taxal # Milkwood Stemns | & Pollinator Habitat Resources | & Novious spp. | % Noxious spp. | % Invasive Cover
Tx 33 16 9 36.3% ) 4 2 12.5% 51-T5%
Control st 2 14 85 7% ] 0 15N
AWS
AUGUST 2023 ¥ Nectar Yoxa % Invasive Cover
™ 15 51-79%
" Comtrol 37 Y Y TR
—

36-50 = “Moderate Habitat Quality™
1.75 = "High Habitat Qual

Figure 56. August 2023 scores and scoring details for Site 9 “80 - Woodland .

July + August 2023

(For July + August 2023 mean scores for 80 - Woodland, see Fig. 57)

Control

TX

o Mean by Assessor: 21.5 to 49.5 (“Basic” to .
“Moderate™)

o Mean for July 2023 (all): 33 (“Basic™) .

e Mean for August 2023 (all): 42.3

(“Moderate™)

e Total mean for 2023: 37.7 (“Moderate™) .

Mean by Assessor: 36.5 to 57 (“Moderate”
to “High”)

Mean for July 2023 (all): 51 (“High™)
Mean for August 2023 (all): 49.3
(“Moderate™)

Total mean for 2023: 50.2 (“Moderate™)




80 - Woodland (July + August 2023)

Site #9

HLCS
BDR
AWS

July 2023

Tx Control
36 57
46 60
36
v

August 2023

37.66667 | 50.16667

MEAN BY MONTH (ALL ASSESSORS)
Site #9 JULY 2023 AUGUST 2023
T Control T Control
i 51 | 4233333| 49.33333
<+ -
Site #9 | TOTAL MEAN FOR 2023
T Control

36-50 = “Moderate Habitat Quality”
51-75 = "High Habitat Quality"

Figure 57. 2023 mean scores for Site 9 “80 - Woodland”.

2022 + 2023

63

(For July + August 2022 + 2023 mean scores for 80 - Woodland, see Fig. 58)

TX

e Mean by Assessor: 39.3 to 55.3 (“Moderate”
to “High”)

e Mean for July 2022 + 2023 (all): 48.3
(“Moderate™)

e Mean for Auqust 2022 + 2023 (all): 48.5

(“Moderate™)

e Total mean for 2022 + 2023: 48.4

(“Moderate™)

Control

Mean by Assessor: 39.8 to 55 (“Moderate”
to “High”)

Mean for July 2022 + 2023 (all): 46.8
(“Moderate™)

Mean for August 2022 + 2023 (all): 48.3
(“Moderate™)

Total mean for 2022 + 2023: 47.6
(“Moderate™)




80 - Woodland (July + August 2022 + 2023)

Site #9

HLCS
BOR
AWS

MEAN BY ASSESSOR
Control
50.75 as
55.25 55
39.25 39.75

Site #9 July 2022 + 2023 August 2022 + 2023
Tx Control Tx Control
HLCS 46.5 455 55 505 -2
BOR 55.5 55.5 55 545 =
AWS a3 39.5 40 2
J S < L
MEAN BY MONTH (ALL ASSESSORS)
Site #9 July 2022 + 2023 August 2022 + 2023
Tx Control Ix Control
48.33333 | 46.83333| 485 |48.33333
4 L
Site 19 TOTAL MEAN
Tx Control
48.41667 | 47.58333

"Improvement Opportunity"

6-50 = “Moderate Habitat Quality"
51-75 = “High Habitat Quality”

Figure 58. 2022 + 2023 mean scores for Site 9 “80 - Woodland”.

Site 10 — “322 - Port Matilda”

July 2022

(For July 2022 scores and scoring details for 322 - Port Matilda, see Fig. 59)

—
x

Scores: 47 to 72 (“Moderate” to “High”)
Nectar plant taxa: 11 to 28

Native nectar plant taxa: 6 to 17

% Native nectar taxa: 54.5% to 60.7%
Milkweed stems: 6 to 50

Pollinator habitat resources: 4 to 6
Noxious plant species: 1

% Noxious plant species: 3.6% to 9.1%
% Invasive plant cover: 1-5% to 51-75%

Control

Scores: 48 to 62 (“Moderate” to “High”)
Nectar plant taxa: 15 to 25

Native nectar plant taxa: 12 to 24

% Native nectar taxa: 80% to 100%
Milkweed stems: 0

Pollinator habitat resources: 2 to 5
Noxious plant species: 1 to 2

% Noxious plant species: 3.8% to 12.5%
% Invasive plant cover: 1-5% to 6-10%
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322 - Port Matilda (July 2022)

HLCS

JULY 2022 Tier 3 v2,2 Scorel # Nectar Taxa | ¥ Native Taxa | % Mative Taxa) ¥ Milkweed Stems| # Pollinator Habitat Resources | # Nowious spp. | % Noxious 3pe, | % invasive Cover
Tx a7 3 5499 y o 6 1 91% 1-75%
Conmtrol 48 15 12 E0.0% 0 5 5%
BOR
— p— = -
JULY2002  fTier 3 v2.2 Score| & Nectar Tass | ¥ Native Taxs | % Native Tass) ¥ Milkweed Stems| ¥ Pollinator Habitat Resources | § Nowious spp. | % Noxious sgp. | % bvative Cover)
L. L LI 14 SBI% 18 : : I S10%
Coetrol 62 25 24 9605 ) 3 1 3.8% 1-5%

AWS
w . | - 1.5%

x 3
“Coetrol 54 20 | 0 | weox | o | 2 1 sk | 1-5%

36-50 = “Moderate Mabitat Quality”
1-75 = “High Mabitat Quality”

Figure 59. July 2022 scores and scoring details for Site 10 “322 - Port Matilda”.

August 2022
(For August 2022 scores and scoring details for 322 - Port Matilda, see Fig. 60)

Tx Control

e Scores: 49 to 67 (“Moderate” to “High”™) e Scores: 54 to 65 (“High”)

e Nectar plant taxa: 21 to 24 e Nectar plant taxa: 16 to 24

e Native nectar plant taxa: 12 to 14 e Native nectar plant taxa: 16 to 23

e 9% Native nectar taxa: 57.1% to 63.6% e 9% Native nectar taxa: 90.9% to 100%
e Milkweed stems: 12 to 14 e Milkweed stems: 0

e Pollinator habitat resources: 4 to 7 e Pollinator habitat resources: 3to 7

e Noxious plant species: 1 e Noxious plant species: 0 to 1

e 9% Noxious plant species: 4.2% to 4.8% e 9% Noxious plant species: 0% to 4.5%
e 9% Invasive plant cover: 1-5% to 26-50% e % Invasive plant cover: 1-5%




322 - Port Matilda (August 2022)

66

MLCS
™ 66 24 1 58.3% 14 7 1 az% 610%
Coerol 0 63 | 16 36 | 1000w R : B o 0.0% 1-5%
808
AUGUST 2022 | Tier 3 v2.2 Score| & Nectar Taxa | # Native Taxa | % Native Taxa| 8 Milkwead Stoms| 8 Pollinator Habitat Resources | # Noxious spp. | % Noalows spp. | % lnvasive Cover
Ta 67 l 22 14 63.6% 12 5 1 45% 1-5%
Ceetrol 65 ; 24 23 55 4% a 3 1 4.2% 15%
AWS
T a 21 12 57.1% ] 12 a 1 4 8% 26-50%
“Control 54 22 0 909% | 0 3 1 5% 5%

[51-75 = “Migh Mabitat Quality”

Figure 60. August 2022 scores and scoring details for Site 10 “322 - Port Matilda”.

July + August 2022

(For July + August 2022 mean scores for 322 - Port Matilda, see Fig. 61)

Control
Mean by Assessor: 54 to 63.5 (“High”)
Mean for July 2022 (all): 54.7 (“High”)
Mean for August 2022 (all): 60.7 (“High”)

Tx

e Mean by Assessor: 54.5 to 69.5 (“High”) .
e Mean for July 2022 (all): 59.7 (“High”) o
e Mean for August 2022 (all): 60.7 (“High™) o
e Total mean for 2022: 60.2 (“High™) o

Total mean for 2022: 57.7 (“High”)




322 - Port Matilda (July + August 2022)

MEAN BY ASSESSOR
Tx Control
56.5 55.5
69.5 635
54.5 54

Site #10 July 2022 August 2022 Site #10
Tx Control Tx Control
HLCS a7 48 66 63 2 HLCS
BOR 72 62 67 65 - BOR
AWS 60 54 a9 54 - AWS
4 4 4 €
MEAN BY MONTH (ALL ASSESSORS)
Site ¥10 JULY 2022 AUGUST 2022
Tx Control Tx Control
59.66667 | 54.66667 | 60.66667 | 60.66667
4 4
Site ¥10 | TOTAL MEAN FOR 2022
Tx Control
60.16667 | 57.66667

) = "Improvement Opportunity

36-50 = “Moderate Habitat Quality”
51-75 = “High Habitat Quality”

Figure 61. 2022 mean scores for Site 10 “322 - Port Matilda”. Site 10 was assessed in 2022 and 2023.

July 2023

(For July 2023 scores and scoring details for 322 - Port Matilda, see Fig. 62)

—
>

Scores: 49 to 68 (“Moderate” to “High”)
Nectar plant taxa: 25 to 29

Native nectar plant taxa: 11 to 18

% Native nectar taxa: 44% to 61.5%
Milkweed stems: 23 to 45

Pollinator habitat resources: 5 to 7

Noxious plant species: 1 to 2

% Noxious plant species: 3.8% to 8%

% Invasive plant cover: 11-25% to 76-100%

Control

Scores: 50 to 74 (“Moderate” to “High”)
Nectar plant taxa: 31 to 34

Native nectar plant taxa: 28 to 33

% Native nectar taxa: 90.3% to 97.1%
Milkweed stems: 0

Pollinator habitat resources: 5to 7
Noxious plant species: 0to 1

% Noxious plant species: 0% to 2.9%

% Invasive plant cover: 1-5%

67



322 - Port Matilda (July 2023)

HLCS

68

JULY 2023 Tier 3 v2.2 Score| # Nectar Taxa | # Native Taxa | % Native Taxa| # Milkweed Stems | § Pollinator Habitat Resources | ¥ Nowious spp. | X Noxlous spp. | X Invasive Cover
Tx 54 26 15 61.5% 13 & 1 1.8% 11.25%
Control " n 8 80 .¥% o 0.0% 1.99
80R
JULY 2023 Tinr 3 v2.2 Score| & Nectar Taxas | ¥ Native Taxa (SN Taxa|# Milkoweed Stems | # Pollinator Habitat Rusources | & Nox 3 % Noxious spp. | % Invasive Cover
Tx [t 25 1 44 { 26 J 2 a0% 76-100N
Lontral 0 34 1 97.1% 1 2.9% 1-5%
AWS
JuLy 2023 Tier3v2.2 Scou[ # Nectar Taxa | # Native Taxa | % Native Taxa| # Mikkweed Stoms| ¥ Pollinator Habitat Resources | # Nowlous spp. | % Noxious spp. | % Invasive Cover|
T an ) 18 62.1% a5 5 ? 6.9% 11-25%
Control 50 33 97.1% a 1 1.9% 1-5¢

[36-50 = “Moderate Haditot Quality”
51-75 = “High Habitat Quality”

Figure 62. July 2023 scores and scoring details for Site 10 “322 - Port Matilda”.

August 2023
(For August 2023 scores and scoring details for 322 - Port Matilda, see Fig. 63)

—
x

Scores: 31 to 68 (“Basic” to “High”)
Nectar plant taxa: 20 to 21

Native nectar plant taxa: 9 to 13
% Native nectar taxa: 42.9% to 65%
Milkweed stems: 32 to 43
Pollinator habitat resources: 3 to 6
Noxious plant species: 0
% Noxious plant species: 0%
% Invasive plant cover: 11-25% to 51-75%

Control
Scores: 41 to 77 (“Moderate” to

“Exemplary”)

Nectar plant taxa: 25 to 30

Native nectar plant taxa: 24 to 29

% Native nectar taxa: 96% to 100%

Milkweed stems: 0
Pollinator habitat resources: 3 to 8

Noxious plant species: 0 to 1

% Noxious plant species: 0% to 3.3%

% Invasive plant cover: 1-5% to 6-10%
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322 - Port Matilda (August 2023)

MLCS

Tx

b 0 12 $0.0% ¥ . 0 04rs 11-25%
Cootrol 35 5 100.0% 0 ] 0 0.0% 1-.5%
HOM
AUGUST 2023 | Tiee 3 v2.2 Score] ¥ Nectar Toxa | ¥ Native T wwﬂm&mmmw
Tx - 21 q 42.9% n 5 ] ) 0% 51-7%%
Coettrol a E b 30 1% T H6.T% 3 : 1 33% & 10%

AWS
AUGUST2023 |Tiec3 v2.2 Score| ENectar Tana ' ¥ Native Taxa EMikweed Stams/| & Pollinater Habitat Resources | ¥ Noxious 509, | X Nowiows 300, | M lovastee Cover
65.0% a3
96.0%

% 20 13 3 a 0.0% 51.75%
Cortrol 1 5 M a 0 00N 1-5%

36-30 = “Moderate Habitat Quality”
[51-75 = "High Habitat Quality*

Figure 63. August 2023 scores and scoring details for Site 10 “322 - Port Matilda”.

