National Park Service
U.S. Department of the Interior
Mount Rainier National Park and North Cascades National Park Service Complex







Mount Rainier National Park and North Cascades National

Park Service Complex
Fisher Restoration Plan / Environmental Assessment

Prepared by:

Mount Rainier National Park
55210 238th Avenue East
Ashford, WA 98304

North Cascades National Park Service Complex
810 State Route 20
Sedro-Woolley, WA 98284



Front Cover Photo: WDFW Photo by Tammy Schmidt



Summary

The National Park Service (NPS) is proposing to partner with the Washington Department of Fish and
Wildlife (WDFW) to reestablish self-sustaining fisher (Pekania pennanti) populations in the
southwestern and northwestern Cascades of Washington State, including Mount Rainier National Park
and North Cascades National Park Service Complex, for the purpose of contributing to the statewide
restoration of this state-listed endangered species. This proposed restoration will also improve
ecosystem functions in the southwestern and northwestern Cascades and will enhance the natural
quality of the Mount Rainier and Stephen Mather Wildernesses. Additional populations of fishers in the
Pacific Northwest will also help sustain this species in the face of threats such as disease, habitat
fragmentation, climate change, or other widespread ecological threats.

Extirpated from the Washington Cascades since at least the early 1990s, the fisher is not expected to
return in ecologically meaningful abundance to the southwest and northwest Cascades without human
intervention. As a result, WDFW identified three regions where successful fisher reintroduction is
necessary for the species to be considered for downlisting in the state — the Olympic Peninsula
(reintroduction occurred in Olympic National Park between 2008 and 2010), the southwestern
Cascades, and the northwestern Cascades. Given the technical expertise and infrastructure that were
created during the fisher reintroduction effort at Olympic National Park and the current, but not
guaranteed future, availability of fishers from central British Columbia (the most suitable source
population), the sooner fisher reintroductions can be implemented in the Washington Cascades, the
more likely these efforts will be feasible and cost effective.

This Fisher Restoration Plan/Environmental Assessment (Plan/EA) evaluates two alternatives, the No
Action Alternative and a Preferred Alternative. Specifics of the two alternatives are described below.

Alternative A, the No Action Alternative, continues with current management. The NPS would not
partner with WDFW to restore fishers into Mount Rainier National Park or North Cascades National
Park Service Complex. No NPS funding would be allocated to fisher restoration, and no fisher
reintroductions would occur on NPS lands. However, the State of Washington would likely proceed
with fisher restoration in the southwestern Cascades as outlined in WDFW's Implementation Plan for
Reintroducing Fishers to the Cascade Mountain Range in Washington (available at
wdfw.wa.gov/publications/01556/), only no reintroductions would occur directly in Mount Rainier
National Park. With a successful reintroduction, fishers would become distributed throughout the
southwestern Cascades and may become established in Mount Rainier National Park over time.

Alternative B, the Preferred Alternative, is largely based on WDFW's Implementation Plan for
Reintroducing Fishers to the Cascade Mountain Range in Washington (available at
wdfw.wa.gov/publications/01556/) and relies on the best available science to determine appropriate
management actions. As articulated in the State’s plan, fishers would be captured from a source
population that is most closely related to that which historically occurred in the state (preferably from
central British Columbia) and would be reintroduced into the southwestern and northwestern
Cascades, including Mount Rainier National Park and North Cascades National Park Service Complex,
over the course of a minimum of four years (two years of releases per reintroduction area) with
monitoring immediately following release efforts. A founder population of at least 80 fishers, with a bias
on adults and females, would be used for reintroduction efforts in each reintroduction area — 80 in the
southwestern Cascades and 80 in the northwestern Cascades. The State and NPS have identified 16
candidate release sites in the two reintroduction areas (nine in the SW Cascades and seven in the NW
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Cascades), based on the availability of suitable habitat and habitat connectivity. These sites include two
in Mount Rainier National Park, the Nisqually River and Ohanapecosh, and three in North Cascades
National Park Service Complex, the lower Thunder Creek drainage, the north fork of the Cascade
River, and Ross Lake and Big Beaver Drainage. Under this alternative, fisher releases are likely to occur
in each of these five reintroduction areas that are located in the parks. Fishers would preferably be
released in the late fall / early winter to allow them to acclimate before winter, to establish home ranges,
to locate suitable den sites before the birthing season, and to become aware of potential mates before
mating season (approximately March 1- June 30).

The two alternatives are analyzed within this Plan/EA for their potential effects on natural and socio-
cultural resources. These resources topics were selected based on the issues identified during internal
and public scoping. The natural resource topics include species of special concern, wildlife and wildlife
habitat, and the acoustic environment / soundscapes. Socio-cultural resources include wilderness;
visitor use and experience; neighboring landowners, land uses, and socioeconomics; and park
management and operations. Organized by resource topic, chapter 3 of this document describes the
existing resource conditions (i.e. affected environment) and the environmental impacts to these
resources (i.e. environmental consequences) associated with each alternative.

In accordance with NPS Director’s Order 12, “Conservation Planning, Environmental Impact Analysis,
and Decision-Making”, the NPS is required to identify the “environmentally preferable alternative” in
environmental documents, which is “the alternative that will promote the national environmental policy
expressed in [the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)]” (Sec. 101(b)). According to the Council
on Environmental Quality (CEQ), the environmentally preferable alternative is “the alternative that
causes the least damage to the biological and physical environment; it also means the alternative which
best protects, preserves, and enhances historic, cultural, and natural resources” (46 FR 18026 — 46 FR
18038). Both alternatives were evaluated to determine how well each met the goals from NEPA Section
101(b), and upon full consideration of this Act, Alternative B was found to be the environmentally
preferable alternative for this Plan/EA.

NOTE TO REVIEWERS AND RESPONDENTS

The public comment period for this Environmental Assessment will extend through October 15, 2014.
We encourage you to review the document and welcome your comments. During the comment period,
you may submit comments on-line, through the regular mail, or by hand delivery:

¢ Submit Comments via the Project Website: The most efficient way for the NPS to process
comments is to receive them through the NPS Planning, Environment, and Public Comment (PEPC)
project website (http://parkplanning.nps.gov/RestoreFisher). At the project website, you will find
the full text document, an on-line comment form, and instructions for submitting on-line
comments.

e Submit Comments by Mail or Hand Delivery: Comments may also be sent directly to:
Superintendent’s Office, North Cascades National Park Service Complex, 810 State Route 20,
Sedro-Woolley, WA 98284.

Before including your address, phone number, e-mail address, or other personal identifying
information in your comment, you should be aware that your entire comment, including your personal
identifying information, may be made publically available at any time. While you can ask us in your
comment to withhold your personal identifying information from public review, we cannot guarantee
that we will be able to do so.
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Chapter 1 - Introduction

PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION

The National Park Service (NPS) is proposing to partner with the Washington Department of Fish and
Wildlife (WDFW) to reestablish self-sustaining fisher (Pekania pennanti) populations in the
southwestern and northwestern Cascades of Washington State (hereafter referred to as the SW and NW
Cascades), including Mount Rainier National Park (MORA) and North Cascades National Park Service
Complex (NOCA) (which includes North Cascades National Park and Ross Lake and Lake Chelan
National Recreation Areas), for the purpose of contributing to the statewide restoration of this state-
listed endangered species.

