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Introduction    

This Biological Assessment is to document the effects of the proposed Forest Management Plan for the Colville National Forest on Threatened and Endangered Species found within the planning area.  The Draft Forest Management Plan for the Colville National Forest (referred to as the proposed Plan) will be reviewed and, with the aid of the accompanying Draft Environmental Impact Statement, the effects of the activities proposed in the plan will be assessed relative to their expected effects on listed and proposed threatened and endangered species and their respective habitats as required by the Endangered Species Act (section 7).  Section subheadings are the 7 items listed in Forest Service Manual 2672.42, that shall be included in Biological Evaluations.  Each endangered and threatened species will be discussed under each subheading.  Effects on sensitive species will also be evaluated per F.S. Manual direction.  

Alternative G of the DEIS is the Forest Service Preferred Alternative.  Most of the following discussion will pertain to that alternative as presented in the Proposed Land and Resource Management Plan, although, other alternatives will be compared at times.  

Discussion in the Proposed Forest Plan that pertains to management direction is found in Chapters 4 and 5.  Discussion specifically directed toward management of threatened and endangered species is found in the following sections:

Forest Management Goals and Desired Future Condition, page 4-5.

Resource Summaries - Wildlife Program, page 4-25 thru 4-26.

Forestwide Standards and Guidelines, 4-35 thru 4-37.  

Management Prescriptions

2a - Late Winter Caribou Habitat, page 4-53.

2b - Early Winter Caribou Habitat, page 4-55.

9  - Wilderness Management, page 4-73.

Implementation of the Forest Plan Monitoring Actions, page 5-12.  



Note: Pages are numbered by chapter, 4-24 indicating page 24 of chapter 4.  Chapters in the DEIS are numbered with roman numerals, so IV-24 indicates page 24 of Chapter IV of the DEIS.  Page numbers following a letter are from the respective appendices.

Sections in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement that are specific to threatened and endangered species are:

Summary of DEIS, page S-3.

Issues, Concerns and Opportunities, page I-16.

Chapter II, Alternatives, Alternative G, page II-47.

Chapter III, Affected Environment, page III-43.

Chapter IV, Environmental Consequences, page IV-73.

Appendix F, Wildlife Indicator Species.

Appendix H, Grizzly Bear Management Direction.

Appendix I, Caribou Habitat Management Direction.

Listed, Proposed and Sensitive Species in the Planning Area  

A list of threatened and endangered species in the planning area was requested from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, July 7, 1986.  The reply, dated August 1, 1986, identified Bald Eagle, Grizzly Bear, Gray Wolf and Woodland Caribou, as listed species and no proposed or candidate species.  The Peregrine Falcon had also been identified in the DEIS as a migrant through the area.  The following is a list, by status, of all species covered by this evaluation that are known or expected to be in the planning area.  Discussion in the following sections will be organized as follows, endangered species first, then threatened species. 

Sensitive species will be included in an abbreviated discussion following the biological assessment for endangered and threatened species.

Endangered Species 

American Peregrine Falcon (Falco peregrinus anatum)

Gray Wolf (Canis lupus)

Woodland Caribou (Rangifer tarandus caribou)

[also know as Mountain Caribou]

Threatened Species

Northern Bald Eagle (Haliaetus leucocephalus)

Grizzly Bear (Ursus arctos horibilis)

Sensitive Species

Vertebrates

Townsend’s Western Big-eared Bat (Plecotus townsendii townsendii)

California Wolverine (Gulo gulo luteus)

North American Lynx (Felis lynx canadensis)

California Bighorn Sheep (Ovis canadensis californiana)

Common Loon (Gavia immer)

American White Pelecan (Pelecanus erythrorhynchos)

Swainson’s Hawk (Buteo swainsoni)

Greater Sandhill Crane (Grus canadensis tabida)

Long-billed Curlew (Numenius americanus)

Redband Trout (Salmo newberryi)

Bull Trout (Salvelinus confluentus)

		  

Invertebrates

No sensitive invertebrates are known to occur in the vicinity. Those invertebrates that should be watched for include:

Great Columbia River Spire Shell (Lithoglyphus columbianus)

Great Columbia River Limpet (Fisherola nuttalli)

Columbia River Tiger Beetle (Cicindela columbica)

Plants

A list of Sensitive Plants (current as of 1986) that are or may be found in the planning   area is included in Appendix F, page F-15 thru F-18.  This list is updated annually, so plant species of concern are continually changing.  Items 6 and 7 of Forestwide Standards and Guidelines provide direction to maintain updated lists of sensitive species and to protect such species from becoming threatened or endangered.  

Essential Habitats

Peregrine falcons nest on cliffs overlooking a fairly large river valley where an abundance of food in the form of smaller birds is available.  Peregrine Falcons were not included on the list from Fish and Wildlife Service for the Colville National Forest.  However, the Forest is within an area in which the Peregrine Recovery Plan has established an objective for one nesting pair, and there have been interagency discussions on potential hack sites within the area, with several being identified for further evaluation.  

The gray wolf is presently restricted to areas secluded from the activities of man.  Its main requirements appear to be seclusion and a plentiful food supply including abundant big game.  Gray Wolves are occasionally reported from various areas throughout the Colville National Forest.  The last confirmed wolf was from Ferry County, in 1950, however, there have been several reports, considered reliable, in the northern parts of Stevens and Pend Oreille Counties more recently.  No home range, territory, or reproductive activity has been identified in recent years.  Wolves sighted in this area have been considered to be lone, wandering animals, for which essential habitat is not identifiable.  Most activity has been reported in Pend Oreille and Stevens Counties north of a line defined by Harvey, Maitlen, Little Muddy, Smackout, and Deep Creeks from the Forest boundary with the Idaho Panhandle National Forests westward to Northport on the Columbia River.