July + August 2023

(For July + August 2023 mean scores for 322 - Port Matilda, see Fig. 64)

Tx Control

e Mean by Assessor: 40 to 68 (“Moderate” to e Mean by Assessor: 45.5 to 75.5 (“Moderate”
“High”) to “High”)

e Mean for July 2023 (all): 60.3 (“High™) e Mean for July 2023 (all): 64 (“High”)

e Mean for August 2023 (all): 52.7 (“High”) e Mean for August 2023 (all): 57.7 (“High”)
e Total mean for 2023: 56.5 (“High™) e Total mean for 2023: 60.8 (“High™)
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322 - Port Matilda (July + August 2023)

Site #10 July 2023 August 2023 Site ¥10 | MEAN BY ASSESSOR

Tx Controt Tx Control Tx Control
HLCS 64 74 59 > |Hwcs 615 75.5
BDR 68 68 68 55 < |sDR 68 61.5
AWS 49 50 a1 > AWS 40 455

N p ¥ ”

MEAN BY MONTH (ALL ASSESSORS)

Site #10 JULY 2023 AUGUST 2023

Tx Control T Control

60.33333 64 52.66667 | 57.66667

¥ 4
Site 410 TOTAL MEAN FOR 2023

Tx Control

56.5 | 60.83333

36-50 = “Moderate Habitat Quality”
51-75 = “High Habitat Quality”

Figure 64. 2023 mean scores for Site 10 “322 - Port Matilda”.

2022 + 2023
(For July + August 2022+ 2023 mean scores for 322 - Port Matilda, see Fig. 65)

TX Control

e Mean by Assessor: 47.3 to 68.8 (“Moderate” e Mean by Assessor: 49.8 to 65.5 (“Moderate”
to “High”) to “High”)

e Mean for July 2022 + 2023 (all): 60 e Mean for July 2022 +2023 (all): 59.3
(“High”) (“High”)

e Mean for August 2022 + 2023 (all): 56.7 e Mean for August 2022 +2023 (all): 59.2
(“High™) (“High”)

e Total mean for 2022 + 2023: 58.3 (“High”) e Total mean for 2022 + 2023: 59.3 (“High”)




322 - Port Matilda (July + August 2022 + 2023)

Site 410 July 2022 + 2023 | August 2022 + 2023
Tx Control Ix Control

[HLCS 555 61 625 70 -

BDR 70 65 67.5 60 >

AWS 54.5 52 40 47.5 2>
4 d v ¥

MEAN BY MONTH (ALL ASSESSORS)
Site 410 July 2022 + 2023 August 2022 + 2023

Tx Control Tx Control
60 59.33333 | 56.66667 | 59.16667
4 +
Site #10 TOTAL MEAN
Tx Control
58.33333| 59.25

= "Improvement Opportunity’

36-50 = “Moderate Habitat Quality”
51-75 = “High Habitat Quality"

Figure 65. 2022 + 2023 mean Scores for Site 10 “322 - Port Matilda”.

Site 11 — “Fox Hollow Road - N”’

July 2023

Site #10

HLCS
BDR
AWS

MEAN BY ASSESSOR
Tx Control
59 65.5
68.75 62.5
47.25 49.75

(For July 2023 scores and scoring details for Fox Hollow Road - N, see Fig. 66)

—
x

Scores: 41 to 60 (“Moderate” to “High”)
Nectar plant taxa: 38 to 39

Native nectar plant taxa: 24 to 25

% Native nectar taxa: 63.2% to 64.1%
Milkweed stems: 0

Pollinator habitat resources: 3 to 5
Noxious plant species: 4 to 8

% Noxious plant species: 10.3% to 21.1%
% Invasive plant cover: 11-25% to 26-50%

Control

Scores: 37 to 66 (“Moderate” to “High”)
Nectar plant taxa: 23 to 33

Native nectar plant taxa: 15 to 24

% Native nectar taxa: 65.2% to 72.7%
Milkweed stems: 0

Pollinator habitat resources: 3 to 6
Noxious plant species: 3to 8

% Noxious plant species: 10.7% to 30.4%
% Invasive plant cover: 1-5% to 6-10%
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Fox Hollow Road - N (July 2023)

HLCS

72

Wiv 2023 [Yier ) v2.2 Scorel # Nectar Taxa| A Native Yaxa |% Native Taxal # Milkweed Stems! 8 Pollingtor Habitst Resources | # Noxiows sop. | % Noxious 3pp. | % invasive Cover
Tx I 39 24 b1.5% i 5 & 205% 26-50%
Control 66 23 15 =5.2 6 FO.4% 5 10%
80R
JuLy 2023 Tier 3 v2.2 Score| & Nectar Taxa | # Native Taxa |% Native l’n:[l Milkwoed Stoms| # Pollinator Habitat Resources | # Noxious spp. | % Nowious spp. | % invasive Cover
Tx 60 39 25 B4.1% g i 0.3% 11.2
Control 60 28 20 11.4% 10.7% 1-5%
AWS
Tx ar 38 2 63.2% 0 3 ] 21.1% 26-50%
Control b 33 24 12.7% j 8 24.2% 6-10%

0.20

: = “Moderate Habitat Quasity”
51-75 = “High Habitat Quasty™

Figure 66. July 2023 scores and scoring details for Site 11 “Fox Hollow Road - N

t Dpportunity

August 2023

(For August 2023 scores and scoring details for Fox Hollow Road - N, see Fig. 67)

—
>

Scores: 43 to 64 (“Moderate” to “High”)
Nectar plant taxa: 31 to 40

Native nectar plant taxa: 18 to 27
% Native nectar taxa: 55.6% to 67.5%
Milkweed stems: 0
Pollinator habitat resources: 4

Noxious plant species: 4 to 6
% Noxious plant species: 11.1% to 19.4%
% Invasive plant cover: 51-75% to 76-10%

Control
Scores: 34 to 71 (“Basic” to “High”)
Nectar plant taxa: 24 to 26

Native nectar plant taxa: 17 to 19

% Native nectar taxa: 70.8% to 79.2%

Milkweed stems: 0

Pollinator habitat resources: 3to 7

Noxious plant species: 2 to 7

% Noxious plant species: 7.7% to 29.2%

% Invasive plant cover: 1-5% to 6-10%




Fox Hollow Road - N (August 2023)

73

HLCS
AUGUST2023  [Tisr3 2.2 5corn| & Nactar Taxa| £ Mative Tasa | % Mathes Taxa| i Miwesd Stems| £ Pollinator Habitat Resources | £ Noxiows som, | 2%Noxious 500, | Klnvasive Cover
i a 3 18 s81% ¢ 3 1.4 s17S%
Control 71 24 19 79.2% ( 7 S 20.8% 6-10%
BDR
AUGUST 2023  JTier 3 v2.2 Score| & Nectas Taxa | & Native Tasa | % Native Taxa| 8§ Milkweed Stems | ¥ Pollinator Habitat Resources | # Noxlows spp. | % Noxious spp. | X Invasive Cover
T B4 6 20 S56% ) 4 4 111N & 100
Control 54 26 19 73 1% 0 2 1% 1-5%
AWS
AUGUST 2023 ENectar Taxa | £ Natlve Taxa £ Miweed Stoms| ¥ Pollinator Habitat Resources | # Noxiows 500, | % Noxious sen, | X invasive Cover
Tx a3 40 27 B75% 4 4 5 12.5% 51.75%
Controt 24 17 t-nd Q < 7 5 1-5%

[36-50 « "Moderate Habitat Quality”

51-75 = “High Habitat Qu

Figure 67. August 2023 scores and scoring details for Site 11 “Fox Hollow Road - N”.

July + August 2023

(For July + August 2023 mean scores for Fox Hollow Road - N, see Fig. 68)

Control
Mean by Assessor: 35.5to 68.5 (“Basic” to

Tx

e Mean by Assessor: 42 to 62 (“Moderate” to .
“High”)

e Mean for July 2023 (all): 53.3 (“High”) o

e Mean for August 2023 (all): 51.3 (“High”) o

e Total mean for 2023: 52.3 (“High”) o

“High”)

Mean for July 2023 (all): 54.3 (“High”)

Mean for August 2023 (all): 53 (“High™)

Total mean for 2023: 53.7 (“High™)




Fox Hollow Road - N (July + August 2023)

Site #11 July 2023 August 2023 Site #11
Tx Control Tx Control
HLCS 59 66 a7 71 - HLCS
BDR 60 60 64 54 =4 BDR
AWS 41 37 43 2> AWS
L & - L
MEAN BY MONTH (ALL ASSESSORS)
Site 111 JULY 2023 AUGUST 2023
Tx Control Tx Control
53.33333 | 54.33333| 51.33333 53
J 4
Site #11 | TOTAL MEAN FOR 2023
Ix Control
52.33333 | 53.66667

vement Opportunity”

36-50 = "Moderate Habitat Quality”
51-75 = “High Mabitat Quality"

Figure 68. 2023 mean scores for Site 11 “Fox Hollow Road - N”. Site 11 was assessed in 2023 only.

Site 12 — “Fox Hollow Road - S”’

July 2023

MEAN BY ASSESSOR

™
53
62

Control
68,5
57

(For July 2023 scores and scoring details for Fox Hollow Road - S, see Fig. 69)

—
x

Scores: 31 to 56 (“Basic” to “High”)
Nectar plant taxa: 24 to 36

Native nectar plant taxa: 12 to 16

% Native nectar taxa: 44.4% to 53.3%
Milkweed stems: 0

Pollinator habitat resources: 3 to 6
Noxious plant species: 7to 9

% Noxious plant species: 19.4% to 33.3%
% Invasive plant cover: 26-50% to 51-75%

Control

Scores: 44 to 62 (“Moderate” to “High”)
Nectar plant taxa: 20 to 31

Native nectar plant taxa: 14 to 20

% Native nectar taxa: 57.1% to 70%
Milkweed stems: 0

Pollinator habitat resources: 4 to 6
Noxious plant species: 6 to 10

% Noxious plant species: 21.4% to 32.3%
% Invasive plant cover: 6-10% to 51-75%

74



Fox Hollow Road - S (July 2023)

HLLS

75

BAY202:  |Yier ) v2.2 Scocel 8 Nectar Yaxa| & Taxy | % Native Yaxal ¥ Milkweed Stums| # Pollinator Habitat Resources | ¥ Noxious spp. | % Nowiows spp. | % invisive Cover
Y Lo 2 12 50.0% ] - 33 26-50%
Control (5 2 14 70.0% & 6 3008 26 5(
BOR
JWAY2023  Tier3v2.2 Scorel ¥ r Taxa | # Native Taxa % Native Taxa] ¥ Milkweed Stems| # Pollinator Habitat Resources | # Noxlous spp, | % Nowlows spo. | % Invasive Cover
x 56 _!Lj L 16 aa.an L 3 19 4‘:\ 51- _IS\
Conteol 2 8 16 57.3% 21 4% 51-75%
AWS
BAY 2023 ENectac Tasa | Native Taxa | % Natlve Taxa £ Milkweed Stems| # Pollinator Habitat Resources | # Noxious sen, | % Noxiows a0, | X lovasive Cover
N 30 16 _53.3% s ) 26:50%
Control A 3 20 6455 4 6&-10%

6-50 = "Moderate Habitat Quality”™
51-75 « "High Habitat Quality”

Figure 69. July 2023 scores and scoring details for Site 12 “Fox Hollow Road - S”".

August 2023

(For August 2023 scores and scoring details for Fox Hollow Road - S, see Fig. 70)

—
>

Scores: 36 to 50 (“Moderate™)

Nectar plant taxa: 26 to 36

Native nectar plant taxa: 8 to 19

% Native nectar taxa: 30.8% to 54.3%
Milkweed stems: 0

Pollinator habitat resources: 2 to 5
Noxious plant species: 6 to 13

% Noxious plant species: 23.1% to 35.1%
% Invasive plant cover: 51-75%

Control

Scores: 41 to 69 (“Moderate” to “High”)
Nectar plant taxa: 26 to 38

Native nectar plant taxa: 19 to 26

% Native nectar taxa: 68.4% to 75%
Milkweed stems: 0

Pollinator habitat resources: 3to 6
Noxious plant species: 4 to 10

% Noxious plant species: 15.4% to 26.3%
% Invasive plant cover: 6-10% to 11-25%




Fox Hollow Road - S (August 2023)

HLCS

76

Tx

Cantrof

AUGUST 2023

£ Native Taxs
19
21

BDR

Tx
Controd

AUGUST 2023 # Native Taxa 2 Pollinator Habitat Resources | @ Noxious spp. | % Noxious spp. | % invasive Caver
Tx 8 J & a3l 51-75%
Control 15 4 11-25%
AWS
AUGUST 2023

Figure 70. August 2023 scores and scoring details for Site 12 “Fox Hollow Road - S”.