This action is necessary for the following reasons:

The fisher, native to the SW and NW Cascades (including MORA and NOCA), has been extirpated
from the region since at least the early 1990s and is currently a stated-listed endangered species and
federally-listed candidate species (federal listing is for the West Coast Distinct Population Segment
[DPS] of the fisher). This extirpation threatens the overall strength and resiliency of the species and
has had a negative impact on the SW and NW Cascades ecosystems.

The absence of fishers from MORA and NOCA also diminishes the wilderness character of the
Mount Rainier Wilderness and Stephen Mather Wilderness which are located within and managed
by these units of the national park system, respectively. This action is needed to help protect the
wilderness character of both wildernesses.

The fisher is not expected to return in ecologically meaningful abundance to the SW and NW
Cascades without human intervention due to geographic isolation from source populations and
biological factors such as limited reproduction and dispersal rates. As a result, Washington State has
determined that fisher reintroduction is feasible and necessary in both the SW and N'W Cascades to
restore this species to its historical range in the state.

MORA and NOCA, who collectively protect 917,325 acres of land in the heart of the SW and NW
Cascades (94 percent of which is designated wilderness), are conservation anchors in the broader
Cascades landscape. These NPS lands provide intact and suitable habitat for native species,

including the fisher, and serve as a connectivity link between other lands with suitable habitat (NPS
2012c).

Despite managing a substantial land base in the region, the NPS lacks the ecosystem-wide authority,
resources, expertise, and expansive suitable fisher habitat to enable recovery of a self-sustaining
fisher population without assistance from WDFW, and WDFW lacks the resources to facilitate
fisher recovery in both ecosystems without substantial outside assistance. Considering land
management authorities, funding needs, and the complexity of species reintroductions, an
ecosystem-based partnership is essential to ensure recovery of this species in both the SW and NW
Cascades.

Recovery will help both the NPS and WDFW achieve their conservation missions and fulfill various
agency mandates. Action towards recovery may also preclude federal listing under the ESA. This
could conserve scarce federal resources to focus on recovery of other species.

Action is needed now because the most suitable source population of fishers for the SW and NW
Cascades (central British Columbia) may not be available in the future for
translocation/reintroduction.
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e The technical expertise and infrastructure that were created during the fisher reintroduction effort
at Olympic National Park (OLYM), including a working relationship with contractors,
veterinarians, and trappers in British Columbia (B.C.), will dissipate as time lapses between
reintroductions. The sooner fisher reintroductions can be implemented in the SW and NW
Cascades, the more likely these will benefit from that expertise and existing infrastructure.

e Additional populations of fishers in the Pacific Northwest will help sustain the species in the face of
threats such as disease, habitat fragmentation, climate change, or other widespread ecological

threats.

Objectives

NPS regulations for implementing the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) define objectives as
“what must be achieved to a large degree for the action to be considered a success” (NPS 2011).
Objectives must also be measurable and consistent with, and even draw from, the enabling legislation,
purpose and significance, and mission goals of the affected units of the national park system, as well as
the direction and guidance provided in management documents of those units. The objectives of fisher
restoration at Mount Rainier National Park and North Cascades National Park Service Complex are

outlined in Table 1.1 below.

Table 1.1: Objectives of Fisher Restoration in Mount Rainier National Park and North Cascades

National Park Service Complex

Objective

1. Establish self-sustaining fisher
populations in both the SW and NW
Cascades (i.e. populations that are
capable of surviving and reproducing by
natural means, without human
intervention), and thereby contribute to
Washington State recovery objectives for
the fisher.

Related Policy Guidance
NPS Management Policies
2006, 4.4; MORA General
Management Plan; Ross
Lake NRA General
Management

Plan; Washington State
Recovery Plan for the Fisher

Measure

Estimated survival rate, number of
documented fishers that establish a
home range, and number of
documented reproducing females.

2. Establish founding fisher populations
genetically similar to the extirpated
populations.

NPS Management Policies
2006, 4.4.2.2

Presence of shared haplotypes of
founding population with native
Washington fishers based on best
available information.

3. Facilitate the distribution of fishers
throughout suitable habitat in both
Mount Rainier National Park and North
Cascades National Park Service Complex.

MORA General
Management Plan; The
General Management Plan
and Environmental
Assessment for NOCA

Detections of fishers throughout
suitable habitat in MORA and
NOCA.

4. Expand scientific understanding
regarding habitat use, movement,
reproduction and survival, and use such
information to adaptively manage fisher
restoration in the SW and NW Cascades
and guide and inform future
conservation efforts for fishers.

NPS Management Policies
2006, 4.2

At least three years of monitoring
completed in each reintroduction
area.

5. Educate the public about the fisher
and restoration efforts, and inspire the
public to become more involved in rare
species conservation.

NPS Management Policies
2006, 4.4.1; MORA
Foundation

Document; NOCA
Foundation Document; Ross
Lake NRA General
Management Plan

Aggregate number of public
outreach opportunities developed
and implemented to educate and
engage the public about fishers,
including events, programs,
presentations, and publications.
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Decision to be Made

The decision to be made is whether or not the NPS will partner with WDFW, through financial and
logistical support and access to NPS lands, to establish fisher populations in the SW and NW Cascades of
Washington State, including MORA and NOCA. WDFW may implement activities beyond the scope of
this Plan/EA, on non-NPS lands in the Washington Cascades in accordance with the State’s
Implementation Plan for Reintroducing Fishers to the Cascade Mountain Range in Washington (Lewis 2013)
(see Background on page 3). This decision, however, is limited to NPS lands and does not address
WDFW activities on non-NPS lands.

The NPS will decide to implement the No Action Alternative (Alternative A), the action alternative
(Alternative B), or a modified version of the action alternative informed by comments received during
public review of this Plan/EA. The selected alternative may also include additional mitigation measures or
other conditions to minimize environmental impacts or risks. The selected alternative (of those listed
above) will become the Final Fisher Restoration Plan for Mount Rainier National Park and North Cascades
National Park Service Complex.

The decision to be made will be based on the recommendation from the superintendents at Mount
Rainier National Park and North Cascades National Park Service Complex. The Pacific West Regional
Director of the National Park Service is the deciding official.

Project Area

The proposed reintroduction would occur within Mount Rainier National Park and North Cascades
National Park Service Complex. Therefore, the analysis in this Fisher Restoration Plan/Environmental
Assessment (Plan/EA) primarily focuses on these NPS units. Because fishers may travel to and use suitable
habitats outside these units of the national park system, where the potential for impacts exists, the impact
analysis also extends onto other adjacent lands with suitable habitat as identified by WDFW in their
Implementation Plan for Reintroducing Fishers to the Cascade Mountain Range in Washington (Lewis 2013)
(Figure 1.1: Project Area).