Woodland caribou habitat is found in the Sullivan Lake Ranger District, east of the Pend Oreille River in northeastern Pend Oreille County.  Habitat is generally above 4300 feet elevation in the vicinity of Monumental and Molybdenite Mountains, extending northward along the Grassytop - Shedroof Mountain Ridge, into Idaho and British Columbia, Canada.  All lands above 4300 feet elevation in these areas are identified as potential caribou habitat, with localized areas of lower elevations, the lowest being in the vicinity of Gypsy Meadows in the Sullivan Creek Drainage where it drops to about 4000 feet (see enclosed map).  A description of seasonal habitat components is found in Appendix I of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement.

A map of the “General Habitat Area” was included in the Caribou Recovery Plan.  This map is a general outline of the area most recently known to be used by the Selkirk herd as of 1984.  Habitat and non-habitat is included within and outside of the range line, which extended southward around the Shedroof Divide and contiguous habitat to the first pass below 4500 feet elevation, which was considered the lower limits of the mountain caribou’s habitat by Freddy (1974).  Habitat beyond that pass was not included so the Molybdenite Mountain area was not included in that map.  There is no other reference in the document as to the meaning of this map.  

Bald eagles are normally found near large bodies of water such as the seashore, large lakes and rivers.  They require large trees in which to nest and roost.  Their principle foods are fish, waterfowl and carrion.  Lands along the Pend Oreille, Columbia, Kettle and possibly the Sanpoil Rivers are suitable areas  for bald eagle habitat.  Other possible habitat areas might be Sullivan Lake and the Little Pend Oreille Lakes when not frozen over.

Grizzly bears inhabit the Sullivan Lake Ranger District of the Colville National Forest.  Grizzlies use a variety of habitat components, with seasonal use concentrated in the components that provide the best quality and quantity of foods during the respective season.  Winter dens are located at high elevations, on steep slopes where there is sufficient soil for the bear to excavate a den or where there may be a small cave suitable for denning.  Seclusion from the activities of man is one of the most important limiting factors for the grizzly bear because of conflicts arising from grizzly bear & human interactions and competition for use of the same areas.  Specific “grizzly bear ecosystems” have been identified, and recovery areas have been or are being delineated within those ecosystems and classified into “Management Situations” based on the needs of the bears and the capability of the areas to supply those needs.  These recovery areas have been agreed upon by the Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee and recovery coordinators.  As recovery proceeds within the recovery areas, grizzlies can be expected to extend their ranges into adjacent areas.  Although, the bears would still be protected, outside of the recovery areas, they would not be managed for or encouraged there.  If conflicts developed, the bears would be controlled or moved into a recovery area.  A map showing the occupied grizzly bear habitat and the grizzly bear management units on the Colville National Forest is found in Chapter III, page III-45 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement.





Effects of the Proposed Plan 

Under the proposed Forest Management Plan, the Forest would be divided into Management Areas (MA’s) within which management for specified resources would be emphasized.  The prescriptions for the specific Management Areas are found in Chapter 4, beginning on page 4-47.  Maps showing the Management areas as delineated for each alternative are included in a separate envelope with the Reviewers Guide.  

There are 11 Management Areas: 	1 - Old Growth Dependent Species Habitat 

2 -	Caribou Habitat (separated into 2a, Late

Winter Caribou and 2b, Early Winter

Caribou)

3 -	High Use Recreation

4 -	Research Natural Area

5 -	Scenic/Timber

6 -	Scenic/Winter Range

7 -	Wood/Forage

8 -	Winter Range

9 -	Wilderness Management

10 -	Semi-primitive, Motorized Recreation

11 -	Semi-primitive Non-motorized Recreation



Management requirements for Gray Wolf, Grizzly Bear, Bald Eagle are included in the Forestwide Standards and Guidelines.  Management areas were not used for these species because the alternatives (except NC) do not vary in respect to their management.  Although, “grizzly bear management units” have been delineated, as described below, they are different than the Forest Plan Management Areas, the two being superimposed within the grizzly bear range.  



PEREGRINE FALCON

No population objective was established for peregrine falcon, because there are no current or historic records of nesting in the vicinity of the Forest.  A few reports of peregrines have been received during the fall migration, in Stevens and Pend Oreille Counties.  Direction in the Forestwide Standards and Guidelines is to “monitor possible nest sites for peregrine activity and support recovery plans and efforts,” (page 4-36).  Under “Wildlife Program” (page 4-25) it is stated, “reintroductions of bald eagles and/or peregrine falcons may be used, under this plan, to meet recovery objectives for these species.”  This direction provides incentive to work in cooperation with other agencies in attempts to meet recovery plan objectives in the area, and to protect and manage potential areas of essential habitat if recovery on the Forest is initiated.  

The Recovery Plan for Peregrine Falcon (Pacific Population) (1982) indicates a need for at least one active nest in northeast Washington before reclassification to “threatened” can be considered.  In response to the Recovery Plan, the Colville National Forest, the Wahington Department of Wildlife and the Spokane District of the Bureau of Land Management have undertaken an assessment of potential hack sites with the intent of pursuing possible introductions of young peregrines.  Reintroductions and other activities that would benefit peregrines are covered in the proposed Forest Management Plan.  Nothing is proposed in the plan that forseeably would jeopardize the falcons or adversely modify habitats essential to them.  Therefore, a beneficial effect for peregrine falcons is expected.