July + Auqust 2023

(For July + August 2023 mean scores for Fox Hollow Road - S, see Fig. 71)

TX

e Mean by Assessor: 33.5to 51 (“Basic” to

“High’,)

o Mean for July 2023 (all): 46.3 (“Moderate”)
Mean for August 2023 (all): 43.3 (“Moderate”)

[ ]
o Total mean for 2023: 44.8 (“Moderate”™)

Control

Mean by Assessor: 42.5 to 65
(“Moderate” to “High™)

Mean for July 2023 (all): 55.7 (“High”)
Mean for August 2023 (all): 54 (“High™)
Total mean for 2023: 54.8 (“High”™)
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Fox Hollow Road - S (July + August 2023)

Site #12 luly 2023 August 2023

T Control Tx Control
HLCS 52 61 50 69 -
BOR 56 62 a 52 -
AWS aa 36 41 -

& ¢ 4 <

MEAN BY MONTH (ALL ASSESSORS)

Site #12 JULY 2023 AUGUST 2023

T Control Tx Control

46.33333 | 55.66667 | 43.33333 54

< J
Site #12 | TOTAL MEAN FOR 2023
Tx Control

44,83333 | 54.83333

0-20 = "Improvement Opportunity

36-50 = “Moderate Habitat Quality”
51-75 = “High Habitat Quality”

Figure 71. 2023 mean scores for Site /2 “Fox Hollow Road - S”. Site 12 was assessed in 2023 only.

(For additional insight into the characteristics of each plot according to each scorecard user, see
SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIALS: Detailed Site Data per Assessor.)

Site Rankings

Sites were ranked according to ‘objective’ and ‘subjective’ input. Objective rankings were made
according to their calculated scores for the ROWHWG Tier 3 assessment. Subjective rankings were made
according to the observations and ‘gut feelings’ of the three assessors and the PI.

Objective Site Rankings and Habitat Quality Ratings by Assessment Scores

The following section shows site rankings according to the mean scores of all scorecard users. For each
scorecard user’s objective scores and rankings, see SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIALS: Summary of
Scores and Rankings per Assessor.

July 2022

For July 2022 (Fig. 72), Black Snake Road - S was the highest ranked Tx plot, and Clinton - Union was
the lowest ranked Tx plot. For the Control plots, Black Snake Road - S and Reservoir were the highest
ranked plots, and Eagleton and 80 - Woodland were the lowest ranked plots.



July 2022 Site Rankings

JULY 2022 - All Users - Tx - Site Rankings
Site Name Score
Black Snake Road - S 67.6
80 - Woodland 63.6
Port Matilda 59.6
Black Snake Road - N 57
55.6

463
39

JULY 2022 - All Users - Control - Site Rankings

Site Name Score
Black Snake Road - S and

Reservoir (tie) 58
322 - Port Matilda 54.6
Bel - Tip 533
Black Snake Road - N 53
1704 51
Clinton - Union 493
120 - 820 438
Eagleton and

B0 - Woodiand {tie) 4256

36-50 = “Moderate Habitat Quality”
5175 = “High Habitat Quality”

Figure 72. July 2022 Tx and C site rankings.

August 2022
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For August 2022 (Fig. 73), Bel - Tip was the highest ranked Tx plot, and Clinton - Union was the lowest

ranked Tx plot. For the Control plots, Reservoir was the highest ranked, and 80 - Woodland was the

lowest ranked.

August 2022 Site Rankings

AUGUST 2022 - All Users - Tx - Site Rankings
Site Name Score
Bel - Tip 753
Black Snake Road - N 68.3
Black Snake Road - S 64.3
322 - Port Matilda 60.6
80 - Woodland and

Eagleton (tie) 54.6
120 - 820 51
503

AUGUST 2022 - All Users - Control - Site Rankings
Site Name Score
Reservoir 64
Black Snake Road - N and

Black Snake Road - § (i) 62.6
clinton - Union 62.3
322 - Port Matilda 60.6
Bel - Tip 54.6
170.4 54

120 - 820 53

Eagleton a9
- Woodland 47.3

36-50 = "Moderate Habitat Quality”
51-75 = "High Habitat Quality”

Figure 73. August 2022 Tx and C site rankings.
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July + August 2022

For July and August 2022 combined (Fig. 74), Black Snake Road - S was the highest ranked Tx plot,
and Clinton - Union was the lowest ranked Tx plot. For the Control plots, Reservoir was the highest
ranked plot, and 80 - Woodland was the lowest ranked plot.

July + August 2022 Site Rankings
JUL + AUG 2022 - All Users - Tx - Site Rankings JUL + AUG 2022 - All Users - Control - Site Rankings

Site Name Score |Site Name Score
Black Snake Road - S 66 Reservoir 61

Bel - Tip 65.5 |Black Snake Road -S 60.3
Black Snake Road - N 62.6 |Black Snake Road - N 57.8
322 - Port Matilda 60.1 |322 - Port Matilda 57.6
80 - Woodland 59.1 |Clinton - Union 55.8
Reservolr 51 Bel - Tip 54

48.6 |1704 52.5
46.8 |120-820 484

Eagleton 45.8
- Woodland 45

ovement Opportunity”

5-50 = “Moderate Habitat Quality”™
51-75 = “High Habitat Quality”

Figure 74. July + August 2022 Tx and C site rankings.

July 2023

For July 2023 (Fig. 75), Bel - Tip was the highest ranked Tx plot, and 80 - Woodland was the lowest
ranked Tx plot. For the Control plots, 322 - Port Matilda was the highest ranked, and Eagleton was the
lowest ranked.

July 2023 Site Rankings
JULY 2023 - All Users - Tx - Site Rankings JULY 2023 - All Users - Control - Site Rankings
Site Name Score |Site Name Score
Bel - Tip 66.3 |322 - Port Matilda 64
Black Snake Road - N 63.6 |Fox Hollow-S 55.6
322 - Port Matilda 60.3 |Fox Hollow-N 543
Eagleton 59.6 |Black Snake Road - N 54
Black Snake Road - § 58 Reservoir 538
53.3 |Black Snake Road - S 52

51 80 - Woodiand 51
46.3 - Tip 503
37.6 |120-820 49.6
38

Improvement Opportunity”

6-50 = “Moderate Habitat Quality”
51-75 = "High Habitat Quality”

Figure 75. July 2023 Tx and C site rankings.
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August 2023

For August 2023 (Fig. 76), Bel - Tip was the highest ranked Tx plot, and 120 - 820 was the lowest ranked
Tx plot. For the Control plots, Black Snake Road - N was the highest ranked plot, and Bel - Tip was the
lowest ranked plot.

August 2023 Site Rankings
AUGUST 2023 - All Users - Tx - Site Rankings AUGUST 2023 - All Users - Control - Site Rankings
Site Name Score Score
Bel - Tip 61.6 58.3*
Black Snake Road - S* 60.3* 57.6
Reservoir* 60* 54
Black Snake Road - N* 59* 53.6
Eagleton 55.6 53.3*
322 - Port Matilda 52.6 53
Fox Hollow - N 513 50.6
Hollow - S 433 453
- Woodtand a3 a8
120 - 820 36 45.6

0 = "Improvement Opportunity”

36-50 = "Moderate Habitat Quality”
51-75 = “High Habitat Quality”

* denotes scorecard completed by CGM (filling in for AWS)

Figure 76. August 2023 Tx and C site rankings.

July + August 2023

For July and August 2023 combined (Fig. 77), Bel - Tip was the highest ranked Tx plot, and 120 - 820
was the lowest ranked Tx plot. For the Control plots, 322 - Port Matilda was the highest ranked, and
Eagleton was the lowest ranked.



July + August 2022 Site Rankings
JUL » AUG 2023 - All Users - Tx - Site Rankings JUL + AUG 2023 - All Users - Cantrol - Site Rankings
Site Name Score |Site Name Score
Bel - Tip 64 322 - Port Matilda 60.8
Black Snake Road - N* 61.3* |Black Snake Road - N* 56.1*
Black Snake Road - 5* 59.1* |Fox Hollow - S 548
Eagleton 57.6 |Reservoir 53.7
322 - Port Matilda 56.5 |Fox Hollow -N 53.6
Reservoir* 55.5* |Black Snake Road - 5* 52.6*
Fox Hollow - N 52.3 |120-820and
Hollow - § 44.8 80 - Woodland (tie) 50.1
« Woodland 376 |Bel-Tip a8
120 - 820 36.8 |Eagleton 43

0-20 = "Improvement Opportunity’

36-50 = “Moderate Habitat Quality”
51-75 = “High Habitat Quality”

* denotes scorecard completed by CGM (filling in for AWS)

Figure 77. July + August 2023 Tx and C site rankings.

Overall (2022 + 2023)

For 2022 and 2023 combined (Fig. 78), Bel - Tip was the highest ranked Tx plot, and Clinton - Union
was the lowest ranked Tx plot. 322 - Port Matilda was the highest ranked Control plot, and Eagleton
was the lowest ranked Control plot.

Overall Site Rankings

2022 + 2023 - All Users - Tx - Site Rankings 2022 + 2023 - All Users - Control - Site Rankings
Site Name Score |Site Name Score
Bel - Tip 64.8 |322 - Port Matilda 593
Black Snake Road - § 62.6 |Reservoir 574

Black Snake Road - N 62 Black Snake Road - N 57
322 - Port Matilda 58.3 |Black Snake Road - S 56.5
53.3 [Clinton - Union 55.8
Fox Hollow Road - § 54.8
52.3 |Fox Hollow Road - N 53.7
a8.a 525

a8 51
a8 493
- Woodland 476
434

136-50 = “Moderate Habitat Quality”
51-75 = “High Habitat Quality”

Figure 78. Overall (2022 + 2023) Tx and C site rankings.
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Subjective Site Rankings by Task 1 Personnel

The three individual assessors (HLCS, BDR, and AWS) and the Pl (CGM) also ranked the 2023 Tx plots
subjectively, based on their background knowledge and their experience collecting bees and other
invertebrates from pollinator habitats of varying quality.

To arrive at collective subjective rankings for each site, the ordinal numbers according to each person
were added together, and the sites were ranked by the lowest to highest sum. For example:

Bel-Tip site (2023 Tx plot): HLCS =4" =4
BDR =5" +5
AWS =1 +1
CGM =5" +5
=15

According to the opinions of Task 1 personnel (Fig. 79), Black Snake Road - N was the 2023 Tx site
with the highest quality pollinator habitat for BDR, CGM, and the sum of the rankings for all four. For
HLCS, Black Snake Road - S was the highest quality site, and Bel - Tip for AWS. 80 - Woodland was
the lowest quality 2023 Tx site for all four Task 1 personnel and for the sum of the rankings.

Som of Cumulative
Tx Site Name Subjective fankings
SUBJECTIVE RANKINGS SUBJECTIVE RANKINGS - | SUBJECTIVE RANKINGS - |  SUBJECTIVE RANKINGS - Rankings
HLCS 80A AWS GMm Black Snake Rd N a 1st

15t |BlackSnake RAS | 15t |BisckSnake RGN | 15t |Sel-Tip 15t | BlackSroke Ra N | Jeisck Smakerds | 10 | 2nd
2nd  |322-Pt Matilda 2nd  |Reservoir 2nd |Black Snake Rd N 2nd Black Snake Rd 5 Be'hu i T 3l
Ird |Reservoir drd  |Black Snake R S 3rd  1322-Pt. Matilda 3rd Eagleton La'glc‘.‘onw T e ath (tied)
arh |Black Snaske RN/ | 2th  |Fox Mollow N ath |Black Snake RAS | aeh 120-820 Reservoir | 19 | 4th (tied)

8eiTip (tie) | Sth |Eagleton/ Sth |Eagleton 5th 8el-Tip 322-pt. Matilda | 18 | dth (tied)
i |Eagleton Bel-Tip (tie) | 6eh |Fox Hoow N &th Reservoir Fox Hollow N | 26 | 7th
7th  |£ax Hollow N 7th |322-Pt. Matilda 7th  |Fox Hollow S 7th | 322-Pt Matilda 10820 | 30
8th |Fox Hollow § St [120-820 Sth  |Reservor 8th Fox Hollow $ fox Hollow s | 32 i Gtk
oth |120-820 9th |Fox Hollow S 9th |120-820 th Fox Hollow N B0-woodland | 40 | d0th
10th |B0-Woodland 10th [BD-Woodiand 10th [80-Woodland 10th B0-Woodlang

Figure 79. Subjective site rankings from the three assessors and the project PI for the 2023 Tx plots.
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Vegetation Species Richness

Species richness documented by the PO method indicates that daylight sites contain significantly more
species of native flowering plants (forbs and flowering shrubs/vines) than non-daylight sites (Tables 2-
13). However, daylight sites contain significantly more species of non-native, noxious plants than non-
daylight sites. In fact, only one site (170.4) contained a non-native species in the non-daylight portion.
Daylight sites, with the exception of 80 - Woodland and Black Snake Road - South, contained non-
native plants. In particular, site 120 - 820 contained a high coverage of non-native plants with 43% of the
site covered with Japanese stiltgrass, crownvetch, and garlic mustard. Other non-native plants of concern
in the daylight sites were multi-flora rose, Japanese barberry, and Autumn olive.



84

Table 2. Percent vegetation cover by species and cover type at daylight and non-daylight portions of the “Clinton - Union ” site

in 2022. Species richness of native and non-native flowering plants are presented.