Mount Rainier National Park and North Cascades National Park Service Complex (which includes
North Cascades National Park, Ross Lake National Recreation Area (NRA), and Lake Chelan National
Recreation Area (NRA)) encompass a combined 918,081 acres (236,381 acres in MORA; 681,700 acres in
NOCA) of the Cascade Range in Washington State. The park units, of which approximately 94 percent
are designated wilderness (Mount Rainier Wilderness encompasses 97 percent, or 228,480 acres, of
MORA; Stephen Mather Wilderness encompasses 94 percent, or 637,973 acres, of NOCA), are
surrounded by a complex network of lands managed by federal, provincial, and state agencies; American
Indian tribes; and private landowners (see Figure 1.2: Mount Rainier National Park, Figure 1.3: North
Cascades National Park Service Complex, and Neighboring Landowners, Land Use, and Socioeconomics in
Chapter 3 - Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences).

BACKGROUND

The Pacific fisher (Pekania pennanti) is a medium-sized carnivore in the weasel family (Mustelidae).
Found only in North America, this species has the build of a stocky weasel — a pointed face, rounded
ears, a long and slender body, short legs, and a well-furred tail about one-third its total length (Lewis and
Hayes 2004). Although similar in appearance to the more common American marten (Martes americana),
the fisher is larger, has a darker pelage, and has a disproportionately longer tail than the marten. Female
fishers weigh 4.4 — 5.51bs, while the larger males weigh 7.7 — 12.1lbs (Powell 1993).
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Figure 1.1: Project Area
Fisher Restoration Plan/Environmental Assessment
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Figure 1.2: Mount Rainier National Park

Fisher Restoration Plan/Environmental Assessment
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Figure 1.3: North Cascades National Park Service Complex
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Historically, fishers were found throughout much of the boreal and temperate forests of North America.
Fishers are native to Washington, including MORA, NOCA, and OLYM. However, they were presumed
extirpated throughout the state by the late 20th century due to the combined effects of over-trapping and
habitat loss and fragmentation in low to mid-elevation coniferous forests (Aubry and Houston 1992,
Lewis and Stinson 1998). Between 1990 and 2004, WDFW, the NPS, and U.S Forest Service (USFS)
conducted extensive surveys throughout the historical range of the fisher in Washington to detect fishers
as well as other forest carnivores. Despite these extensive efforts, no fishers were detected and no
population was known to exist (Lewis and Stinson 1998, Aubry and Lewis 2003, Hayes and Lewis 2006,
Christophersen et al. 2005, Christophersen 2006, Reid et al. 2010).

In the two parks, fishers have been considered extirpated from MORA since 1935, and were last
documented via sightings/tracks in NOCA in 1989 (Lewis and Stinson 1998; Aubry and Houston 1992).
Both parks receive occasional reports of fisher observations; however, none have been verified. The NPS
completed a number of carnivore studies within MORA and NOCA to detect fishers and other carnivores
between the 1980s and early 2000s. During the winters of 2000-2002, a parkwide survey to detect forest
carnivores was completed at MORA using remote cameras (Reid et al. 2010). The methodology used was
the same used to successfully detect fisher presence elsewhere (Zielinski and Kucera 1995), but despite 46
camera stations, 1571 camera nights, and photo documentation of seven of the forest carnivores,
including American marten, no fishers were detected. From the summer of 1988 to the spring of 1992,
park staff at NOCA conducted a vertebrate survey in the Stehekin Valley, but over the course of those
four years no fishers were detected (Kuntz and Glesne 1993). Similarly, Christophersen et al. (2005)
conducted a more targeted survey of forest carnivores in 2003 and 2004, using the same methodology as
the MORA survey, and despite the 78 camera stations, 2,178 camera nights, and photo documentation of
seven other forest carnivores, again, no fishers were detected.

As with the loss of any species, the extirpation of the fisher from its historical range is believed to have
disrupted the structure and function of forest ecosystems in Washington State. Although the interacting
roles of ecosystem members are not fully understood, mesocarnivores (e.g., fishers, bobcats, wolverines,
coyotes, martens) are more diverse and occur at greater densities than larger carnivores (i.e., grizzly bears
and gray wolves) and play an important role in regulating “the abundance and distribution of a variety of
other species through predation and competition” (Lofroth et al. 2010, 77). The fisher also contributes to
its ecosystem by functioning as a disperser of seeds and spores, as prey for other carnivores, as a host for
parasites and pathogens, and as a contributor to nutrient cycling (Lofroth et al. 2010). In this capacity, the
fisher provides a number of valuable ecological functions, and the reestablishment of fisher populations
will help restore more fully functioning ecological processes within the forest ecosystems of the
Washington Cascades.

The failure to detect fishers within their historical range in the state prompted the Washington Fish and
Wildlife Commission to list the fisher as endangered in 1998. Moreover, due to the depleted status of the
fisher throughout portions of its former range in Washington, Oregon, and California, the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS) listed the West Coast Distinct Population Segment (DPS) of the fisher asa
federal candidate species in 2004 (USFWS 2004b). In March 2013, USFWS initiated a status review of the
fisher for the West Coast DPS to evaluate the merits of listing under the ESA (USFWS 2013a). A
proposed rule on the decision to list or not will be published by the USFWS by September 30, 2014; if a
listing is proposed, a final rule for listing the fisher could be expected by the fall of 2015.

Under the Washington State Recovery Plan for the Fisher (Hayes and Lewis 2006), fishers will be
considered for down-listing when self-sustaining populations are established in multiple locations,
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including the Olympic Mountains and the SW and NW Cascades of Washington State. Long-term
persistence of fishers in Washington would be accomplished by re-establishing a number of widely
distributed, self-sustaining populations within suitable areas of their historical range. The
reestablishment of multiple populations would lessen the risk of extirpation that could result from
catastrophic or stochastic events such as catastrophic wildfires, volcanic eruptions, forest disease
outbreaks, fisher disease outbreaks, or the genetic and demographic effects of small, isolated populations.

Because of the absence of nearby populations to naturally recolonize the state through immigration, the
Washington State Recovery Plan for the Fisher concluded that reintroduction is the best way to restore
fishers in three of the four recovery areas (Olympic Mountains and the SW and NW Cascades) (Hayes
and Lewis 2006). A cooperative reintroduction program in the Olympic Mountains took place in 2008-
2010, resulting in a small, reproducing population. However this population is too small and too isolated
by unsuitable habitat to feasibly provide dispersers to the SW and NW Cascades in the foreseeable future
(Hayes and Lewis 2006). There are no fisher populations known to exist in southern British Columbia or
northern Oregon that could recolonize the Washington Cascades from the north or south (Lofroth et al.
2010). Fisher populations in Idaho or those that might emigrate from Idaho to the Selkirk Recovery Area
in eastern Washington are not connected to the Cascades via suitable habitat.