GRAY WOLF

This plan contains no population objective for wolves.  Essential Habitat for the wolf is not identifiable at this time, with no breeding or pack activity reported for the Forest, and no resident animals known.  No introductions of wolves into the Colville National Forest are proposed under this Plan (page 4-25), so recovery would be through natural immigration from adjacent populations.  It was considered that management for caribou, grizzly bear, big game, and habitat diversity, through maintenance of habitats for management indicator species, would provide sufficient habitat and seclusion needed to allow wolves to become established if trends and movements of adjacent populations permit.  Unless wolves become naturally established in the vicinity, active recovery efforts by the Colville National Forest would be confined to cooperating with wolf researchers and other interested agencies, through investigating reports of the animals on the Forest, and reporting the findings.  If resident wolves are discovered on the Forest, appropriate actions would be taken for protection of the animals and compliance with pertinent recovery plans (Forestwide Standards and Guidelines, page 4-36).  Nuisance animals would be handled as directed in “Guidelines for Determining Gray Wolf Nuisance Status and for Controlling Nuisance Gray Wolves in Idaho and Northeast Washington” (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Unpublished, February, 1986) and updates to this document as agreed upon by the Forest Service, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the Washington Department of Wildlife.



WOODLAND (MOUNTAIN) CARIBOU

Habitat Capability Objective

The recovery objective set for the Colville National Forest for caribou is a habitat capability for 30 animals (pages 4-5 & 4-26).  This number is shown as the full “habitat potential” for the Colville National Forest in the DEIS, Table IV-16 (page IV-62).  Habitat Capability Index (HCI) is shown to be 17 for Alternative G.  The full potential is shown only for Alternative I with Alternative H following closely with an estimated HCI of 28.  The effects of the various alternatives are discussed in the DEIS section on Threatened and Endangered Species (pages IV-73 thru IV-77).  

The Habitat Capability for caribou was based on an assumption that the Colville National Forest has the potential to support 30 animals.  With the available potential range, this would amount to about 2400 acres per animal (see more complete discussion below, under Determination of Effects).  The Habitat Capability Index (HCI) was developed by dividing the acreages that would be managed in a manner that would benefit caribou by 2400, and was then subjectively adjusted based on the amount of emphasis placed on wildlife and other resources in each alternative.  Because, the old caribou habitat map was used in developing the Plan, much of the suitable range was not placed into a management area that would benefit caribou.  Alternative I has no management area 2 (caribou Habitat), yet was the only one to show the full potential HCI for caribou because essentially all of the caribou range was put into compatible management areas.

The caribou habitat map existing at the time the alternatives were developed, included only areas where (1) caribou use had been documented in recent years, (2) late winter habitat was the primary concern, and (3) habitat was sufficient to sustain periodic or sporadic use of the Forest by the existing 20 to 30 animals.  The map had been developed in the mid 1970’s using data from Freddy (1974).  The caribou was not listed at that time.  With its listing to endangered status, it became necessary to reevaluate the potential habitat to insure a sufficient quantity for a recovered population.  Studies done subsequent to its listing revealed the inadequacy of the earlier studies in assessing the need for early winter range, and that the Colville National Forest was not used only in late winter as had previously been thought.  The total potential caribou habitat was then reassessed, and a new map was developed which includes two areas which had previously been omitted as non-essential because of the three criteria discussed above.  The “Elk, Deer and Caribou Habitat Map,” included in the Reviewers Guide for the plan shows the newest delineation of caribou habitat.  

Like the planning alternatives, the Caribou Management/Recovery Plan had been developed using the old map.  It was considered that the Recovery Plan found sufficient habitat within the “recovery area” identified in the plan, to support the 100 animals identified as the recovery objective.  This was determined in the Recovery Plan to be an interim population objective, at which point the status of the Selkirk Mountain Caribou Herd, its viability and its relationship to other herds would be reassessed (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 1985, page 36-37).  The population of 100 animals by itself, without interaction with other herds, has never been considered to be viable over the long term.  That figure was rounded down from a calculated minimum, short term viable population of 109 [effective population (Ne) = 50].

Caribou Habitat Management Direction

There may be some confusion about caribou management under this Plan.  As pointed out in the Plan (page 4-48) and in the DEIS (page IV-73), during the development of this Plan, the Selkirk Mountain Caribou Herd was granted endangered status, the Recovery Plan was written and studies of the caribou and their habitat have been ongoing.  Habitat management direction has been updated to incorporate the new information and the habitat was reassessed.  Because the analysis of data, including FORPLAN runs, was done prior to completion of the new caribou management guidelines, the information displayed in this DEIS is based on management under the earlier guidelines, described under Management Prescriptions 2a and 2b in the Plan (pages 4-53 thru 4-56).  Since management for endangered species requires that we use the best, most up-to-date information available,  the Forest’s management direction in the final Forest Plan and Environmental Impact Statement will be the revised “Colville National Forest Guidelines for Management Within the Selkirk Mountain Caribou Habitat,” DEIS Appendix I.  “That direction will continue to be updated as better understanding of the caribou and their needs develops.”  

Action items in the Caribou Recovery Plan that influence the Forest Plan can be separated into the following (paraphrased) categories:

Set intermediate population goal.

Develop habitat mapping system.

Map habitat components and past activities in caribou habitat.

Study ecology of caribou habitat.

Study caribou ecology (relationships between caribou and their habitat).

Evaluate effects of habitat modification.

Assess suitable habitat by administering agency.

Implement habitat management and protection.

Develop Inform and Involve programs.

Develop and implement herd augmentation.

Determine viable population level.

Refine information.

Compare caribou management recommendations, habitat maps and population 

goals to those in Forest Plans.