Clinton - Union
S TRl Daylight | Non-daylight
Plant species/Cover type (Tx) (Control)

Blueberry (Vaccinium ) 0 3
Crownvetch* 3 0
Goldenrod 3 0
Grass 53 0
Greenbriar 0 3
Leaf litter 30 37
Log 0 0
Moss 3 0
Mountain laurel 23 0
Ox cye daisy 3 0
Queen Anne's lace 3 0
Rhododendron 0 20
Teaberry 0 13
Plant species richness: 7 B
Native and naturalized plant species richness (forbs and flowering shrubs/vines): -4 B
Non-native plant species richness: 1 0

*Non-native species
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Table 3. Percent vegetation cover by species and cover type at daylight and non-daylight portions of the “120 - 820 ” site, 2022-

2023. Species richness of native and non-native flowering plants are presented.

*Non-native species

120 - 820

Plant species/Cover type szy_l!:ght N‘()z‘:;i::ﬁht
Bare ground 3 0
Christmas fern 0 3
Common milkweed 3 0
Crownvetch* 10 0
Garlic mustard® 10 0
Grass 13 0
Hayscented fern 0 10
Japanese stiltgrass* 23 0
Jewelweed 40 0
Leaf litter 0 37
| Log 0 7
Mayapple 0 3
Rock 0 17
Wood fern 0 23
Plant species richness: 6 4
Native and naturalized plant species richness (forbs and flowering shrubs/vines): 2 2
Non-native plant species richness: 3 0
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Table 4. Percent vegetation cover by species and cover type at daylight and non-daylight portions of the “Eagleton” site, 2022-

2023. Species richness of native and non-native flowering plants are presented.

Eagleton
Plant species/Cover type Dn()1r‘l;§m N:lcl.‘::{ :Ig)ht
Chestnut oak (0 3
Common milkweed 3 0
Crownvetch® 6 0
Goldenrod 6 0
Hayscented fern 0 40
Jewelweed 3 0
Leaf litter 53 33
Log 7 10
Ox eye daisy 3 0
Queen Anne's lace 3 ()
Red maple 0 3
Red oak (0 3
Rock 0 3
Sassafras 0 3
Solomon seal 0 3
Sweet fern 3 0
Virginia creeper 7 0
Wood aster 3 0
Wood chips 3 ()
Plant species richness: 6
Native and naturalized plant species richness (forbs and flowering shrubs/vines): 7 |
Non-native plant species richness: 1 0

*Non-native species
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Table 5. Percent vegetation cover by species and cover type at daylight and non-daylight portions of the “170.4” site in 2022.

Species richness of native and non-native flowering plants are presented.

170.4
T ) ) Daylight Non-daylight
Plant species/Cover type (Tx) (Control)

Burnweed 3 0
Canada mayflower 0 3
Garlic mustard® 7 0
Goldenrod 3 0
Grass 83 0
Japanese barberry* 0 3
Jewelweed 3 3
Leaf litter 0 30
Log 0 7
Mayapple 0 3
Multiflora rosc* 0 20
Pokeweed 0 3
Rubus sp. (e.&mspberrics) 0 13
Viburnum 0 3
Virginia creeper 0 10
Plant species richness: 5 9

Native and naturalized plant species richness (forbs and flowering shrubs/vines): 3 7
Non-native plant species richness: 1 2

*Non-native species
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Table 6. Percent vegetation cover by species and cover type at daylight and non-daylight portions of the “Black Snake Road -

North ” site, 2022-2023. Species richness of native and non-native flowering plants are presented.

Black Snake Road - North
IPlant species/Cover type D?::SM N(()g-: n’:‘:::lg)m

Bare ground 17 10
Christmas fern 0 7
Common cinguefoil 0 7
Common self heal 3 0
Cutleaf toothwort 0 7
Dandelion* 7 ()
Goldenrod 7 10
Greenbriar 3 3
Hayscented fern 0 13
Japanese stiltgrass® 7 0
Jewelweed 3 0
Leaf litter 10 27
| Log 3 0
Mountain mint 7 0
Ox-eyed daisy 3 0
Ragweed 10 0
Red clover 3 0
Rock 3 3
Sensitive fern 0 6
Solomon seal 3 0
White wood aster 13 7
Plant species richness: 12 8
Native and naturalized plant species richness (forbs and flowering shrubs/vines): 10 6
Non-native plant species richness: 2 0

*Non-native species
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Table 7. Percent vegetation cover by species and cover type at daylight and non-daylight portions of the “Black Snake Road -

South ” site, 2022-2023. Species richness of native and non-native flowering plants are presented.

Black Snake Road - South
Plant species/Cover type Da()rlght N‘(,:_.-:n‘:’r:ﬁm
Common bedstraw 3 0
Common self-heal 7 0
Goldenrod 20 0
Grass 20 0
Greenbriar 3 3
Leaf litter 13 60
| Log 7 20
Moss 0 3
Queen Anne's lace 10 0
Sassafras 0 7
Striped maple 0 3
White rattlesnake root 3 0
White sweet clover 3 0
White wood aster 3 0
Witch hazel 0 3
Yellow clover 7 0
Plant species richness: 10 5
Native and naturalized plant species richness (forbs and flowering shrubs/vines): 9 2
Non-native plant species richness: 0 0
*Non-native species
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Table 8. Percent vegetation cover by species and cover type at daylight and non-daylight portions of tze “Reservoir ” site, 2022-

2023. Species richness of native and non-native flowering plants are presented.

Reservoir
2 Daylight Non-daylight
Plant species/Cover type (:l'yg (Con t{' olg)

American Beech 0 7
Grass 10 0
Greenbriar 0 0
Leaf litter 23 57
Lobe-leafed hepatica 3 0
| Log 0 0
Moss 0 17
Mountain laurel 7 3
Multiflora rose* 3 0
Rhododendron () 3
Rock 3 7
Sassafras 0 0
Solomon seal 3 3
Spotted wintergreen 0 3
Striped maple 0 0
Witch hazel 0 0
White ash 7 0
Wild geranium 3 0
Wood chips 23 0
Wood fern 3 0
Woodland sunflower 10 0
Plant species richness: 9 5
Native and naturalized plant species richness (forbs and flowering shrubs/vines): 6 3
Non-native plant species richness: 1 0

*Non-native species




91

Table 9. Percent vegetation cover by species and cover type at daylight and non-daylight portions of the “Bel - Tip” site, 2022-

2023. Species richness of native and non-native flowering plants are presented.

Bel - Tip

Plant species/Cover type Dl::\:;ght M()g::t':_::ﬁm
Autumn olive* 3 0
Black eyed Susan 5 ()
Blueberry (Vaccinium ) 10 17
Chestnut oak 0 7
Daisy fleabane 3 0
Deptford pink 3 ()
False Solomon seal 3 ()
Grass 13 0
Greenbriar 0 3
Leaf litter 13 40
Log 0 7
Moss 0 20
Multiflora rose®* 7 0
Ox eye daisy 7 0
Qucen Anne's lace 3 0
St John's wort 3 1]
Sweet white clover 3 1]
White pine 0 3
White wood aster 3 0
Witch hazel 3 3
Wood chip 17 0
Plant species richness: 14 5
Native and naturalized plant species richness (forbs and flowering shrubs/vines): 11 3
Non-native plant species richness: 2 0

*Non-native species
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Table 10. Percent vegetation cover by species and cover type at daylight and non-daylight portions of the “80 - Woodland ” site,

2022-2023. Species richness of native and non-native flowering plants are presented.

80 - Woodland
: Daylight | Non-daylight
1 " - 4
Plant species/Cover type (Tx) (Control)
Canada mayflower 0 13
Canada thistle 3 0
Colts foot 3 0
Goldenrod 13 0
Grass 3 0
Jewelweed 20 0
Leaf litter 13 57
Log 7 27
Sensitive fern 7 0
Star flower 0 3
Sweetfern 7 0
White wood aster 7 0
Whorled loosestrife 3 1]
Wood chip 13 0
Plant species richness: 9 2
Native and naturalized plant species richness (forbs and flowering shrubs/vines): 6 2
Non-native plant species richness: 0 0
*Non-native species
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Table 11. Percent vegetation cover by species and cover type at daylight and non-daylight portions of the “322 - Port Matilda”

site, 2022-2023. Species richness of native and non-native flowering plants are presented.

322 - Port Matilda
; i Daylight | Non-daylight
Plant species/Cover type (Tx) (Control)

Bare ground 3 0
Blueberry (Vaccinium ) 0 13
Chestnut oak 0 10
Common milkweed 7 (0
Garlic mustard® 3 0
Grass 33 0
Leaf litter 33 57
Log 3 7
Ragweed 3 0
Red oak 10 0
Rock 0 7
Teaberry 0 7
White wood aster 0 3
Witch hazel 0 3
Wood chip 3 0
Plant species richness: 5 5
Native and naturalized plant species richness (forbs and flowering shrubs/vines): 2 4
Non-native plant species richness: 1 0

*Non-native species
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Table 12. Percent vegetation cover by species and cover type at daylight and non-daylight portions of the “Fox Hollow Road -

North ” site in 2023. Species richness of native and non-native flowering plants are presented.

Fox Hollow Road - North
[Plant species/Cover type Da::\rl;g)hl N‘(’g::':‘::ﬁm
Autumn olive* 0 3
Blackberry 0 3
Blackhaw 0 3
Burnweed 3 10
Crown vetch* 6 0
Garlic mustard®* 6 0
Grass 23 0
| _Pignut hickory 0 6
Leaf litter 30 50
| Log 3 0
Multiflora rose* 6 0
Oriental bittersweet* 0 6
Privet* 3 0
Queen Anne's lace 10 0
Sassafras 3 0
| Virginia crecper 0 10
White wood aster 3 3
Plant species richness: 9 8
Native and naturalized plant species richness (forbs and flowering shrubs/vines): 4 6
Non-native plant species richness: 4 2
*Non-native species
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Table 13. Percent vegetation cover by species and cover type at daylight and non-daylight portions of the “Fox Hollow Road -

South ” site in 2023. Species richness of native and non-native flowering plants are presented.

Fox Hollow Road - South
Plant species/Cover type Da:y.l!;j;hl N:;:::ﬂ:ﬁm

Black cherry 3 0
Blakhaw 0 3
Bush honeysuckle* 0 3
Garlic mustard® 13 0
Grass 20 ()
Leaf litter 16 43
Log 13 6
Oriental bittersweet® 6 3
Poison ivy 0 3
Privet 10 3
Ragweed 13 ()
Red maple 0 3
Rock 0 6
Rubus 0 6
Sassafras 3 0
Viburnum 0 3
Virginia creeper 0 6
Wood fern 0 6
Plant species richness: 7 10
Native and naturalized plant species richness (forbs and flowering shrubs/vines): < 7
Non-native plant species richness: 2 2

*Non-native species
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Noxious Plant Species Present at the Sites

A total of 36 noxious plant species were recorded at all Task 1 sites. 29 noxious plant species were
recorded at all Tx plots, and 23 species were recorded at all Control plots (See SUPPLEMENTAL
MATERIALS: Noxious Plant Species Present at the Sites).

Tx Plots

29 noxious plant species were recorded at all Tx plots. Of the 12 total Tx plots assessed from 2022 to
2023, Fox Hollow Road - S was the Tx plot with the most noxious plant species recorded (n=17) and
Clinton - Union was the Tx plot with the fewest (n=3). The mean number of noxious plant species per Tx
plot was 8.58 (n=12), and the mean number of noxious plant species per assessment period for the Tx
plots was 5.225 (n=40).

The mean number of noxious plant species that were recorded for each Tx plot (i.e. the mean of the 2to 4
assessment periods for each plot) was also calculated. The Fox Hollow Road - S Tx plot had the highest
mean number of noxious plant species per assessment period (13.5, n=2), and the 322 - Port Matilda Tx
plot had the lowest mean per assessment period (1.5, n=4). Rankings of the total number of noxious plant
species and of the mean number of noxious plant species per assessment period for the Tx plots are shown
in Fig. 80.

Total Number of Mean Number of Noxious| Number of
TREATMENT PLOTS Noxious Plant Species TREATMENT PLOTS Plant Species per Assessment
Recorded Assessment Period Periods
Fox Hollow Road - S 17 Fox Hollow Road - §* 13.5 2*
Black Snake Road - N 14 Fox Hollow Road - N* 95 2*
Fox Hollow Road - N 11 Black Snake Road - N 7.75 4
Bel - Tip / Bel - Tip 6.5 4
Eagleton (tie) 10 170.4* 6 2*
120 - 820 9 120 - 820 5.75 4
Reservoir / Eagleton 5.5 B
170.4 (tie) 7 Reservoir - a
_ Black Snake Road - S 6 80 - Woodland 3 4
80 - Woodland 5 Black Snake Road - S 2.75 El
322 -Port Matilda T 4 Clinton - Union* | 2 T2
"~ Clinton - Union 3 322 - Port Matilda 15 T4

* unequal number of assessment periods

Figure 80. Rankings of the total number of noxious plant species and of the mean number of noxious plant species per assessment
period for the Tx plots.