WDFW’s Feasibility Assessment for Reintroducing Fishers to Washington evaluated fisher habitat in the
state and concluded that fisher reintroductions were feasible in the Olympic Mountains and the SW and
NW Cascades (Lewis and Hayes 2004; available at:
http://wdfw.wa.gov/publications/pub.php?id=00231%20). They found that factors that caused fisher
extirpation in Washington are no longer significant threats and should not prevent successful
reintroduction. Fisher trapping, which was likely the most significant factor contributing to the species’
demise, has been prohibited by law since 1934 (and is not allowed in either MORA or NOCA), and body-
gripping” traps (e.g., leg-hold traps), that fishers can be incidentally captured in, have been banned in the
state since 2000 (Initiative 713; see RCW 77.15.194). There is also an adequate amount and distribution of
fisher habitat. According to the Habitat Assessment completed as part of the Feasibility Assessment for
Reintroducing Fishers to Washington, the Cascade Mountain Range (approximately 12.4 million acres)
supports approximately 1.6 million acres of suitable fisher habitat, much of which is contiguous and not
heavily dissected by state or federal highways, and Lawler et al. (2012) projects that under climate change
projections, the fisher will experience small climate-driven range expansions in the Washington
Cascades. About 1.1 million acres of suitable fisher habitat is found on the west side of the Cascade crest
and makes up about 17 percent of the western Cascades ecosystem (Lewis and Hayes 2004:22-23).
Furthermore, suitable source populations are currently available for reintroduction. While fisher
populations in Alberta, California, and British Columbia are all genetically similar to fishers that
historically occurred in Washington State, the B.C. population is the most suitable source population for
reintroduction efforts in the Cascades due to genetic and habitat similarities, and based on conversations
with officials from B.C., fishers are expected to be available for translocation / reintroduction from the
province. That said, tighter protections may be placed on the B.C. fisher populations in the next few years
due to changing natural and political conditions in the province, such as severe beetle kills and logging

practices that are reducing suitable fisher habitat.

Between 2008 and 2010, OLYM and WDFEW released 90 fishers into OLYM from British Columbia, thus
completing the first phase of a landmark conservation measure to restore a self-sustaining population of
fishers to Washington State. Monitoring of this effort, which is ongoing, has shown some initial
indications of success, and the NPS, USGS, WDFW, and USFS hope to have a more definitive assessment
of this success by 2016, after completing a cooperative monitoring project that began in 2013 (Lewis, pers.
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comm., 2013b; Jenkins and Happe 2013). Following the reintroduction in OLYM, the SW and NW
Cascades are considered the most suitable locations for subsequent reintroductions of fishers to the state
(Lewis and Hayes 2004).

Having released fishers into OLYM, WDFW is shifting to the second phase of fisher recovery in
Washington by planning a fisher reintroduction in the SW and N'W Cascades, as identified in the
recovery plan for fisher restoration. To this end, WDFW has identified suitable locations for potential
fisher reintroductions in the Washington Cascades — which includes habitatin MORA and NOCA,
procedures for monitoring fishers if and when reintroduced, and research opportunities following
possible reintroductions. This information is outlined in their Implementation Plan for Reintroducing
Fishers to the Cascade Mountain Range in Washington (available at wdfw.wa.gov/publications/01556/)
(Lewis 2013). WDFW has asked the NPS for their assistance and participation in this reintroduction
effort.

POLICY AND PLANNING CONTEXT

Federal Laws and Policies
The following federal laws, executive orders (issued by the president), regulations, and policies provide
the basis and authority for this plan:

e National Park Service Organic Act of 1916

e National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, as amended
e Endangered Species Act of 1973

e Wilderness Act of 1964

e Washington Parks Wilderness Act of 1988

e National Park Service Management Policies (2006)

National Park Service Organic Act of 1916

By enacting the NPS Organic Act of 1916, Congress directed the U.S. Department of the Interior (DOI)
and the NPS to manage units of the national park system “to conserve the scenery and the natural and
historic objects and wild life therein and to provide for the enjoyment of the same in such a manner and
by such a means as will leave them unimpaired for the enjoyment of future generations” (16 USC 1).

National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires all federal agencies to study the impacts of
proposed actions on the environment of federal lands, to analyze alternatives to the actions, and to
inform and seek input from the public on the proposed actions. Environmental consequences of the
proposed action and alternatives to the proposed action are analyzed in detail to provide managers and
the public adequate information in order to provide input and to make informed decisions. Compliance
with NEPA is satisfied by this environmental assessment.

Endangered Species Act of 1973, as Amended

The Endangered Species Act requires all federal agencies to consult with the Secretary of the Interior on
all projects and proposals having potential impact on federally endangered and threatened plants and
animals. It also requires federal agencies to use their authorities in furtherance of the purposes of the
Endangered Species Act by carrying out programs for the conservation of endangered and threatened
species and to ensure that any agency action authorized, funded, or implemented is not likely to
jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered or threatened species, or result in the destruction
or adverse modification of designated critical habitat.
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Wilderness Act of 1964

The Wilderness Act of 1964 (16 USC 1131 et seq.) established a national wilderness preservation system,
of federally-owned wilderness lands “where the earth and its community of life are untrammeled by man,
where man himself is a visitor who does not remain.” Agencies responsible for administration of
designated wilderness are required by law to preserve these lands “for the use and enjoyment of the
American people in such manner as will leave them unimpaired for future use and enjoyment as
wilderness, and so as to provide for the protection of these areas, the preservation of their wilderness
character, and for the gathering and dissemination of information regarding their use and enjoyment as
wilderness” (16 USC 1131). To honor and protect wilderness character, the Wilderness Act prohibits the
construction of roads, buildings, and other man-made improvements, as well as the use of mechanized
transportation in wilderness, unless necessary for administration of the wilderness. Therefore, all park
management activities proposed within wilderness are subject to review, following the minimum
requirement concept and decision guidelines in order to determine whether the proposed action meets
the minimum requirement for administering the area, and if so, what the minimum tools are to complete
the action. The minimum requirements analysis for this plan is included in Appendix B.

Washington Parks Wilderness Act of 1988

In accordance with the Wilderness Act of 1964, the Washington Parks Wilderness Act (1988) designated as
wilderness approximately 216,855 acres of MORA as the Mount Rainier Wilderness and approximately
634,614 acres of NOCA as the Stephen Mather Wilderness. An additional 5,226 acres of NOCA were also
designated as potential wilderness under this Act, to be converted to wilderness upon the removal of
non-conforming uses. Following the completion of the Ross Lake National Recreation Area General
Management Plan, NOCA was able to administratively convert 3,359 acres of the 5,226 acres of potential
wilderness to designated wilderness in 2012.