All of the above tasks have been done or are being done by the responsible agencies.  The one of concern, here, is “implementation of habitat management and protection.”  This is being implemented in the proposed Colville National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan, on all of the defined habitat within the “General Habitat Area” shown in the map in the Caribou Recovery Plan, page 121, and extends into some key habitats outside of that area.  The forest has documented additional potential habitat outside of the General Habitat Area that are only partially under a management prescription that would provide for caribou.  About 9,300 acres of that additional potential habitat is in ownership other than National Forest, most of which belongs to Plum Creek Timberlands.  The Forest has the option, and is planning to acquire some of that land through land exchange.  That would provide the constraints for soils, watershed, harvest unit size and distribution, etc., that is in effect on the National Forest, and would place those lands under full protection of the Endangered Species Act.  

The new guidelines permit restricted treatment of timber within portions of all seasonal habitat components.  Any habitat modification work done under the Guidelines is still experimental and needs to be treated as such.  A program for monitoring and studying the results of stand treatments for caribou habitat will be necessary in order to evaluate whether or not the desired or expected results are achieved.

In delineating the Management Areas, the one for which the prescription was most protective of the natural condition of the area was given precedence over other proposed Management Areas with the understanding that that prescription would be the one that best provided for all of the special resource uses within the area.  Therefore, Wilderness took precedence over all other management areas, followed by Research Natural Areas, Oldgrowth Habitat, Semiprimitive Non-motorized, Caribou, etc.  The problem that could arise from this is that all of the direction for protection of Caribou and their essential habitats may not be included in the Management Prescription within its habitat.  This weakness was recognized and corrected for Wildfire and Insect and Disease Control under Protection for Wilderness (Management Prescription 9).  Other Management areas that may be included in caribou habitat, do not provide for protection of the habitat from wildfire or insect and disease.  Therefore, there could be adverse effects on the caribou through adverse modification of essential habitats, from not providing suitable protection in MA-4, MA-11 and other management areas in which caribou habitat is found.  The Caribou Habitat Management Guidelines need to be met throughout the caribou’s habitat  regardless of what management area is designated.  

In addition to the management direction in Appendix I, the Forestwide Standards and Guidelines for grizzly bear state, “—Where caribou and grizzly bear habitats coincide, needs of the caribou will take precedence by virtue of its endangered status.”  As explained in the DEIS, page IV-73, “no adverse effects on the grizzly bear would be anticipated from this preferential treatment of caribou, although it could limit the amount of habitat improvement for the bears in some areas.”  Trying to provide equal consideration for both caribou and grizzly bear in all areas, “could result in possible unresolvable conflicts and further reductions in habitat capability for the caribou.”  The grizzly is dependent on certain habitat components (eg. berry fields in late summer and fall), but it makes use of more diverse habitats and a much greater range than the caribou, which is seasonally restricted to specific stand conditions confined within a relatively small area in Washington.  

Additional direction for threatened and endangered species management is found in the “Wildlife Program” section, page 4-25, which states, “recovery plans for threatened and endangered species found on the Forest are followed as primary direction for recovery and management of those species.”  In the same paragraph, direction is provided to follow through with the herd augmentation, proposed in the Caribou Recovery Plan.  

�

BALD EAGLE

The objective established for bald eagles is to  encourage nesting on the Forest, “with a target of at least one nesting pair by the year 2000” (pages 4-5 and 4-26).  Specific direction in the Forestwide Standards and Guidelines is to, “monitor bald eagle activity in the vicinity and manage essential habitat components that are discovered to support bald eagle recovery.  The pacific States Bald Eagle Recovery Plan will be direction for bald eagle habitat management when it is approved” (page 4-36).  Reintroduction of bald eagles is approved, although not directed, under this plan.

The Pacific Bald Eagle Recovery Plan has now been approved (8/25/86).  Direct recovery objectives, within the authority of the Forest Service, are:

1.1	Identify breeding and nonbreeding habitats.

1.2	Secure breeding and nonbreeding habitats.

1.3	Manage breeding and nonbreeding habitats.  

1.312 Maintain and enhance avian and mammalian food sources.

Objective 1.1 is a part of the regular wildlife program, item (3) on page 4-24.  In addition, direction is given in the Standards and Guidelines to monitor bald eagle activity.

Objective 1.2 should be covered under “GROUP II’ in the Lands Program (page 4-19).  Habitat of grizzly bear and caribou were included but, because of an apparent oversight, habitat for other endangered and threatened species was not. 

Objective 1.3 is covered under the Forestwide Standards and Guidelines.  “... manage any essential habitat components that are discovered, to support bald eagle recovery.”  

Objective 1.312 is covered in part by the previous statement and in part by other wildlife program objectives and standards and guidelines, for maintaining and improving habitats for other fish and wildlife.





GRIZZLY BEAR

Habitat Capability Objectives

The objective for grizzly bear in the proposed Forest Management Plan is to provide habitat sufficient for 12 bears.  As with the caribou, this is the full habitat capability shown on Table IV-16 (page IV-62).  The estimated habitat capability for Alternative G is 11 grizzlies, and is exceeded only by Alternative H, with the full 12.  As discussed in the DEIS, page IV-74, Alternatives B, F, G, H and I all implement a full recovery and management program for caribou and grizzly bear.  The difference shown in the habitat capability for grizzly bear was based on an assumption that each Grizzly Bear Management Unit has the capability of supporting 4 grizzlies on the Colville National Forest.  That HCI was assigned to Alternative H, which would create the least disturbance in the grizzlies range.  The other alternatives were then subjectively rated against Alt. H, based on (1) the amount of access proposed into the range, (2) the amount of emphasis placed on threatened and endangered species surveys, plans and cooperation and (3) the amount of habitat management proposed for threatened and endangered species.  The objective of the Plan for grizzly bear remains at full estimated potential, even though the HCI for the preferred alternative does not achieve that height.  Grizzly bear recovery is attained under all alternatives, although, greater populations could be maintained, thus better assuring conservation of the species, under Alternatives H, G, I, F and B, in descending order, than under A, E, D, C and NC.  Therefore, Alternative G is one of the more advantageous alternatives for recovery and conservation of the grizzly bear.