Control Plots

23 noxious plant species were recorded at all Control plots. Of the 12 total Control plots assessed from
2022 to 2023, three plots had no noxious plant species recorded: Clinton - Union, Black Snake Road -
S, and Reservoir . The Fox Hollow Road - S Control plot had the most (n=16). The mean number of
noxious plant species per Control plot was 4.83 (n=12), and the mean number of noxious plant species per
assessment period for the Control plots was 2.225 (n=40).
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The Fox Hollow Road - S Control plot had the highest mean number of noxious plant species per
assessment period (13, n=2), and the Black Snake Road - S, Clinton - Union, and Reservoir Control
plots had the lowest means per assessment period (0, n=4 except Clinton - Union n=2). Rankings of the
total number of noxious plant species and of the mean number of noxious plant species per assessment

period for the Control plots are shown in Fig. 81.

Total Number of Noxious Mean Number of Noxious| Number of
CONTROL PLOTS Plant Species Recorded CONTROL PLOTS Plant Species per Assessment
Assessment Period Periods
I Fol_ﬂgllplv_ l_!oid -S 16 Fox Hollow Road _-.S>' 13 ? 2y
" Fox Hollow Road - N 14 " Fox Hollow Road - N* 10.5 2*
1704 7 __1704° 3 2"
| Black Snake Road - N 6 Black Snake Road - N 3.25 4
120-820 120 - 820

322 - Port Matilda (tie) 4 322 - Port Matilda (tie) 15 4
Bel - Tip / Bel -Tip/

80 - Woodland (tie) 3 80 - Woodland (tie)} 0.75 4
Eagleton 1 Eagleton 0.25 4
Black Snake Road - S/ Black Snake Road - S/ 4

Clinton - Union / Clinton - Union* / 2*
Reservoir (tie) 0 Reservoir (tie) 0 4

* unequal number of assessment periods

Figure 81. Rankings of the total number of noxious plant species and of the mean number of noxious plant species per assessment

period for the Control plots.
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DISCUSSION
Pollinator Habitat Assessments

Pollinator assessment tools were developed to be objective indicators of pollinator habitat quality.
However, certain biases based on training, background, and personal perceptions may unintentionally
(and unavoidably) be evident in scoring. For example, novice users of assessments may consider non-
native flowering plants as equivalent to native flowering plants in the quality of food resources provided
to pollinators. Also, one of the scoring metrics requires the user to estimate in the field the percent cover
of invasive species. This is problematic, as perceptions of what is “invasive” can differ among users, and
how one estimates cover is highly subjective. For example, native plants such as hayscented fern can
dominate a landscape and restrict the spread of nectar plants, but is hayscented fern “invasive”? Our
research team has wrestled with that very question.

In the time since our research team’s 2021 PennDOT Report, the Tier 3 ROWHWG pollinator habitat
scorecard has undergone scoring changes—specifically, the scores for “Abundance of Milkweed” have
been reduced. The maximum amount of points available for this metric has been halved; therefore, with
v2.2 of the scorecard, the presence or absence of milkweed does not have as much influence on the
habitat scores as with the previous version of the scorecard. This is a welcome improvement.

According to the results of the pollinator habitat assessments, some Tx plots scored higher than their
corresponding Control plots, some Tx plots scored lower than their corresponding Control plots, and
some pairs of Tx and Control plots had roughly equal scores. For example, at the Clinton - Union site in
July 2022, the Tx plot had fewer nectar plants (native and non-native), fewer native nectar plants, and
fewer pollinator habitat resources than the Control plot. Conversely, at the Eagleton site in July 2023, the
Tx plot had more nectar plants, more native nectar plants, and slightly more pollinator habitat resources
than the Control plot. In instances where the Tx and the Control plots had roughly equal scores, such as at
the Black Snake Road - S site in August 2022, the Tx plot had milkweed and more nectar plants, but also
had a higher percentage of invasive plant cover than the Control plot.

Overall, for sites that our research team assessed in 2022 and 2023, the Tx plots tended to have more
nectar plant species but also more invasive plant cover. This is also reflected in our Vegetation Species
Richness surveys. With the exception of the Fox Hollow Road - N and Fox Hollow Road - S sites, more
noxious plant species were recorded at the Tx plots than at their corresponding Control plots.

Vegetation Species Richness

To accompany the subjective vegetation assessment scores associated with the pollinator report card
(above), objective transect-sampling for plants was concurrently conducted at all site. This approach is
robust in documenting the percent cover of plants but is not robust at detecting rare plants at a particular
site. When we compared the objective vegetation species richness statistically, daylight sites did have
significantly more coverage of native, flowering forbs and shrubs. However, similar to our noxious plant
results, we also found significantly more coverage of non-native plants in daylight sites. This result
indicates that daylighting increases solar radiation and ‘releases’ native forbs and other flowering plants
from the seedbank—however, the daylighting process and related site disturbance also releases and/or
introduces non-native plants to the daylight areas. For daylight sites to have the greatest positive impact
on pollinators, daylighting should be followed by selective herbicide application to reduce non-native and
invasive plants---especially plants such as Japaneses stiltgrass and Japanese knotweed. We also note that
daylighting seems to work best on secondary roads (versus interstates) perhaps due to the lower rate of
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invasive species introduction at these sites. Secondary roads have less traffic and, therefore, less
opportunity for invasive seeds and fragments to be introduced.

Noxious Plant Species Present at the Sites

With the exception of the two Fox Hollow Road sites, more noxious plant species were recorded at the
Tx plots than at their corresponding Control plots (again, a ‘noxious’ plant is any invasive plant
designated by an Agricultural/Governoring authority that is injurious to crops or ecosystems see:
https://www.aphis.usda.gov/sites/default/files/weedlist.pdf). This is logical as daylighting removes tall,
woody vegetation in order to encourage the growth of flowering shrubs and forbs, but can also allow non-
native plants to invade (especially sun-loving and disturbance-mediated species like Japanese knotweed
and Japanese stiltgrass). The ROWHWG Tier 3 scorecard does not include a metric on the number of
noxious plant species, so we do not necessarily expect the lowest scoring plots to have the highest number
of noxious plant species or the highest scoring plots to have the fewest. Regardless, we regard these data
as crucial for future vegetation management decisions for roadsides.

RECOMMENDATIONS

o Daylighting is a tool used by the Pennsylvania Department of Transportation (PennDOT) to
increase sightlines along roadways and potentially improve road safety by increasing road
exposure to solar radiation and decrease icing on road surfaces. Our results indicate that this
technique may have secondary benefits for pollinators by exposing roadsides to increased solar
radiation and ‘releasing’ native flowering plants from the seed bank.

e Our data indicate daylighting implemented along secondary roads in rural areas provides benefits
to native pollinators. These sites, generally, have lower coverage of invasive/non-native plant
species and higher flowering plant species overall than sites along interstate highways. In
addition, pollinators attracted to roadsides on secondary roads will be less likely to be killed by
traffic. Butterflies are most likely to be killed by cars and these pollinators are especially prone to
traffic collisions along roadways with high rates and speeds of traffic (Hopwood et al 2015).

o Transect-based vegetation inventories indicate that daylighting increases the coverage of native,
flowering forbs and shrubs/vines along secondary roadsides. However, invasive and non-native
vegetation species also increases in daylight areas. We recommend that managers follow
daylighting with selective herbicide application to control invasive plants and further ‘release’
native flowering plants that benefit pollinators. Our research indicates that daylighting may
increase coverage of critical plants for monarchs like milkweeds and goldenrods. However, our
sampling was limited to daylight sites that were treated within that past 1-2 years. We expect
native flowering plants to increase their coverage over time as long as invasive, non-native plant
species are controlled.

e We did not detect significant differences in pollinator assessment scores between daylight and
non-daylight sites. Pollinator scorecards include assessment of additional habitat components
needed by pollinators (nesting, over-wintering habitat). Although daylighting releases native
flowering plants, it may not concurrently increase these additional habitat components.
Additionally, the concurrent increased coverage of non-native plants negatively affects scores.
Proper post-daylighting treatment, we believe, will be reflected in increased pollinator scores.
Finally, surveys of native pollinators are recommended to provide more detailed information
about the species and types (butterflies, bees, flies, etc.) of pollinators that may respond to
daylight implementation along roadways.



https://www.aphis.usda.gov/sites/default/files/weedlist.pdf
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SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIALS
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Pollinator Habitat Assessment Scorecard
Rights-Of-Way As Habitat Working Group (ROWHWG)

Pollinator Habitat Scorecard (Tier 3 —v2.2)
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RIGHTS-OF-WAY AS HABITAT POLLINATOR SCORECARD -TIER 3 v2.2 PAGE 1 OF 4
Site Name ROW Organization
Assessor Assessor’s Affiliation
Monitoring Type  Survey Type
Site Start O Baseline O Random/Systematic
Area acres  Date Time O Post-activity O Representative’
INSTRUCTIONS

Tier 3 assessments provide a qualitative rating of habitat quality and information on plant composition. Sum all points in
the Total Points box to calculate a score. Note additional pollinator and management information on the back. Use the
attached Plant Species Worksheets. 'If using this scorecard for CCAA monitoring purposes, plot locations must be
randomly selected. See Section 14.2 of the CCAA for more details.

Plot Number Plot Location Photos (describe)
Plot Description (ROW type, off-ROW or facility, leased vs. owned, etc.)

Adjacent Land Use (select up to two categories for land use adjacent to site nearest the plot location)

[] cropland [] woodland [[] Grassland (Diverse) [C1 other:
[] Developed [[] wetland [[] Grassland (Non-Diverse)
Potentially Flowering Nectar Plant Cover Additional Habitat Resources Notes
® Native bunch grasses -—---—---------—- > O
O 0% > {0} = Brush piles > 0
O 1-5% > {1} ® Undisturbed thatch--——--—--—----—-—-- > |
O 6-10% > {6} ® Dead wood/snags-—-------—------------ > O
O 11-25% > {12} = Rock piles > m]
O 26-50% > {18} ® More than 1 sq. ft bare ground --—--- > O
O 51-75% > {24} = Pplants with hollow pithy stems--—--- > O
O 76-100% > {30} = Larval host plants (e.g., milkweed)- > O
POINTS POINTS (3 POINTS EACH)
Number of Nectar Plant Species* Number of Native Nectar Plant Species*
O 0 species > {0} O 0 species > {0}
O 1-5 species > {3} O 1-5species > {1}
O 6-10 species > {6} () 6-10 species > {2}
O 11-20 species > {8} (O 11-15 species > {3}
O 21-35 species > {11} O 16 - 20 species > {5}
O > 35 species > {17} O > 20 species > {7}
POINTS POINTS

* see Plant Species Worksheets on page 3

. JTE frae era ) WILDLIFE
) cardno ComEd y’ ME 1 g_R_ with trees g PennState 42 Hasitar councit

& i
0 . g 2 2
TOME  comw i @ Byowsst  @nech  gyngenta @ Xewsey
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RIGHTS-OF-WAY AS HABITAT POLLINATOR SCORECARD -TIER 3 v2.2 PAGE2 OF 4

Abundance of Milkweed* Invasive Species & Noxious Weed Cover*

QO O0stems > {0} O 0% > {6}

O 1stem > {3} O 1-5% > {5}

QO 2-5stems > {5} O 6-10% > {4}

O 6-10stems > {6} O 11-25% > {3}

O 11-50stems > {9} O 26-50% > {2}

O >50stems > {13} O 51-75% > {1}
Ol 76-100% > {0}

POINTS POINTS
HABITAT QUALITY RATINGS (see the User's Guide for more detail)
3 Z : : TOTAL POINTS

0 - 20: Improvement Opportunity ~ 21 - 35: Basic Habitat Quality

36 - 50: Moderate Habitat Quality 51 - 75: High Habitat Quality 76+: Exemplary

Pollinators Observed

[C] Honeybees [ Monarchbutterflies [] Beetlesonflowers [l Moths [[1 other

[C1 otherbees [] Otherbutterflies [C] wasps on flowers [1 Flies on flowers  (describe):

Threats

[]1 Lack of management direction, targets, orobjectives

[C] Negative perception of habitat

["1 Woody encroachment

[ invasive species competition

[7] Habitat conversion

(e.g., actions that remove nectar plants during the growing season; habitat loss by construction,
broadscale vegetation controls, or other land disturbance)

Frequent grazing, mowing or herbicide use during the growing season

Adjacent land use encroachment (e.g., unauthorized land uses)

Adjacent land use impacts

(e.g., chemical drift, cropland or developed land adjacent to site without a hedgerow present)

Other (describe):

O Ooog

Opportunities

[ Enhancement native seeding/planting

[C] Adding nesting structures (e.g., brush piles, nesting structures)
[] Preserving areas of dead wood or undisturbed thatch

[1 use of site for public outreach oreducation

[] Engaging volunteer partnerships in siteconservation

[1 other (describe):

Please use the Threats & Opportunities observed to complete the Management Module (see Users’ Guide for more info).