NPS Management Policies

Park units are obliged to protect and strive to recover any federally listed species (NPS 2006b, sec. 4.4.2.3)
and to manage state listed species in the same manner to the greatest extent possible. Specifically, where
native plant and animal populations “have been extirpated by past human caused actions”, Management
Policies 2006 direct the NPS to take action to restore species whenever all of the following criteria are met:

e “Adequate habitat to support the species either exists or can reasonably be restored in the park,
and if necessary also on adjacent public lands and waters; once a natural population level is
achieved, the population can be self-perpetuating”;

e “The species does not, based on an effective management plan, pose a serious threat to the safety
of people in parks, park resources, or persons or property within or outside park boundaries”;

e “The genetic type used in restoration most nearly approximates the extirpated genetic type.

e The species disappeared, or was substantially diminished, as a direct or indirect result of human
induced change to the species population or to the ecosystem”; and

e “Potential impacts upon park management and use have been carefully considered” (NPS 2006b,
sec. 4.4.2.2).

When restoring these species, NPS Management Policies 2006 further provide:

e “The Service will use the best available technology, within available resources, to restore the
biological and physical components of these systems, accelerating both their recovery and the
recovery of landscape and biological community structure and function” (NPS 2006b, Section
4.1.5).
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e “The restoration of native plants and animals will be accomplished using organisms taken from
populations as closely related genetically and ecologically as possible to park populations,
preferably from similar habitats in adjacent or local areas” (NPS 2006b, Section 4.4.1.2). However
“If needed, the policies allow restoration efforts to include confining animals in cages for captive
breeding to increase the number of offspring for release into the wild or to manage the
population’s gene pool” (NPS 2006b, sec. 4.4.2.2).

NPS Management Policies 2006 also direct parks to cooperate with states, tribal governments, and the
USFWS to meet the NPS’s commitments for maintaining or restoring native species in parks and to
participate in cooperative conservation beyond park boundaries (NPS 2006b). Such cooperative actions
that apply to this reintroduction plan include:

e Participating in local and regional scientific and planning efforts, identifying ranges of
populations of native plants and animals, and developing cooperative strategies for maintaining or
restoring these populations in parks.

e Developing data, through monitoring, for use in animal management programs.

e Presenting information about species life cycles, ranges, and population dynamics in park
interpretive programs for use in increasing public awareness of management needs for all species
that occur in parks.

Related Plans and Guidance
Park planning documents that are relevant to these proposed fisher restorations include those described

below.
National Park Service Plans for Mount Rainier and North Cascades National Parks

Mount Rainier National Park Foundation Document (Draft, 1 August 2014)

Mount Rainier’s Foundation Document identifies “Biological diversity that contributes to the integrity of
the Cascade ecosystem” and “Mount Rainier Wilderness values and experiences” as fundamental
resources and values of the park based on the park’s significance as:

e “avital remnant of the once widespread primeval Cascade ecosystem and provides habitat for
many species representative of the region’s flora and fauna”;

e alandscape that “protects over 97% of its area as federally designated Wilderness”; and

e “aliving laboratory that offers opportunities for scientists and students to study and develop a
deeper understanding of, as well as foster an appreciation for, the park, its resources, processes,
and meanings.”

Mount Rainier National Park General Management Plan

The Mount Rainier National Park General Management Plan outlines goals for resource stewardship
(restore natural resources within their broad ecosystem) and guiding management principals and
strategies for ecosystem management and the protection and management of natural resources. These
guiding principles and strategies emphasize the importance of collaboration and partnerships in
managing resources across political boundaries and identify the need to protect, study, and manage the
park’s natural resources and processes for achieving the park’s purposes and mission.

Under the guidance of the General Management Plan, Mount Rainier National Park will:
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e “continue to work with the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, and the National Marine Fisheries Service to ensure that the National Park
Service’s actions help special-status species to recover”; and

e “cooperate with the above agencies in inventorying, monitoring, protecting, and perpetuating the
natural distribution and abundance of all special status species (i.e., state and federally listed
threatened, endangered, rare, declining, sensitive, candidate, or special concern species) and their
essential habitats in Mount Rainier National Park” (NPS 2001, 22-23).

Mount Rainier National Park Wilderness Management Plan

Approved in 1989, the Wilderness Management Plan for Mount Rainier National Park identifies goals for
wilderness management and standards for wildlife resources in the Mount Rainier Wilderness. Goals
related to the proposed action include managing “the Wilderness as a distinct resource with inseparable
parts,” managing “the use of other resources and activities within Wilderness in a manner compatible
with Wilderness,” and allowing “natural processes to operate freely within Wilderness” (NPS 1989, 17).

Within the standards for managing wildlife resources, the plan specifically states that “Extirpated
(indigenous) species may be introduced into the Wilderness, subject to NPS policies pertaining to
wildlife” (NPS 1989, 59).

Mount Rainier National Park Fire Management Plan

The Fire Management Plan for MORA relates to fisher reintroduction in that it outlines goals and
management strategies for managing forests in the park that often provide habitat for fisher. Two goals of
this plan that relate to fisher restoration are: “Restore and maintain natural fire regimes to the maximum
extent practicable to ensure unimpaired natural ecosystem functioning” and “Protect natural resources
(including flora, fauna, air quality, geologic resources, aquatic resources and wilderness character) from
adverse effects of unwanted wildland fires, fire suppression, use fire, prescribed fires, and
manual/mechanical treatments” (NPS 2005a, 32-33).

North Cascades National Park Service Complex Foundation Document

Of those resources that make the North Cascades National Park Service Complex nationally significant,
the following significance statements identified in NOCA’s Foundation Document relate to the
reintroduction of the fisher in NOCA.

e “From deep forested valleys to alpine peaks, the North Cascades National Park Service Complex
encompasses extreme gradients of climate and topography that contribute to an impressive
diversity of habitats and species. This area is the core of a vast mountainous ecosystem of
protected public lands spanning the border of the United States and Canada. The ecological
integrity of the North Cascades National Park Service Complex and the greater North Cascades
ecosystem depend on one another” (NPS 2012a)

e “Envisioned as a wilderness park from its inception, the North Cascades National Park Service
Complex is part of more than 2 million acres of federally designated wilderness, which is one of
the largest such areas in the lower 48 states. The North Cascades wilderness, along with adjacent
wilderness areas, is maintained to preserve and enhance the qualities of wilderness character”
(NPS 2012a).

e “North Cascades National Park Service Complex provides educational and scientific
opportunities that support the understanding and preservation of park resources and values while
contributing to public enjoyment and understanding” (NPS 2012a)
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General Management Plans for North Cascades National Park Service Complex
Three general management plans guide park management decisions for North Cascades National Park
and Lake Chelan and Ross Lake National Recreation Areas.

The General Management Plan and Environmental Assessment for North Cascades National Park, Ross
Lake National Recreation Area, and Lake Chelan National Recreation Area, which now applies solely to
North Cascades National Park, states that “the entire complex will be managed as an integral part of a
regional ecosystem encompassing a broad range of local plant and animal communities” and “Specific
studies or protection programs will be initiated to guide management of federally protected or sensitive
species” (NPS 1987, 37).