Grizzly Bear Habitat Management Direction

The grizzly bear recovery area has been delineated based on grizzly bear activity since 1960.  Unlike the caribou, grizzly bears are not restricted to specific vegetative communities, and are capable of surviving throughout most of the Pacific Northwest if given the chance.  Therefore, specific “grizzly bear ecosystems” have been identified, and recovery areas have been or are being delineated within those ecosystems and classified into “Management Situations” based on the needs of the bears and the capability of the areas to supply those needs.  These recovery areas have been agreed upon by the Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee (IGBC) and recovery coordinators.  

Grizzly bear habitat on the Colville National Forest lies within the Selkirk Mountain Grizzly Bear Ecosystem.  The designated recovery area within the Forest lies east of the Pend Oreille River on the Sullivan Lake Ranger District and extends into north Idaho and southeastern British Columbia.  There are areas farther south and on the west side of the Pend Oreille, that are potential grizzly habitat and which would fit the definition of Management Situation 5, of the Interagency Grizzly Bear Guidelines.  However, only the recovery area designated by the IGBC was considered for grizzly bear recovery in this Forest Management Plan.  This meets the recovery plan objectives and provides a manageable scheme for recovery and continued conservation of grizzlies in light of todays competition for uses of the land.  As recovery proceeds within the recovery areas, grizzlies can be expected to extend their ranges into adjacent areas.  Although, the bears would still be protected, outside of the recovery areas, they would not be managed for or encouraged there.  If conflicts developed, the bears would be controlled or moved into a recovery area as discussed in “Guidelines for Determining Grizzly Bear Nuisance Status and for Controlling Nuisance Grizzly Bears in Northern Idaho and Washington” (Idaho Department of Fish and Game, et al., 1984).  

The grizzly bear recovery area is divided into “Grizzly Bear Management Units,” each of which is 96 square miles or larger.  Grizzly bear habitat is made up of many components spread over a very large range and encompassing any number of Forest Plan Management Areas.  Standards and Guidelines for grizzly bear (page 4-35 & 36 and DEIS Appendix H) are applied throughout the recovery area, regardless of the Management Area designation under the Forest Plan.  Therefore, management of forest resources can proceed, with a few constraints and modifications, concurrent with grizzly bear recovery and management as long as the needs and protection of the bears are of primary consideration.  

The Grizzly Bear Management Units allow for assessment of cumulative effects of forest management activities within areas of the approximate size of the home range of an adult female grizzly bear.  Thus, it is possible to track modifications and natural trends in the quantity and quality of habitat components within each area.  A Biological Evaluation of the activities proposed within each GBMU for five to ten years has been done and the assessments have undergone informal consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.  These plans should be incorporated into the Monitoring Plan and reviewed at least every 5 years or whenever any change is made that might alter the effects on threatened or endangered species in the Units.  





Cumulative Effects   

Overall cumulative effects of past human activities on threatened and endangered species are documented in the respective recovery plans.  Histories of occurrence and population trends within northeastern Washington and the expected effects of the proposed Forest Management Plan will be discussed here.  



PEREGRINE FALCON

Peregrines are native to most of North America from the arctic, south into Mexico.  The Colville National Forest is well within their known range, however, I have found no records of nesting in northeastern Washington.  Jewett, et al. (1953) assumed it to be rare in eastern Washington and reported historical records of it from Oroville, Yakima and the Snake River Canyon, with nesting occurring only along the Snake River in the eastern part of the State.  Larrison, et al. (1968) said it, “... is a migrant in most of Washington but is a permanent resident along the ocean coast....”  The Recovery Plan for Peregrine Falcon Pacific Population (Pacific Coast American Peregrine Falcon Recovery Team, 1982) cites other reports of Washington nesting locations, including the Okanogan Valley and along the Columbia River.  There have been a few sightings reported during the fall in Stevens and Pend Oreille Counties in recent years, but no reports of nesting or of the birds during the nesting period.  Habitat on Colville National Forest land is generally more densely timbered than areas of eastern Washington where peregrines are normally expected to be found, but there is potential nesting and foraging habitats along the major river valleys in the vicinity, including the Columbia, Pend Oreille, Kettle, Colville and Sanpoil Rivers.  

Resident or breeding peregrine falcons have not been documented in the vicinity of the Colville National Forest.  However, reintroductions and other activities that would benefit peregrines are covered in the proposed Forest Management Plan, and planning is actually underway for an interagency cooperative attempt to introduce young falcons into the area.  Nothing is proposed in the plan that foreseeablly would jeopardize the falcons or adversely modify habitats essential to them.  Therefore, the projected cumulative effects of the Plan on peregrine falcon would be beneficial resulting in eventual establishment of resident birds in the vicinity.  



GRAY WOLF

Gray wolves are considered occasional visitors to the Colville National Forest, although, it is recognized that certain areas of the Forest may be within the home range of some animals.  While the proposed Plan does not provide for direct recovery efforts or management specifically for the wolf, its implementation would be far more beneficial to these animals than previous management direction.  This is, in part, a result of other management requirements (eg. grizzly bear and caribou conservation), which have been or would be implemented under laws and regulations even without this Plan, but the proposed alternative (Alt. G) extends and improves upon benefits such as seclusion areas and big game management that would enhance the possibility of recovery and conservation of wolves in northeastern Washington.  



WOODLAND CARIBOU

Historic use of the area by caribou, their population decline and concurrent human activities were summarized in the Selkirk Mountain Caribou Management/Recovery Plan.  