Observations/Recommendations

) Cardno ComéEd nu:vi {"‘; ERC ) wv(hvtrws % era G PeiiState ) wioure

freordracd /4 Ressurce Group 7 HABITAT COUNCIL
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105

RIGHTS-OF-WAY AS HABITAT POLLINATOR SCORECARD -TIER 3 v2.2 PAGE 3 OF 4
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ PLANT SPECIES WORKSHEETS —
List Nectar Species (include milkweed; also provide count by milkweed species below) Native? Blooming?
1 | O
2 O O
3 O O
4 O O
5 O O
6 O O
7 O O
8 O O
9 O O
10 O O
11 O O
12 O O
13 [ (|
14 | |
15 O (|
16 O O
17 | N
18 | O
19 | O
20 [N fill

Count the total number of species, native species, and blooming species:

(Additional space on Page 4) (species)  (native)  (blooming)
List Milkweed Species Tally by: Stems (o';'tai:)‘ntsa”

1

2

3

4

Count the total number of milkweed stems and (optionally) plants:

Describe any unknown species for later identification:

Q § Bpe™ ara 5 ”
Dowke S808 0 paer® Y ERC i PN ) renosime A o
CNUC . mg @ Byoussy  @NReca syngenta @ xesitrersy
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RIGHTS-OF-WAY AS HABITAT POLLINATOR SCORECARD -TIER 3 v2.2 PAGE 4 OF 4
------------------------------------------------------------- PLANT SPECIES WORKSHEETS
List Nectar Species (continued) Native? Blooming?
21 O O
2 O
23 O O
2% O O
2% O O
2% O O
27 O O
28 O O
29 O O
30 O O
3 | O
32 O O
33 O B
34 O O
35 O O
36 O O
37 || [
38 O O
39 O O
40 | [

Describe how natives were defined:

List Invasive & Noxious Weeds Species % Cover by Species
1

2
3
4
5
6
7

Estimate total cover of invasive species and noxious weeds:

Describe how invasive/noxious species were defined:

D Gargne Coniid € pavey # ERC i with trees ™ 7 Y remmsme @ o

kL
= % o
& CNUC conteva i ) @ & onasen € NRECA syngenta. @ XoelEneryy
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Detailed Site Data per Assessor
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ASSESSOR: HLCS (2022)

Tx Sites

Site Name (A-Z]

Be!-Tip 2
Black Srake #d - N i 1 355% ] 7 4 12.5%
Black Snake Rg - 5 T " T [ T et Al il R 1T [ V. el [
Clinton / Usion a 333% 0 ] 1 83%
T eageton [N & b | 19 | 5 | | e | 3 T 3t || -zam | i
Reservall 7 412% 0 4 L So%
120-820 a 333% " 3 3 218
17704 16 2% 0 1 2 167%
23 port Mt [P (1 8 6 G i 33
80 - Woodland 26 T 538% A 6 4 15.4%

Control Sites

Site Name (A-Z)

&) (fwthunc|

88 (temmant)

Bed - T
Sack Sake Rd -N
Dlack Snake R4 - 5
Clintan / Union
Eagwton

80 - Woodland

Ta Sites
Site Name (A-2)
Bel - Tip
Black Srake Rd - N F1 (Ferthan T 3 3 10.9%
PlacksoadeRd-S0 7 RO T T Bt N e )
Clmron:;".mon _ rihan 13 2 1 o™
" Eageton | 64 T et s YO s T
Revervoir A 7 1 30
120 - 820 a 1 a 1%
170.4 a0 [ 3 22.7% 26-50%
327 - Poet Matida 6 70 1 % 6-10%
#0 - Woodland 62 3 2 9.9% 6-10%

Control Sites
Site Name (A7) [Tier 3v2.2 Score|  Tx Plot Score
el - Tip 59 68 (terthant)

Biack Soake B9 - N ™ 7
BocksnakeRo S| @ | Jiiieshect| v | e
Clinton / Uaion 25 24
___ Eapleton 18 17
Resatvair 23 21
120 - 820 13 12
T . 54 L
322 - Port Matikly () &6 (Terthanc) 16 16
80 - Woodland W 82 [+ thanc| 9 3

Scale:
0-20 ="Improvement Opportunity"

36-50 = “Moderate Habitat Quality”

51-75 = “High Habitat Quality”
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ASSESSOR: HLCS (2023)

Tx Sites
Sise Name IA-Z) |Tierd v2.2 Score £ Polinator Habitat Resources | ENOxOus 300, | 2 Naxious 500, | % Invisive Coverl
Bal - Tip « 4 & 5 125% 51.75%
Black Snake Rd - N [ 70 {42r than Tu) 1 3 S 11.4% - 10%
Black Snake Rd - § &7 B | T R R NI | T G0N
" Eagieton | 66 a 3 4 11.25%
Fox Mollow - N E°H €6 (Twrthan Tal 0 5 " 26-50%
" Fox Hollaw - § 52 &1 (Terihan T R Tl i PR, e ey ke e A
Reservolr 57 TetoT 1 & 3 130%
120. 520 a ] E ry 267%
322 - Port Matiida o A (T han Ty ) e g5 .
T 8- Woodand » T Forthantal T 2 3 | 188

Control Sites

Site Name (A-Z) Ix
Bel-Tp [ ] W (Terrtaac)
BlackSnaeRd-N| 70 B ATTTTay
Sack ke pd S| 66 | @ itemesti| 3
Eagloton = 66 (Ter v ) 12
Fox Hollow - N % 6B [for i £ 3
“Foxtiolow5 |1 | 52 ibwmmel
57 $7 (atec)
&7 - YE T
322 - Port Matikia T B4 [Lerthan | s i B T 0 T oo | 1s%
8- Woodand | 8 BTN 18 12 a7 0 ’ 0 0.0% 16%
Tx Sies
Site Name (A-Z)

ei-Te

Fo Hollow - N

Fox Hollow - $ 69 iterthen T
Reservoir (Ferthan g
120 - 820
322 Port Matiida
£0 - Woodiand
Control Sites
ke Name (A2}
Bel-To
Biack Snake Rd N €] 25 i [ R I S | R R S
flack Srake Rd - 5 &5 [der than € L] 3
Eagleton 63 |Lertham ) 17 17 {
Fox Hodow - N | RCATTT0 T ) 7 E &
Fox Hollow - § |50 lber <) b1 n ) 6 4
Reservolr 70 S8 | LerthamC | 13 13 9 : o
T 120-820 I i | 11 | eeox | o | 7 | e | oex | eiom
322 - Port Matilds ] 100.0% ) 'l L] 04T% 1-5%
0 - Woodand 1% aL% ) 7 0 [ 15%

0-20 = "Improvement Opportunity"

36-50 = “Moderate Habitat Quality”
51-75 = “High Habitat Quality”
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ASSESSOR: BDR (2022)
Tx Sitos
ERgllinator Habitat Resources | £ Noxiows 500, | 5% Noxous 500,
L8N y 4 3 85% 11-25%
4TSN 0 3 5 120% 11258
395% + 4 3 FATS 1125%
" Ginton / Union T 462% Tl 1 1 T % | 15w
" Eageton &S.4% 0 Az —ta—zz ] 3 113% T H10%
Bevarvair % ) 4 a 14.3% 11-25%
120 - 820 440N " 3 § 19.7% 5175
1704 A ON J H 5 0% 11-25%
322 - Fort Matiida ¥ 1150 5 3 am &10%
80 - Woodiand 515% ‘ a i 12.1% 26-50%
Control Sites
Site Nacos (A-Z) # Pollinator Habisat Resources | £ Noxiows 500, | X% Noxous sop.
bel -Tip £S5 ) 67 | fw thant | 13 1 100.0% 0 2 0 0.0% o
Black Sake Rd - N & 38 [ber thant | 37 25 67.6% 0 3 3 A%
Black Snake RS - 5 [ @ Fethant| 18 7 MAR J a 0 0.0%
Ointon / Unkan © 2 17 0 R% 3 [ 0.4rs
fagieton | “ 1*taC) 12 1n 9LT% 0 3 o 0.0%
Seservor 6 S5 | 4w thanC | 2 1 24.0% 0 3 0 0.0%
20.820 | 55 | | 19 7 g25% 3 1 53%
“0a | @ ) n S
322-Port Matiids | 62 | 72 itwethent) | 25 2 60
80 Woodland | &1 | | o T T R
Tx Sites
Site Name (A7) [Tiee 3 v Comtrol Piot scare
Bel - Tip 9 (4ot than Tv)
Black Sruke Rd - ¥ n 0 (4wt than Ta)
WackSmakeRe-S§ 61 | 61(=taTe) | ET) 20 0.6%
Cinton / Usion [0 &% S8 (T ar than o) 19 7 355%
tapeton |88 | SEeiher | % n | e |
Resecvoit 28 2 6%
" 120-820 2 1 50.0%
1704 ’ p 204w
322 - Port Matida 22 14 53 6%
80 - Woodiand 7 14 S19%
Control Sites
Site Name (A7) Ix Plot Score
Bel - Tip 39
Black Seake Rd - N 0 72 1 ter thant |
Black Snake R - $ & 61 («t0C) a
“Clinton /Union | 58 | | &7 law henti | ]
Lagleton R $5 | Ter thant ) '
_ Resorvolr 3 4 g
120- 820 2 ($wr than i | 17 15 =% ) . 1 5.9% 15-25%
T 10a R "", A% 3 £1% &10%
322 - Port Matida 67 (fwhanc) 2% 13 95.8% a 3 a2% 15%
80 - Woodland 8T (Fmthant | 13 1 B4 6% 0 3 [ 0.0% 15%

0-20 = "Impr

36-50 = “Moderate Habitat Quality”
51-75 = “High Habitat Quality”
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ASSESSOR: BDR (2023)

Bel - Tip
Wack Snake R - N
Black Snake Ry -5

" Eagleton
“Foxtiolow-N [REEEETEEEIRNNS TR - | 2 | % | o0 | 20 3 00 |1 &
fox Hollow - §
T Reservoir 3
120- 820 o $9 (% e than 14} >
322 - Port Matlids 8 TEA(vteTe 25 1n a30% % 7
8 - Woodlnd % Ll T K 55N 0 [
Control Sites
Ix Plot Scor

@ | Te (|

64 | Terthant |
Witwe=t|

Fox Hollow - S
Reservoir
120 - 820

Bel - Tip
Wack Snake N - N
Black Snako Rd - S

Eﬂlumn

Fox totow - N
~ Fox Hollow - §
anofmnr

120- 820
322 - Port Matilda
80 - Woodland

Controd Sites
e Name (AT}
Bl - Tip
Back snoke ha - N|
Black Snake Rd - 5

Engleton (3] L‘rf'....'T
Fax Wollow - N 64 (To than | 26
_FoxHollow - 5 el eaetd] 5
Reservoir
_120-820
322 - Pont Matiida
80 - Woodand TS [l et 21
Scale:

ement Opportunity”

36-50 = “Moderate Habitat Quality”

51-75 = “High Habitat Quality”
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ASSESSOR: AWS (2022)
T Sites
e Nome (A7) tems
el - Tip ¢ ) 2 5 1% 1-5%
Back Snake Rd - N 0 4 5 10.9% £10%
Stack Snake Ad - § 25 5 4 93% wa
Cinteo / Union 0 1 ] ESLY LN
Eagleton -~ 72. 0 2 2 e LY
Neservor 7 S8 (' than To) N 1 7.a% 0 i} 1 15.0%
120 - 220 2 373 (i then )| 13 13  eaax 610 2z 5 75.0%
104 55 (4t than 12 2 16 y Y AL
322 - Port Mattiida w S4 (4w than Tr 8 17 0. 7% 12 4 1 36%
80~ Woodland [ Taa0 thas 14 3 n .7% 7 a 3 N
w
Wack Stabe g - N - S8 [Peethant| "
[ . s B TA | Pwthanc)
Clinton / Union | n %
T Esgwton ]
Reservar -
120-820
170.4
322 - Port Matlida [ €0 (#erihan |
" 80 - Woodland e 0 [P thanc)
Tx Sites
Sito Name (A7) [Ter3v22
Bl - Tip 2 !
Wack Srake Rd - N - i 59.6% 4 a [
Black Soake Ad -5 61 4 (T than To) Q2 7 B3N 2 2 2
" Clinton / Union S (Awetnnty) | 10 s | esax | 0 T 7 N T
Eagleton o Tt i o} ) 30 9.7% ) ) y
Reservor 5 62 (7w than T 7 12 ®0. 7% 0 a 3
wo-320 |88 T hes 143 | n 1 50.0% ‘ ) [
1704 l}_m 15 2 13.I% c ! 1
322 - Port Mtiida - S8 (T vhen Ta) 21 1 S5 12 4 H
#0 - Woodland | é | . T 2 15 35 6% 0 ] 3
Control Sites
Slie Name (A7) i £ Noxiows 100,
Bel - Tip *» 0 o
BackSnabeRd-N| 57 0 o
WackSabe Rd -S| 4 | 6L (dethanc) 17 7 100,0% [ 5 0
" Cinten / Union 57 15 16 22 0% 0 3 0
Eagleton | w 18w nancl 1 0 35.2% 0 3 0
Heservor w 35 (derthanc n 1 85.2% U $ ¢
120-820 @ S0 (Tl 15 12 #0.0% o % )
1704 a 43 n 808 0 2 2
327 - Port Maniida “ 49 | e thant | 12} w0 90.9% ( 3 1 5% 1-5%
780 - Woodland o (Termant] 12 [ 100.0% 0 3 0 0.0% 1.5%
Scale:

ement Opportunity”

36-50 = “Moderate Habitat Quality”

51-75 = “High Habitat Quality”
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HteName (A-0) & Nowioes 300,
Bel - Tip 3 . 4