The Lake Chelan National Recreation Area General Management Plan further confirms NOCA'’s
commitment to protecting rare, threatened, and endangered species, stating “The National Park Service
would educate and cooperate with private landowners and other agencies. . .to encourage use of native
species. . .[and] would work with the USFWS and other agencies to define and properly manage
important habitats in an ecosystem context” (NPS 1995a, 27).

Finally, the Ross Lake National Recreation Area General Management Plan includes a number of guiding
principles/objectives for protecting rare, threatened and endangered species, which include:

e “Federally-listed and state-listed threatened and endangered species and their habitats are
protected and sustained.

e Native threatened and endangered species populations that have been severely reduced in or
extirpated from the unit are restored where feasible and sustainable.

e Threatened, endangered, or otherwise imperiled species. . .show increasing trends in their
population, leading to improvement in the species’ status and ultimately, to recovery. State and
federally listed wildlife populations are stable or increasing, as measured by recovery goals
outlined in the species recovery plans required for all listed species.

e Habitats that support or are suitable for sensitive, rare, endemic, or listed species are protected.

e Visitors learn about species. . .that are listed under the Endangered Species Act as well as actions
that may assist their recovery” (NPS 2012b, 42).

The plan also asserts that “In cases where resources have been impacted, the NPS will seek appropriate
restoration to maintain the integrity of the North Cascades ecosystem” and “priority will...be given to
performing this work through long-term sustainable partnerships” (NPS 2012b, 77-78).

North Cascades National Park Service Complex Fire Management Plan

The Fire Management Plan for NOCA relates to fisher reintroduction in that it outlines goals and
management strategies for managing forests in the park that often provide habitat for fishers. The second
goal of this plan is to “Allow the natural process of fire to prevail in the Complex”, which is supported by
the management objectives to “Manage ecosystems to preserve the natural range of variability in
processes and structure” and “Minimize adverse impacts to threatened, endangered, and sensitive species
and their habitats” (NPS 2005b, 10).

U.S. Forest Service Guidance for Adjacent Federal Lands

Northwest Forest Plan
The Northwest Forest Plan, which applies to 24 million acres of USFS and Bureau of Land Management
(BLM) lands in Oregon, Washington, and California, provides an overall vision for the Pacific Northwest
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that emphasizes producing timber products while protecting and managing impacted species. Initiated in
1993 to end the impasse over the management of federal forest lands within the range of the northern
spotted owl, the Northwest Forest Plan now provides a framework and system of standards and
guidelines, using a new ecosystem approach, to address resource management.

The plan focuses on five key principles (REO 2014): 1) Never forget human and economic dimensions of
issues; 2) Protect long-term health of forests, wildlife, and waterways; 3) Focus on scientifically sound,

ecologically credible, and legally responsible strategies and implementation; 4) Produce a predictable and
sustainable level of timber sales and non-timber resources; 5) Ensure that federal agencies work together.

To support this framework, the plan included a program for managing the forests to achieve both
sustainable timber production and protection of biological diversity, a system for coordinating federal
agency implementation of the forest management effort and receiving advice from nonfederal interests
(formalized in a memorandum of understanding that was signed by a number of federal agencies,
including the NPS, in 2003), and an initiative for providing economic assistance and job retraining to
displaced timber workers, communities, and others who were adversely affected by reductions in the size
of the timber program (REO 1998).

State and Provincial Laws, Regulations, and Policies

Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW)

The mission of WDFW is to “serve Washington’s citizens by protecting, restoring and enhancing fish and
wildlife and their habitats, while providing sustainable and wildlife related recreational and commercial
opportunities.” To this end, the department is mandated “to preserve, protect, perpetuate, and manage
the wildlife and food fish, game fish, and shellfish in state waters and offshore waters” which includes the
critical role of overseeing the listing and recovery of threatened and endangered species in Washington,
including the fisher (WDFW 2004). Since the fisher’s listing as a state endangered species in 1998, WDFW
has completed a recovery plan for the fisher, a feasibility assessment for reintroducing fishers to
Washington, and two implementation plans for reintroducing fishers to Washington — one for the
Olympic Recovery Area and one for the SW and NW Cascades Recovery Areas, on which this Plan/EA is
based.

Washington Department of Agriculture (WDOA)
Within its broad scope of duties, the Washington Department of Agriculture (WDOA) protects

“Washington State’s natural resources, agriculture industry, and the public from selected plant and
animal pests and diseases.” To this end, WDOA requires the completion of a health certificate and
issuance of a permit before entry of fishers into Washington.

Permits Required to Transport Animals across International Borders

The Canadian government does not require any federal permits for exporting fishers, and the U.S.
government does not require disease testing of fishers or health certificates to transfer fishers from
Canada to the U.S. The provincial governments of British Columbia and Alberta require a “Possession
Permit” for the transport of fishers within the province and out of Canada. However, if rabies is
documented in any wild carnivore (including fishers) from the state of origin in the 12 months prior to
translocation, it would not be allowed entry into Washington. The USFWS also requires fishers to be
inspected by a USFWS inspector at the international border and that the animals be “declared”
(Declaration Form 3-177) several days prior to state entry. WDOA also requires completion of a health
certificate and the issuance of a permit prior to the entry of fishers into Washington (Lewis 2006).
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PROJECT PLANNING AND SCOPING

NEPA regulations require an “early and open process for determining the scope of issues to be
addressed and for identifying the significant issues related to a proposed action” (NPS 2011). To
determine the scope of issues to be analyzed in depth in this plan, the planning team for this Plan/EA
completed both internal scoping with NPS staff and external scoping with the public in 2013 which are
fully described in Chapter 4: Consultation and Coordination.

ISSUES AND IMPACT TOPICS

Issues are potential environmental problems that may result from federal action, if it is taken. Issues
were identified by specialists with the National Park Service, Federal Highway Administration, and by
the public during scoping. Once issues were identified, they were used to help formulate the action
alternative and mitigating measures. Impact topics were then selected for detailed analysis based on
substantive issues; environmental statutes, regulations, and executive orders; and NPS Management
Policies 2006. A summary of specifics and rationale for their selection are given below.

Impact Topics Selected for Detailed Analysis

Several issues were identified as requiring further analysis in this Plan/EA. These issues, presented
below, represent existing concerns, as well as concerns that might arise during consideration and
analysis of alternatives, and form the basis for the affected environment and impact topics analyzed in
Chapter 3: Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences.

Species of Special Concern (Animal)

e Approximately fifteen federally-listed and 34 state-listed animal species (endangered, threatened,
candidate, and other species of concern) occur in MORA and NOCA. Due to competition,
disease, and predation, alternatives analyzed in this plan could have some impact on special status
species, including the northern spotted owl (Strix occidentalis caurina), marbled murrelet
(Brachyramphus marmoratus marmoratus), Canada lynx (Lynx canadensis), gray wolf (Canis
lupus), and grizzly bear (Ursus arctos).

e Inaddition, reintroducing fishers would have a beneficial effect on the species itself by creating
additional populations in Washington State and contributing to long-term recovery goals.

Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat

e Asthe extirpation of the fisher from its historical range is believed to have disrupted the structure
and function of forest ecosystems in Washington State, the proposed action would help to at least
partially restore functioning ecological processes, such as interspecies competition, within the
forest ecosystems of the Washington Cascades. See Background on page 3 for more information
on how the fisher contributes to ecosystem functionality.

o Fishers use similar forest types and prey as other mid-sized carnivores in MORA and NOCA,
including the American marten, bobcat, coyote, and Cascade red fox. Thus, there is potential for
fishers to affect these species through competition for forest cover and prey.

Wilderness

e Fisher reintroduction could have a beneficial impact on wilderness character by restoring native
species and by restoring ecosystem functions within MORA and NOCA and the surrounding
areas, thus having a beneficial impact on the “natural” quality of wilderness character.
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Any actions needed to reestablish the fisher, such as radio-collaring for monitoring purposes, and
potentially using mechanized equipment to facilitate reintroduction and monitoring, would
adversely affect the untrammeled and undeveloped qualities of wilderness character.

Acoustic Environment / Soundscapes

Actions needed to reestablish the fisher, such as the use of aerial telemetry flights for monitoring
purposes, could adversely affect the acoustic environment in MORA and NOCA.

Visitor Use and Experience

Fisher reintroduction could beneficially affect visitor experiences in MORA and NOCA by
enhancing opportunities to experience a rare, forest dwelling species in a national park and
wilderness setting.

As both parks are known for their ecosystem diversity, fisher reintroductions could beneficially
impact visitor experiences because visitors would know that a missing component of the
ecosystem had been restored.

Fisher reintroductions would also increase interpretative opportunities to enhance visitor
experiences in both parks.

As a state-listed species, fisher reintroductions may require area closures or other short-term
constraints on public use of the parks to enable successful release and establishment of a founding
population. However, fishers are not expected to den in locations of high visitor use, reducing the
likelihood of impacts to visitors.

Neighboring Landowners, Land Use, and Socioeconomics

Impacts to “neighboring landowners, land use, and socioeconomics” from proposed fisher
reintroductions are tied primarily to logging and the timber industry. As a state-listed species, it is
possible that restrictions could be placed on landowners in order to protect fishers and their
habitat, particularly if the land is used for resource extraction, such as timber harvesting. For
example, seasonal buffer zones from mechanized activity around known active den sites may be
required on neighboring USFES lands to protect fishers. While these restrictions could temporarily
impact landowners, the likelihood of a fisher using a forest stand that is subject to harvest is low as
fishers are closely associated with late successional forests (which are most commonly found on
USFS and NPS lands and are protected from harvest under current conditions).

If fishers are released on NPS lands and individuals migrate to adjacent lands, private landowners
could be beneficially impacted from fisher predation on mountain beaver (a.k.a. ground bear or
giant mole) and porcupines, which can damage commercial trees and seedlings.

Fisher biologists and furbearer program managers have documented occurrences of fisher
predation on pets and poultry in the Midwest and Northeast, particularly near homes that are in
remote settings in forested habitats. While local residents of the SW and N'W Cascades could
experience fisher predation on small domestic animals or livestock, especially if they are not
confined, this is likely to be less common than predation from more common predators (e.g.,
coyote, bobcats, raccoons).

Park Management and Operations

Restoration of fishers on NPS lands would require funding and personnel resources to implement
initial restoration actions and conduct associated monitoring programs. These actions would
impose an operational and financial burden on the parks and could require diversion of resources
away from other priorities due to current and projected budgetary shortfalls in the agency.
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Impact Topics Dismissed from Detailed Analysis

If an issue was considered to be outside the scope of this environmental assessment, or if the best
available information indicated that the proposal would have no effects or negligible effects, it was
eliminated for further analysis, as per NEPA requirements. The following topics have been dismissed
from detailed analysis. A brief rationale for dismissal is provided for each topic. Potential impacts on
these resources would be none or negligible and most likely immeasurable.

Air quality. The monitoring of released fishers could involve the use of aircraft, which could affect air
quality. However, such an increase in aircraft use would be negligible and would not impact overall air
quality in the parks.

Vegetation (Including Rare, Unusual, and Species of Special Concern). Fisher reintroduction would
not likely impact vegetation, including rare or unusual vegetation, at MORA or NOCA because fishers
are not herbivorous and fisher predation on herbivores is not expected to have secondary, indirect
effects on vegetation. Although fruit (such as huckleberries) could become a more important part of the
fisher's diet during fall and winter, any seasonal forage would have short-term, negligible, adverse
impacts on individual plants, but would not affect the plant communities overall.

Aquatic Species. Fisher reintroduction is not likely to impact aquatic resources, including rare or listed
species, or their habitat at MORA or NOCA because fishers are not known to be pisciverous.

Wildlife - Introduction of Pathogens/Non-Native Species. Fishers are susceptible to a number of
diseases that affect other wildlife species, but disease is not a major mortality factor in fisher populations
(Lewis and Hayes 2004). Furthermore, WDFW would check and treat individual fishers for fleas, ticks,
endoparasites, distemper, and rabies, and each fisher would be inspected and certified as suitable for
release by a licensed veterinarian prior to release under standard protocols. Therefore, it is unlikely that
an individual fisher translocated to the Washington Cascades would be a disease vector through the
proposed action.

Wildlife — Effects on the B.C. Source Population. Although the proposed action would result in the
relocation of 160 fishers from British Columbia (B.C.), harvests would be managed under existing
Provincial seasons and harvest limits to ensure protection of this population, and it is assumed that
capturing fishers for translocation to Washington would be largely compensatory for fishers that would
have been harvested for their pelts rather than resulting in additional fisher mortality. Similarly, during
the reintroduction in OLYM, when 90 fishers were relocated from British Columbia to the Olympic
Peninsula, fisher harvests did not increase in the province; in fact, fisher harvests were lower than the
years prior to and following the reintroduction (Weir, pers. comm., 2014).

Floodplains or Wetlands. No occupancy, modification, or development of floodplains is expected
under this plan. It is possible that fishers could prey on beavers, which could have an indirect effect on
wetlands. However, considering the estimated low density beaver population in both MORA and
NOCA, and the insignificant role beavers play in the fisher diet, it is believed that potential fisher
predation on beaver in the SW and NW Cascades would not have a measurable indirect impact on
wetland functions.

Museum Collections. Although there is a possibility that fisher mortalities could contribute taxidermy
specimens to the museum collections at either MORA or NOCA, this would result in virtually no impact
to park operations or the museum collection because it would not noticeably increase the volume of
records archived.
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Recreational Resources - Food Storage Regulations. Because larger predators and other mammals
are present in both MORA and NOCA and current visitor use management regulations require proper
food storage for all backcountry users based on these species, backcountry use regulations would not
change in either park due to fisher reintroduction.