Home ranges of woodland caribou reported in the Recovery Plan, range from 3200 to 63,000 acres.  Computations for the Selkirk Mountain Caribou from Freddy (1974), indicated one caribou for 28,000 acres, and Scott and Servheen (1985) reported the mean annual home range size for the Selkirks to be 55,673 acres.  Considering that caribou are gregarious and that, at least, Freddy’s and Scott’s computations were on habitat that was not near carrying capacity, it is reasonable to assume that these figures do not represent the amount of land required to support one caribou.  The current studies are on a core area of 170 square kilometers (185,328 acres) which is supporting about 30 caribou, an average of 6100 acres per animal.  It must be recognized that with the 5 seasonal habitat components used and with the broad range over which they forage for lichens during the late winter, a lot of area is required.  

In the two decades, 1950 to 1970, severe changes took place in the Selkirk Mountains that reduced much of the caribou range to unsuitable for early and late winter habitat (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 1985; Scott, 1985).  By 1970, enough concern had been expressed for the plight of the caribou to initiate action to slow the modification of their habitat until studies could determine the the needs of the animals.  Although, modifications were made to lessen the adverse impacts, activities already planned continued through the 1970’s, while insufficiently funded studies progressed, the greatest benefits from which was to provide enough knowledge to raise intelligent questions.  It  was not until a status review was petitoned for the Selkirk Caribou, about 1981, that serious new studies and serious modifications to resource management within its range in the U.S. were begun.  With its emergency endangered listing in 1983, even more drastic measures were taken to insure that management activities would have no adverse effects on the caribou.  

The total potential range of the Selkirk Mountain Caribou is approximately 431,000 acres:  

	Colville National Forest			 72,810

	Idaho Panhandle National Forests	185,240

	Idaho State Lands				 51,390

	Private Lands (Washington)		  9,279

	British Columbia 				112,210

			Totals				430,929 acres



Of the total, 318,719 acres are in the U.S. where the endangered status of the caribou protect it, but only 258,050 acres are in federal ownership, covered by the Endangered Species Act.  If it requires 2400 acres to support a caribou, this is enough land for 107.5 animals.  The minimum, short term viable population was calculated at 109.  We are counting on the remaining 172,879 acres, not under ESA protection to also provide habitat and are confident that it will, although, just as the lands under the act are not 100% suitable habitat, even a smaller proportion of those lands not covered by the act will be suitable. 

Condition of the habitat as reported in the Caribou Recovery Plan is 29% greater than 100 years old on the IPNF and 54% mature forest on the Colville.  The recovery plan does not report all of the potential habitat, showing only the lands delineated prior to the caribou being listed.  

Mature and oldgrowth timber in U.S. federal ownership, shown in the Caribou Recovery Plan:

			IPNF		50,681 acres

			CNF		18,631 acres

					69,312 acres  =  33.2% of 208,725 acres.



Thus, of the caribou range in U.S. federal ownership in 1984, only about one-third was in condition suitable for early and late winter range, the two most limiting habitat components.  That so much of the area is non-forest, unsuitable, or is in early successional stages is, in part, the reason that so much land is required to support these animals.  Assuming that the above percentage can be extrapolated throughout the range, and applying the same assumption as earlier, that the CNF can support 30 caribou, calculates out that each animal would use 809 acres of mature and oldgrowth forest.  

In summary, only caribou range on U.S. Federal lands is guaranteed proper management for recovery and conservation of endangered species.  These lands total 258,050 acres, which it is estimated will support 108 caribou.  A minimum, short term, viable population is estimated to be 109 caribou.  There have been some misconceptions that 100 animals was to be considered a recovered population.  However, the Recovery Plan clearly states in the Executive Summary, “this target is not assumed to be a recovered population.  When the 100 caribou target is reached in the Selkirks ... a reevaluation of viable or recovered population size should be made.”  

The proposed Colville National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan used a caribou habitat map that had been delineated prior to listing of the caribou, and did not provide for a recovered population.  If the habitat management direction is met, Alternative G would support about 21 animals on the Colville National Forest, 9 short of potential.  This makes the total potential for the ESA lands 99.  The remaining range totals 172,879 acres or enough for another 72 animals, depending on the condition of the habitat on those lands.  If a significant portion of the 9,279 acres of privately owned potential caribou habitat is acquired by the Colville National Forest, those lands would then be better managed for caribou in the future even though most of them have been recently harvested at this time.  

Short term viability for the Selkirk Mountain Caribou population was calculated at 109 animals, based on the accepted effective population of 50.  The recommended long term viable population for wild animals is an effective population of 500 (Soule and Wilcox, 1980), therefore, if Ne=50 is N=109, then Ne=500 would be N=1090.  With the current state of knowledge, and current condition of the remaining habitat in the Selkirks, it is questionable that this population can be maintained in that area.  That was taken into account in the Recovery Plan, however, in the statement, “in order to fully recover Woodland Caribou in the U.S., it will be necessary to establish at least one population outside of the Selkirks, but close enough for occasional interbreeding.  Additional herds may be needed.”  The herd augmentation, begun last winter, is expected to increase genetic diversity in the existing herd, which should improve the herds vigor and reproductive success.  It has also provided information that would indicate that reestablishing a population in the Purcell Mountains would provide an additional gene pool accessible to and by the Selkirk population.  The population characteristics within and between the two herds would need to be considered to determine whether or not they would be expected to remain viable over time.  