Back Soake Ad - N % » £5.2% 1 4 B 12.8% 11.25%
Black Snake #d - S ET) ) 4N 5 ¢ 1 16% 2650
Eagleton 34 24 7% a 4 5 13.5% 26-90%
Fox Holiow - N 38 24 £3.2% 0 3 2 2018 26-50%
Fox Hollow - § ) 1% S ) . 9 20.0% 26-50%
Reservoir 2% P4 20.0% 0 £ ° Q0% 20-50%
120810 19 B 37.9% o 3 1 00N 51.75%

322 - Port Matikle 29 1 1% an S 2 69% 11-26%
80 - Woodlnd 7 ? &1 2% ) 2 3 11L0% N6 100%
Control Sites

Site Name (A-2) ITier 3v2.2 e TaPlotScore |8 Nectar Tasa | 8 Native Taxa | % Native T ] emi| ¥ Pol Habitat # Noweos spp. | % Nexlous sop. | % vitive

Bal-T &) (Permanc) 12 B 100.0% ) s =} 0.0% 1.5%
Black Snake Rd - N 60 (Tarmanc) 24 0 233% 0 4 1 42% 6-10%
Black Snake 70 - 5 36 [Tortn €3 22 n %.5% 0 : 0 Q0N 1-5%

Lagleton Tomei) 15 15 100.0m y ! ] aus -1 00%

Fox Hollow - N 37 &1 |'Tor e £ 33 4 7% D 3 s 24.2% 6 10%
Fox Holow - 5 a M 0 458 ) s 0 2238 5-10%

Reservoir .5 il 33 1 %.5% ) s aon 15%

120 - R8I0 ' gl 100.0% ) 4 =} aos 26-50%

322 - Port Matiida 0 A9 (o man £} 3 i3] S7.1% 0 s 1 29% 5%
80 - Woodland 36 18 17 MoK ) : 1 6% 1.5%

Tu Sites

SteName i) & Negtar Tasa £ Nosious 500,

Bel-Tip 7

ok seabe R - ET 3

Black Snake 73 - 59 27 2
Lagheton | ) ] ) .

Fau Hollow - N | 0 ) 4 5
Fox Hollow -5 | 6 ) : 17
“Hesorvor* | T : b F]

120 - 820 22 3 1 4

322 - Port Matida 20 Q 3 °
80 - Woodknd 0 3 1
Cantrol Sites m

Site Nama (A-2) TaPlot Score | & Nectar Taxa| & Native Taxa | % Native Taus| ¥ Mik 8| ¥ Polfingtor Mabitet Resources| # Nosious 5pp. | X Newious spe. | X% invasive Cover

el - To 15 1 . ) ) 2 1.8 G-10%

r,,( ¢ Ad - 19 1 e aw L] 2 10.0% 6-10%
Black Snake Rd - S €} 3 100 0% ) i o a0% 0%

" Eagleton 20 20 0008 0 3 I oo% 100N
Fos Mollow - N 4 o) | 4 9.2 1-5%
Fox Hollow - § 38 0 0 26.3% 6 10%
" Resecvolr "0 - S B | oox T 15%

120 am 14 y 0 0 oo 1(}:.0\

W-ronnauval @ | 25 M 0 4 ao% 1.5%

80-Woodund | 3% | 15 3 j 5 3 % 15%

ement Opportunity”

36-50 = “Moderate Habitat Quality”
51-75 = “High Habitat Quality”
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Summary of Scores and Rankings per Assessor

2022 Objective Site Rankings (all users)
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Summary of Scores and Rankings per Assessor:

2023 Objective Site Rankings (all users)
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Supplemental Studies: Noxious Plant Species Recorded at Treatment and Control Plots
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Chiaton / Union 1704 Fou Moliow - N | Fox Mollow -5 et - Tip
TREATMENT PLOTS -80) 80y (Fom Mollow R | (Fox Mollow Rd) (Bett-Tip
| : :
Nossous fans/ JULY (AUGUST| JULY  AUGUST| kY oy LY AUGUST LY AuGusT)
[ocHm, v neabiomsy . 2oz | 2o:2 | 2022 | 2wz | 2o J‘ 2003 | 2023 | 2020 | 22 | 30m  20m | 20m
-atch Amur mapke ACPY QINOIAT/MOPOSITAT ; 1 |
2 Norwiry magle Acor phatoscides | | XXX X X
3 ground | 'S @ Arp poFOPTEIG | |
i tree of heaven Afnthus arssme | . x| |
1, Baric mustang ANurin petiokrne | } * xxx X xlx x xfx x xx x X
1 porcelsnberry AMpeopss brevpedunuivte | | { {
5, Mugwornt Actomeie va\gans | X xxxx | X X XX X |
1, Mapanewe baberry Serbery thunbergl | | |
1, rioaal bittersweer Cetastrus onbiculotss | % xlxox e x wixox x |
F} potted hnsgweed Centowes stocbe ; | X X X X
1. oeepng/Canada thistle Cirslam orvesse | X X X |
1, bul thistle Cirskam vaigane L | | | i
i Autamin obve Elavapeus umbelyts ; | L] K X XX X Xk X XK X X
2, Butmirg bush EFonpmas obites [ | X
1, Mpanew krotweed Fatapks japonkca 1 |
1, gant knctweet Fotapls rachatinensy | |
3 Erghsh ey Hedera ety | | '
3 shrubiby bushcloves/shruh lespeders (espedeso Bicolor I XX X XK x X
1. wandeal/lapanew privet Cigaatram jagonum/iwodem t | { x
1. border privet Lagostrem obtusfosum | X X X L3L] X |
x X X |
2, comemon/wid/faropeen privet Ligutram waigare | X XXX " x X
1 Lapatrese honeysuckle Lonvere Jmponce { X
1. Acur hooerypsachio Longere medchi : .l % LAt X | x
i, Mocrow's honeyuickie Lonkcers marrony | L0 X X g X XX x x x L X
| X
1, Tatartas henepschie Lonveers rotarico E L x X x x XX X
i, Japanese stiftgrasy ANCTOStEg T Wimineum : | x x X
2 empress/poncess tree, 10y |
3 Orieetal | Mrisrad Pericone eng |
i, mie-a-minste Ferscung perfoboto | e x xx x x |
2 reed Canarygrins Phaiovis oruedivaceo | X | | |
1. widn/glonay buckthorn Mhamnes sinfoba : ; ] |
LN commen Buchthom Ahamnus corhortico | | X X X
| |
i, mukfora rose Aoss multfhony i X x;x xx % lix xix x l;l X XX XX x
? winederry Rubus phoemcoasus | | | |
1 crown wich Secwigery vanp X X X ; X X x X X x ;x X XX X xx x x |
i Linden arrowwood Wibuvrum ddotetun | |

Each “X” in a column represents one of the three pollinator habitat scorecard users. For each
column, the left postion represents HLCS, the center position represents BDR, and the right
position represents either AWS (not bold or underlined) or CGM (bold & underlined).
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Black Snake g - N Black Snake Rd - S Eagleton
TREATMENT PLOTS 150 1014) (8 1084) 1 820)
Naxtous Rank/ JULY AUOUST Iy ALGUST] ULy AuGusT LY AUGUST] July AucusT sy
(o<rm, Comuininy oy b 2022 | 2022 2023 | 223 | 092 | w2z w;m  20; | 022 20m | 2w | om
wares Affrr magho Aer gt Hopointt | |
2 NOrway mapin Acar plotanoses | |
3 Fround eidertishop's P podag |
1, 1rew of hawven Avorthus aFivmo X ' | |
1, i mestant Avrio petolrty | | _* | x: XX xix x x
1 porcelaintenmy Ampeiopsh brevpedanuiots X | x
i, Mragwort Artemeso vugans < | | |
1, Inganese barherry Bertery thunberpy | | x ! | x
1, Orientat timersweet Cetastrus orbicutocus | | | |
sotted srapwens Contaures divde |
1, creeping/Canada thistie Girstm arvense x xox oxlx x xlx x | | X ox {
1, bull thistie Cirsim vafgore x| X x l:l X x X2 x x| X .
2 Auture Oltee Elewagnoy umbedisds [x % :l XX % x X x x X Xx XX x x& X X |
3, burnng tush Evompmys atatsy | | | |
1, laganase inotweed Faops poas [ | x x|
1, gt inotweed Johopar sexhadvwenss : :
) Englsn wy Meviers helw . |
2 Seubty tushoiover/ St Wigedtzs  Lespeden bizotr
2, mayeaffinpanese privet Liguitrum japoniumyluortum | | |
2, boeder privet Ligustrim cotusyoluee | | | '
P commun/witt/turopean priset Lvatrum vwipore
1 lapanese honeysuchie Lonicern japonicn x | |
1, Arrrar haneyiuchle Lenkers messchu | : x ‘
i, Mormow's honeysuckie Lonicers movrowd L3 x XX X x
| |
1, Tatarian honeyiuckle Lanicern tatarico | | ] x X
1, iagarese sitgrany MicTostegaam wmiseum P X xix ¥ xx % 1i XX % x e x x
2 CRIRE/PONCRLS tree, royal paulownia Powdmed romeniosa | |
3 Ovientat Royethumb/ristied knotweed Avsvano bngsets x| | |
1, miea-menute Fersicuna perfetato
2 00d CINIYErass Pholuris ruedieaceo | ' ‘ |
1, sder/igaswy buckthom Mhamaus anfola | | |
1, Common buckthorn RBhononus cathartico ¥ '
i, mudtiliors rume Moy mufons X X;l X | % : X X Xix X
2 wineberry Rabws phoencolasus | | I |
2 CIOWN vetch Secusigenn waria X X X| X XX X XX X X XX X EIX X XX X XX X XX X X
2 Lnden 3mowwoad Vidwmam aMotatues | | | |

Each “X” in a column represents one of the three pollinator habitat scorecard users. For each
column, the left postion represents HLCS, the center position represents BDR, and the right
position represents either AWS (not bold or underlined) or CGM (bold & underlined).
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Keservuir 120 - 820 122 - Port Matida
TREATMENT PLOTS (Rt D65} (Rt 820) (Rt 322)
| | | | | |
Noxious fank) JULY  AUGUST LY ALGUST] LY  AUGUST  JIRY (AUGUST] JULY AUGUST JULY | AUGLUST]
Do, ) S e fan o w2 | 20: 23 | 293 | 02 2022 | 23 | w3 | w: | 222 | wn | w023
ety Arrear magie Acer gnngis/jopanicum |
2 Norway maple Acey platancedes | ! X

3 pround eider foishap's goutweed Argoodum podagone |

i, 1ree cf haaven Adantbus alhsima i i | i | | | l X

i. garic mustard Ayt petiolons ! ! | X X X x l;'l XEK K XK X KX X I;X x

1 porcelainzeny Ampeiozss vevipedancuits | |
3, IMragWon Artemesio valgarns | |
i, Iacarase Batherry Deriverss thanbergh | l
i, Oviental sittersweet Cetastrus ordiaiotin | ' |
2 wotted ksapweed Centoures stoebe | | |

1, croeprg/Canada thisthe Cariwm grvmie | ! | & | ] | | x|
2, ! thivte Corstwm vigore | | | ! x| x| x }
2 Autumn olive Eloeognes ambeiote |
1, Larrang Bush Lutwymun ahatis | | o | | | l
1, laganese anctwees Faloges Jpons | X x x |
i, g inotweed Falopio sechafivensy | | | ;
3 Engleh iy Hedero Neda | |
2 Wby Sushciower/shiub lespedems  [espedear bicofor |
2, wanyieal/lapeeu povet Ligustrues psvicumyTuadern | |
3. bordet privet Lgurtrum sotusfolum | | | | | |
1, caremony wid/Eienpean pravet Ugustruss wslpove !
1 loparew *aneyiuckie Lanven faponcs | i | :
i, Amwr horeysuckie (ovicern mesckil L XX it ! | |
i, Morrow's heoey ke Lovicern movrawy | X X i

X

1, Tatarsan homeysacke {owicern tearico R x| X | |
', lapanese stitprass MTOTEPUN vimiieum X x| ! | Xl x XX X Xj¥ X ¥X X X |
L) npn i Tree, s Suclownia Aoulomnis fomenio | |
b Orerm by Pericor oy —— 3 ) — !
i, milea-minue Persicano perfovara | |
F resd Ganangrass Mol undecen | |
i, slder/posty beckihorn Argrmvus ol | | l
, common tucksnonn Arammus athareico [
|
1. mtifiora o Noua mamflors x| x xx | x| 1
2 wiretarmy Mdus phoenicobss ; | |
2 comn wtch Sexunigera warky X x| oo ox ox aox xheox xfxox oxix x x |
1 Lnden arrowwood Viurmum oo totum | |

Each “X” in a column represents one of the three pollinator habitat scorecard users. For each
column, the left postion represents HLCS, the center position represents BDR, and the right
position represents either AWS (not bold or underlined) or CGM (bold & underlined).