Caribou management direction in the proposed Plan (Appendix I) is intended to provide the best mix of habitat components to sustain a recovered, viable population of caribou.  Not all of the identified habitat for these animals on the Colville National Forest is to be managed for them, however, limiting the eventual population size to below its full potential.  What has been estimated, is that under the proposed alternative, caribou habitat can be provided to insure survival for 30 - 35 generations.  The herd augmentation program, implementation of which began with the first transplants in the winter of 1986-87, is necessary to bring the population up sufficiently to attain even that short term viability.  Once that level is attained, the amount of habitat necessary to maintain viability is not yet known, but it is expected that with the larger sample size afforded by the first steps in the recovery efforts, data can be collected from which a better concept of the forage and area needs of the population can be derived.  It will be important to include the information needs identified in the Caribou Recovery Plan in the Forest Management Plan.



BALD EAGLE

Historically bald eagles were found throughout the Pacific Northwest.  Jewett, et al. (1953) give the status as a, “common permanent resident on the west side of the Cascades, frequenting the coast line and nearly all important lakes and rivers; not infrequently observed in the Cascade Mountains; less common about lakes or waterways east of the mountains.”  In the same work, they cite, “... the bald eagle was common in the vicinity of Spokane years ago, when more were brought in to be mounted than golden eagles (Sloanaker).” 

During the 1970’s the only bald eagle nest known in eastern Washington was one at Twin Lakes on the Colville Indian Reservation.  One was discovered nearby,  at Priest Lake Idaho, in the late 1970’s, and later one was built on the Kootenai National Wildlife Refuge near Bonner’s Ferry Idaho.  About 1985, a bald eagle was found nesting near Calispell Lake, Pend Oreille County, Washington, and one was reported, and later confirmed, near River Bend on the Pend Oreille River.  

Any plan that modifies the forest ecosystems by harvesting oldgrowth timber will obviously result in fewer potential nest and perch sites for large raptors, such as the bald eagle.  The question is, does the Plan provide sufficient essential habitat to allow recovery and conservation of the species?

The stated objective of the proposed Plan is to encourage nesting on the Forest, and direction is provided to monitor activities of the birds, manage essential habitat components that are discovered, to support the eagles, and follow the direction in the Bald Eagle Recovery Plan.  From the recent trends, we can see that under the protection currently provided the bald eagle, and with the current constraints on the use of certain environmental contaminants, the eagle has the potential to repopulate its former ranges, if suitable habitat remains.  While much of the potential nesting and perching area will be destroyed, the possibility exists to perpetuate sufficient quantities of these essential components on the National Forests and other public lands.  In order to insure that these components are maintained, two steps must be assured through the Forest Management Plan, (1) suitable habitat must be maintained by withdrawing it from timber harvest, extending rotations or selectively leaving existing and potential nest and perch trees and protective cover, and (2) sufficient suitable habitat areas must be retained and/or acquired during land exchanges and acquisition opportunities.  The suitable habitat can be maintained through management of oldgrowth forest, riparian habitat and visual resources.  However, the direction for land exchange and acquisition was not included for threatened and endangered species, other than grizzly bear and caribou.  This oversight could lead to adverse cumulative effects for the bald eagle, even though the proposed plan provides definite benefits for bald eagle conservation over previous plans. 



GRIZZLY BEAR

Historical records of grizzly bear in the vicinity are best documented by Layser (1978).  There was an obvious decline in the grizzly bear population during the early 20th century.  During the late 1970’s and 1980’s there has been an apparent increase in grizzly bear use in the northeast corner of the Forest, east of the Pend Oreille River, north of the mouth of LeClerc Creek.  

The proposed Forest Management Plan emphasizes the management for grizzly bears and their habitat.  The long term cumulative effects on grizzly bears is expected to result in recovery and conservation of the species within the recovery area, with some grizzly use extending into adjacent areas.  



�

Determination of Effects   

The Colville National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan, as it is proposed, would have the following effects on threatened and endangered species: 





PEREGRINE FALCON

Anticipated effects would be beneficial.  Activities proposed in the Plan would have no effects that would jeopardize peregrine falcons nor would they adversely modify its critical or essential habitats.  The plan provides for cooperative interagency recovery efforts under the Peregrine Falcon Recovery Plan, and should lead to an established population in the vicinity of the planning area.



GRAY WOLF

No effect on wolves is anticipated.  There should be an improvement in cumulative effects over previous management plans.  



WOODLAND (MOUNTAIN) CARIBOU

Interim recovery objectives will be met under the proposed Plan, but cumulative effects may limit full recovery to below long term viable levels.  Under the Forest Plan analysis, it was assumed that the Colville National Forest could support 30 caribou or 1 caribou per 2400 acres (see discussion under  “Cumulative Effects”).  Under the proposed alternative, 49,951 acres on the Colville Natioonal Forest would be managed under prescriptions that would not adversely modify essential habitats.  Using the above assumption, this should support 20.5 caribou per year provided that all other management and protection criteria are met.  

The Selkirk Mountain caribou range, by itself, is probably not large enough to sustain a long term viable population of Woodland Caribou, while under management for other resources.  However, it appears that the Selkirk population and adjacent populations with which genetic exchange can occur, can be maintained large enough to sustain long term viability.  In order for this to be possible the Selkirk population will need to provide a good proportion of that viable level.  At the current state of our knowledge, the interim objective of the recovery plan (100 animals) is only about 9% of the total long term viable population.  That seems to fall short of ever meeting the recovery objective.  The potential for the Selkirks, under current conditions, may be about 180 caribou, 16.5% of the need.  Therefore, it appears that management that will support caribou is needed on all of the potential caribou habitat in the Selkirks to support a significant portion of a fully viable population.

The Caribou Recovery Plan is expected to be updated and revised by 1990.  The Forest Management Plan will be revised 10 to 15 years after its implementation, which is expected to occur in 1989.  A much greater data base on caribou and forest management is expected to be available for the Forest Plan revision, and more of the potential habitat is expected to be in Federal ownership.  In the interim, any management activities that are proposed in the potential habitat would undergo consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Office of Endangered Species, so adverse effects would be avoided.