£0 - Woodland
TREATMENT PLOTS (+£0)
Nowsous Rank/ MY AUGUST] JULY  AUGUST]
(o, GRS e Latin Name 02 | 202 w23 202
wanch A magle ACEy Genaia/Japonicumy { x
2 Norway maple Acer piatunoldes |
] ground eider/hishop's goutweed Asgopodium podagrong
i, tree of heven Adunthus oltissma
2, gic mustard Ao petiolnto L
1 porcea ey Ampelopsi Brevpedunculate
3, mugwort Artemesia vulganis
i, lapanese barberry Berbens thundergl
i, Orental Bttersweet Celostrus orboutatus
2 spotted knapweed Contowes stoobe
i, creeping/Canaca thistle Cirsium areense X X XX X x|
1, Bull thistie Cirsium waipore x x X X l:l XX
2 Autumn clive Elvengrus umdelarn
2, burming bush Evonymus eltus
1. lapanese knotweed Falopo jeponkce
1, glant knotweed folopva sochatmensy |
] English ivy Medtero hette
2 shryltly Bnahclover/sheut lesowdiecs  Lespedesa bolor
1, wanybalTapanese privet Liguitrunm jeponicamTuctom
1, border privet Liguatrum obiusyoduen
(B common/wild/Luropean privet Upustriam wilgare
1 Japanese hommywckle (onkera joponko
i, Arrrar honeysackle Lonkerg mooackn
1. Morrow's honeysuckle Lonicero morrowy
L Tatarian honeysuckie Lonicerg tetancn
LN lapanese stitgrass Microstegium wimineum
2 P /i tree, royst p \
L] Orantal ladpstrumb/bostied knotweed Persicovio inogete
1, milea-minute Moeseavis peefoliatn
2 roed candrygrass Pholaris erundicoced
1. akdar/glossy Bockinorn Rhamous alnfode
1, commcn buckehon Ahamows cothantiko
1. multifiors ross Noso muftifiorn |
2 wirsherry Mutrus phosmcalonivg
2 crown veteh Sevuragwa vanu X X XX X XX X XK X X
2 Linden arrowwood Wourmum dlatatum

122

Each “X” in a column represents one of the three pollinator habitat scorecard users. For each
column, the left postion represents HLCS, the center position represents BDR, and the right
position represents either AWS (not bold or underlined) or CGM (bold & underlined).
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Cimon / Usion 174 Fox Hellow - N Fox Hollow - § Bel - Tip
oy (40 0] | trom ot ) | (re Meltow nat {hel-Tip )
| | |
Noziows Rankf JURY  AUGUST| JULY AUGUST] JULY  AUGUST| JULY  AUGUST] JULY AUGUST LY | ALGUST]
{ocmn, ) Cam—— A Mo 202 | 22 | 222  wm | 20m a0 | 203 | wm | w22 202 | 20w | mm

watch Anur maple Acer grnailfopanicus |

2 [T —— Acer pletanaes | | X x| x x |

) round 's B P poveg |

1, tree of beaven Alanthus aitisseno X |

S whc mustaes Alang peticie % xl o e % nT’; X
[ porcelainbery Ampelo1is rewpeomowto |

3, mugwart Artemesia vaiporis |

1, lapanene barherry Derberns tharrbergy | e x| x | e x x [

1, Oviental bittersweet Cesastrus orbsowotus | | XX XX Xpe X X X x |
2 wpotted knsoweed Centoures stoede ! | l

2, creepng/Canada thistle Cruum arvense | | | |

1, tull thistte Crwum vpore { | | | | |
2 Autumn clive Eloeognus smbeiato x X x Ix

2, turring buv Fuomymin aatuy | | X ox x| oxox] xox | | X

1, laponese krotweed FOMOOD Joponca |

1, ghant anceweed FOUND sOcnoimensls | | | |
) Englah vy Hedvrg Aetie | | | X |
2 whrubby BUshOover/UVub Imspedesa Lespedens bicolor |

2, woyteal/lepeness provet Lgustrum Apomcsmyfucidiam | | R |

3, order privet Ugustrum odarsiiolum | | | [ X|x |

x x x |

2, common/ wid/Ewropean semet Ugustrum spoce | X'x x| X% X '
1 lapanese Poneysuckle Lonicena jJaponko |

1, Amut hosoysucs Lomiera moscki | X xix xx x X x |

1, Mormow's tenenucke Lowssera mormows | X Jx x| x !

|

1, Tataran hooeysciio Lomeena Soterkco X X ¥ x X |

1 lagenew witgrasy MrOtepur stmiesm | | |
2 empress/prncess tree, oyl povlowna Poulswnia tomentasa |
) Orermal tady oVt d b f lonptets |

1, il o mimse Persicaris pevfodsta | | | |
1 reed canarygrass Pralary arund\nacen | | | | ;

1, abder/gosy buckthorn At ehifede X |

1, comman ke Aharerun (mthartvn | | X |

| *

1, wuitition rose Aoso muvfisre Xk x ki x x XX | | [ x
2 wnetemy Mudus pharmicninsius x |
1 Crown vetch Securigena wvia ' | | | :
2 LUndden arrowwood Vibumue dlstatum ¥ XX X XX X |

Each “X” in a column represents one of the three pollinator habitat scorecard users. For each
column, the left postion represents HLCS, the center position represents BDR, and the right
position represents either AWS (not bold or underlined) or CGM (bold & underlined).
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Black Snskw Ad - N Black Soake Ad -5 taghwton
CONTROL PLOTS (SR 1034) {SR 1014) (Rt 220)
| | |
Naoxous Rank/ JULY  AUGUST  ULY  AUGUST] JULY AUGUST) JIAY AUGUST] JULY (AUGUST RILY AUGUST
(ocnm, ) Commmn o s 002 200 nnmmw!ms;m M22 | ;22 m lon
wann Amur magie Acey ganodajuponioum | | |
2 Norway maple Acer plananovdes [ [
1 preund eider/bahop's p oy podey } x | |
g, tree of heaven Alanthus attsimn | | |
1, QA tvtand Aoy pwticity LI | |
1 porcetainberry Ampeiopsis rewpeduncwnt |
3, mugwort Artemeshy vilpars | :
1, Japanese barbwiry Berterh thanbergy | | |
1, Orjentat btiersweet Celostros ordacavntus l | |
2 Ao enagraend Cantpures stnede | | |
1, creeping/Canada thintie Corsiwm avvense |
3, bedl thistie Cirsium vwpare ! | | |
2 Autums Oiew Eiovagnaa wmbelaty X X x ¥ | |
3, burnng bush Fuonymur a'atur | ’
1, Japanese inotweed Fo¥ogeo jepoeco | |
1, gant knotwesdt Folope sachninesi | |
£ ] Englnn vy Wedern el | |
2 Writby buahciover/shnt lespedes  Leyndens oot | |
2, wanyleaf [ Rpanese privet Lgustruee lapomscsmy/fucaun |
2, berder privet Lyustrum abtusiotum ; |
R common/wik/Eurcpean privet Ligustrum ruigore : '
Japarnmse honerpveckiv Lenkan japenya 1
1, Amur hooeyuchie Lonkcen mosch) ‘ | :
1, Murrow's hreysuckie Loeticern morrawai | | |
! !
1, Tatartan honeysucsle Lonicer taoricn X X : }
1, lapanese LETgrvvi Muroifegue ywmseam X X , | | x
2 empress/princess tree, roval palownia Poulowno tomentoss | | |
3 Oriental bdysthemb/e Persicanio fong | | |
1, mide-a-maute Merakaniu peviofats ; | :
2 reed canaryprass Pholans arendnscey | : | !
i, alder fpeasy bucktham Rbamvius ahilols | | | |
1, comenon buckihoen Rbamus rothavton : | |
| |
% mutiNons 1ose Ross mufioee X X X X XX X | |
2 wineberry Rodio phoenicolssty | | |
2 CTOWN Yoteh Secunper vevky | |
2 Lindes arowwood Vi wn @laratum |

Each “X” in a column represents one of the three pollinator habitat scorecard users. For each
column, the left postion represents HLCS, the center position represents BDR, and the right
position represents either AWS (not bold or underlined) or CGM (bold & underlined).
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LET 120 -820 522 - Port Matilde
CONTROL PLOTS (Rt 865} (Rt 520) (Rt 322)
Noxsous s/ Commen Nome Latin Name JULY  AUGUST JULY AUGUST] JULY ALGUST  ULY  AUGUST] JULY AUGUST. LAY AUGUST)
(DoNn, »wn w02 20723 923 W2 20 033 00 por2s 02 2 023
watih Arrar mapke AP Gunvad, fapon wee
2 Norwary mighe Acey plosanonies x
' grouns ' g Aoy g
i, tree of heaven Adanithes aiissiond x|
1, garbe mustarg AN peniots x| X xixx
1 porcelynbesty Ampelopus Brewpedintavy i
1, upwort Atemesis vwpors
i, laganese berberry Serdens Mudegy
1, Oviertal bilterywewt Crlstrus ovivesdatue
1 wotted nagweed Centawen stoeoe
1, croepng/Canada thut'e Cirgum onwnse
2, bull thatle Cisium vulgors |
2 Azumn obve Lavagrut wniwlolz
3, buming bush Eaoopmus oot |
1. 1N Keotwoed Fafapo agoncn
1, lant knstweed Fatlopo suckaknenss *
) tnghah by Herdera At
2 shrubby bushclover/sivub lespedeas Lespevieas bicolor

wanyieal/lapanese privet
border prvet

common‘wid/European privet
laganme horeysucks

Amur hooeywciie

Maocrow's honeysucile

Tutaran honeypuuchie
Jlapanese stingrasy

GLgustram JoposiremyTusdum
Cgostrom oabtantiolum

Ugustram valgose
Lonitens japoaka
{omrery moocky

Lonicena momown

laovcers lotoren
Marostegum vimivesm

eMpress/Rnncess vee, oyl Pauicwil Foakowna 10 se
Oviestal lad: farstied Persicoviy

=il o-trute Pyrsicevas pecfoksts
1oed canarygrass Fhosevs arniAnscea
akder/ poisy buckDhom Movneus alnfole
comman Suckihom Ao cathartvs
multfon rese Rosa mubfiore
wnelesry Rubus phormvolniuy
Crown vetch Secaigers sky
Unden armomwood Wburmue dirtatunm

X X

Each “X” in a column represents one of the three pollinator habitat scorecard users. For each
column, the left postion represents HLCS, the center position represents BDR, and the right
position represents either AWS (not bold or underlined) or CGM (bold & underlined).




CONTROL PLOTS TP M
(-89
Nossous Rank/ Juy A U
{1cM, ) S Howes: e 2002 | 2022 2083 | 20
watch A maple Acer gimoaka/japonicum
2 Norway maple Acer platoroides
L) ground ekter/hnhop’s g v podag
1, 1roe of heavon Alanthus avissmo | x|
1, garsc muatard Abhara petiolato
3 porcalainberty Ampelapuy drevpedungukoty
3, mugwort Artemesis vulgons
1, lapanese harberry Berbern rhunberpy
1, Onants brtervwees Celastrus orpicuiotus
2 potted krapweed Centowen sthobe
1, creepeg/Canada testle Cirsium orvenie
1, Bull thistle Cimyium walgure
2 Actumn give Eloeagnus umbelutn
1, burming tush Fuorymus okrtes
1, Japeserse notweed FaNopvo apenice
1, glant Anotweed FaVopn sochatmenns
a Englnhay Medern Avds
2 shrubby bushciover/he® lespedeza  Lespedern beodor
1, wanyleaf/apanese orivet Uigustram japonioemyAurssam
1, Botder privet Lgustrum obtusfolum
P x
1, common/wild/Eurnpsan pavet Ligudrum vaitgere
13 laparese hoceysuthie lonwevg joponkn
1, Amur honeywcks Lomecara mancki
1, Noerow's honeysuchie Lovicery movrowi
1. Tazaran honeysuckie Lonicera rotavico
1, Japanese stingrass AMiCrDsteghum vamime
2 SMPOA/PINCes Tree, 1oyal X
] Ovietsl lady v/ bt Persicavir ong
1, wile-a mnute Povsscaviy petfedata
2 reed canacyprass Pholars avusavrocea ! | |
1, wider fglosyy Buckthorm Mharmes aingole | | | x
1, common buckthon Rhameus cathantcn
1, multiticrs resn R0 muifhoro
2 winedberry Rudus phoemcolasin
2 o weteh Securigers vany
2 Lngden arowwood Vit diatatum | i
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Each “X” in a column represents one of the three pollinator habitat scorecard users. For each
column, the left postion represents HLCS, the center position represents BDR, and the right
position represents either AWS (not bold or underlined) or CGM (bold & underlined).
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Site Photos
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Site 1: “Clinton - Union”. Top: Tx

Bottom: Control
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Site 2: “120 - 820”. Top: Tx Bottom: Control
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: Tx Bottom: Control
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Site 3: “Eagleton”




Site 4: “170.4”. Top: Tx Bottom: Control

131



Site 5: “Black Snake Road - North”. Top: Tx Bottom: Control
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Site 6: “Black Snake Road - South”. Top: Tx Bottom: Control
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Site 7: “Reservoir”. Top: Tx Bottom: Control
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Tx Bottom: Control

Top:

2
.

«“Bel - Tip

Site 8:




Site 9: “80 - Woodland”. Top: Tx Bottom: Control
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Site 10: “322 - Port Matilda”. Top: Tx Bottom: Control
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Site 12: “Fox Hollow Road - South”. Top: Tx Bottom: Control
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