BALD EAGLE

The proposed plan would generally benefit the bald eagle.  However, because essential habitat for threatened and endangered species, other than grizzly bear and caribou, was left out of the direction for land exchanges, there is a potential to adversely affect the recovery and conservation of the bald eagle, by allowing essential habitat components to be traded into ownership under which their suitability for the eagles is not assured.  



GRIZZLY BEAR

The proposed Plan is expected to have no effects that would jeopardize grizzly bears or adversely modify their critical or essential habitats within the planning area.  This plan would benefit the grizzly, over previous management plans for the Forest.  





Recommendations for Removing, Avoiding or Compensating for Adverse Effects



PEREGRINE FALCON

No adverse effects are anticipated.  Some benefits should result.



GRAY WOLF

No adverse effects are anticipated.  



WOODLAND (MOUNTAIN) CARIBOU

1.	Under the proposed Forest Management Plan the area shown as “General Habitat Area” in the Caribou Recovery Plan is accepted as the recovery area and will be managed to protect and conserve caribou and their habitat.  The more recently identified potential caribou habitat, outside of the area shown in the recovery plan (see paragraph 3 under Habitat Capability Objective, page 6, and Woodland Caribou section under Cumulative Effects, pages 12-14), should be managed in a manner that will not degrade its potential for caribou habitat in the event that it is determined to be essential for recovery and conservation of the animals.  This area is included on the Elk, Deer and Caribou Habitat Map insert with the Proposed Forest Management Plan.  Any proposed activities within the potential habitat outside of the area shown in the Recovery Plan should be evaluated on a site specific bases through an Environmental Assessment, Biological Evaluation and consultations as appropriate.  

2.	Caribou habitat management guidelines need to be met throughout the caribou habitat, regardless of what management area is designated (see paragraph 3, page 8).

3.	Fires, insects and disease which threaten caribou habitat need to be prevented or controlled.  Caribou habitat protection needs to be recognized as cost effective when assessing fire suppression responses.  

4.	A more specific program for monitoring and studying the effects of stand treatments for caribou habitat under the new Guidelines for Management Within the Selkirk Mountain Caribou Habitat should be included in the Plan (see paragraph 2, page 8, under Caribou Habitat management Direction).  Broad direction for this is provided in the Monitoring Plan, page 5-12.  K-V should also be included as a source of funding.  

5.	Include additional information needs, identified in the Caribou Recovery Plan, in the Information Needs, page 2-24 of the Proposed Forest Plan.





BALD EAGLE

Include habitat for all threatened and endangered species in Group II, in the land adjustment direction, page 4-19 of the Proposed Forest Plan.



GRIZZLY BEAR

No adverse effects are anticipated to result from the proposed Plan.  However, two items for improvement were recognized:

Management situations within the grizzly bear range should be shown in the Plan.

Biological evaluations of activities proposed in each Grizzly Bear Management Unit should be maintained as part of the Monitoring Plan and reviewed at least every 5 years or whenever any change is made that might alter the effects on threatened or endangered species in the units.







� 

SENSITIVE SPECIES   

Sensitive species are discussed in the DEIS in the sections on Threatened and Endangered Species and, for plants, in the Vegetation sections.  Direction for conservation of sensitive species is provided in the Plan, recognizing that the status of many species is not yet settled.  While habitat diversity across the Forest is managed through a combination of management indicator species (MIS), certain organisms, special or unique habitats or environmental components may not be sufficiently provided for through the MIS concept.  Therefore, special provisions were included in the Plan to insure conservation of these limited habitats and the sensitive or other unique species that are dependent on them:  

“Special or unique habitat components required by sensitive or other specific plants or animals ... will be retained in sufficient quantity and quality to insure that viable populations of the dependent species continue throughout their range in the planning area” (Forest Management Goals and Desired Future Condition, page 4-5).  

“It is further the policy of the Forest Service to insure that no activity of the agency causes any species to become threatened or endangered” (Resource Summaries - Wildlife Program, page 4-25).  

Direction under Forestwide Standards and Guidelines states:

“Give special consideration to management or protection of unique habitat components, not covered by other management indicator species, during evaluation of activities that may effect such habitats and the species that are dependent on them...” (item 4, page 4-35).  

“Maintain and update lists of sensitive plants and animals periodically as new information is collected...” (item 6, page 4-37)

“No actions that are likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any plant or animal species or cause the need for listing any species threatened or endangered, will be authorized, funded or carried out by the Colville National Forest...” (item 7, page 4-37).

“Take no control measures that may threaten the continued existence of any species or population’ (item 9, page 4-37).

The above direction is a general reflection of the attitudes and direction from Forest Service Manual 2670.  These statements emphasized in the Forest Land and Resource Management Plan, will complete the direction needed to provide protection for the conservation and management of all species and the maintenance of environmental diversity within the Forest.  

�Informal Consultations and Contacts   

Mr. Jay Gore, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Endangered Species Biologist, Boise, Idaho.  (1) Contacted via telephone, 1/23/87.  (2) Contacted via telephone, 12/18/87.

Mr. Gregg Servheen, Idaho Department of Fish and Game Wildlife Research Biologist, Bonners Ferry, Idaho.  Telephone conversation 11/10/87.

Colville National Forest letter of 7/7/1986, reply to 2670, to U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service requesting a list of threatened, endangered and proposed species within the planning area.  Signed for William D. Shenk, Forest Supervisor.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service letter of 8/1/1986, Re: FWS-1-4-86-SP-334, responding to Colville National Forest request for list of threatened and endangered species in the planning area.  Signed for Mr. John P. Wolflin, Field Supervisor.
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