Socioeconomics - Tourism. It is possible that tourism in the area could increase due to perceived
benefits on the part of visitors as a result of fisher reintroduction, which could benefit local businesses.
However, such an increase would likely be slight and difficult to quantify. Therefore, impacts from
increased tourism were dismissed from further analysis.

Socioeconomics - Non-Timber Forest Harvesting. While MORA allows extremely limited harvest of
non-timber resources by Native Americans, all harvesting is prohibited in NOCA. Fisher reintroduction
would not impact non-timber forest harvesting activities, within or outside of these units of the national
park system as these harvested resources are not critical to fisher survival and would not require any
restrictions to protect fisher. While it is possible that fisher listing could result in temporary access
restrictions to harvesting areas, any restrictions would be associated with a denning female and would
be negligible as denning occurs during the spring when most harvest activities aren’t occurring. Any
potential restrictions on public access to federal lands are analyzed under Visitor Use and Experience in
chapter 3.

Socioeconomics — Hunting and Trapping. Fisher trapping has been prohibited in Washington State
since 1934, and “body-gripping” traps that can injure or incidentally capture fishers have been banned
in the state since 2000 (Initiative 713; see RCW 77.15.194). Hunting and trapping are also prohibited in
MORA and North Cascades National Park; however, these activities are allowed in Ross Lake and Lake
Chelan National Recreation Areas (NRAs) and within the surrounding national forests under the
management of and regulations established by WDFW. While there would be no additional restrictions
on hunting or trapping under this proposed action, it is possible that a short-term restriction could be
placed on access to a specific hunting and trapping area within or near the NRAs and/or forest lands in
order to protect a known den site. However, the occurrence of these restrictions would likely be rare
and would have minimal impact on hunters and trappers because 1) there is little overlap between
hunting and trapping seasons with the fisher denning period, ' 2) there is minimal demand for what
hunting and trapping activities are allowed during the denning period, > and 3) short-term restrictions to
protect den sites would occur only while the active monitoring program is ongoing (three to four years),
when fishers have functioning radio-transmitters. Therefore, impacts to hunters and trappers would be
no more than negligible from the proposed action, and this topic was dismissed from further analysis.

Urban Quality/Gateway Communities. Fisher biologists and furbearer program managers have
documented occurrences of fisher predation on pets and poultry in the Midwest and Northeast,
particularly near homes that are in remote settings in forested habitats. While local residents of the SW

! The denning period for fisher extends from approximately early March through the end of July/early August. In comparison, the
popular hunting seasons for game like deer, bear, and elk are open primarily from August-January. While some hunting for game may
occur into the spring, it is either limited to less popular species or is tied to addressing game management on a specific private property
with limited permits (WDFW 2013b). The trapping season in Washington extends through March 31 (WDFW n.d., Furbearer Trapping
Seasons and Rules).

? The fisher denning season overlaps with hunting seasons for wild turkey, cougar, mountain goat, bobcat, fox, raccoon, and rabbit and
snowshoe hare. In the 2012-2013 season, approximately 3 cougar and 2 mountain goats were harvested in and around NOCA in the
North Cascades, and 9 cougar and 3 mountain goats, were harvested around MORA in the South Cascades (WDFW 2013a). In 2009
(most recent year data is available), 84 beaver, otter and raccoon were trapped in all of Skagit County; 266 beaver, otter, mink, and
raccoon were trapped in Whatcom County, and 52 beaver, otter, and raccoon were trapped in Pierce County (WDFW n.d., Washington
Trappers’ Report of Catch).
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and NW Cascades could experience fisher predation on small domestic animals, especially if they are
not confined, this would likely be comparable to impacts experienced by predation from other, more
common, carnivores in the area (e.g. coyote and raccoons). This topic is addressed under Neighboring
Landowners, Land Use, and Socioeconomics in chapter 3, and other impacts to urban quality/gateway
communities have been dismissed.

Minority and Low Income Populations. As a state-listed species, it is possible that new restrictions
may be placed on landowners in order to protect fishers and their habitat which could impact land use
practices and the income of neighboring landowners (this potential impact is further analyzed under
Neighboring Landowners, Land Use, and Socioeconomics in chapter 3). However it is not anticipated that
this would impact minority or low income populations disproportionately. For this reason, analysis of
impacts to minority and low-income populations has been dismissed from further consideration.

Other Agency or Tribal Land Use Plans or Policies. Although the fisher is not listed as a federal
endangered or threatened species, the West Coast DPS of the fisher is a candidate for listing, and the
USFWS plans to publish a notice related to the conservation status of the fisher in its west coast range
by the end of September 2014, which may or may not propose to list the fisher in Washington State.
(Any potential listing would not occur until September 2015 at the earliest.) It is possible that the
USFWS’ decision to list or not list the fisher in Washington State could be influenced by NPS and
WDFW actions to restore the fisher to the SW and NW Cascades. However, considering the fact that a)
proposed fisher restoration would be consistent with USFWS plans and policies to protect and promote
recovery of federally listed and candidate species and b) a successful fisher restoration in the SW and
NW Cascades would contribute to meeting state recovery goals and could result in the downlisting the
species from its endangered status in Washington, any influence that fisher restoration would have on
the USFWS’ decision would likely persuade the USFWS to not to list the fisher in Washington State. It is
not anticipated that USFWS would decide to list the fisher in Washington because of recovery efforts as
again, proposed fisher restoration would be consistent with USFWS plans and policies to protect and
promote recovery of the fisher. Therefore, any impact that the actions proposed in this Plan/EA would
have on USFWS plans and policies would be beneficial, assuming that not listing the fisher in
Washington would prevent the institution of additional administrative burdens on USFWS associated
with protecting a listed species. Similarly, successful fisher restoration in the SW and NW Cascades
would contribute to meeting state recovery goals and could result in downlisting the species from its
endangered status in Washington which would beneficially impact WDFW plans and policies by
reducing administrative burdens for WDFW associated with protecting a state listed species. As no
action in this Plan/EA would conflict with agencies or tribal land use plans or policies, this topic has
been dismissed from further consideration.

Impacts from Potential Future Federal Listing of the Fisher. While a potential future federal listing
of the fisher may impact neighboring landowners, land use, and socioeconomics if fishers are present in
the SW and NW Cascades, projecting the intensity and scale of these impacts from proposed fisher
reintroductions is conjecture at this time because of the uncertainty and number of variables associated
with such a potential listing. For example: the West Coast DPS of the fisher may or may not be proposed
for listing in September 2014; a proposed listing could list the fisher as threatened or endangered; a
proposed listing may or may not include Washington State; a proposed listing may or may not include
designated Critical Habitat; a proposed listing may or may not entail additional restrictions; and any
proposed listing that would be published in the Federal Register in September 2014 may change before a
decision for listing is made, which is expected in September 2015. Furthermore, because fishers require
similar forest cover as other federally-listed species (e.g. the spotted owl and marbled murrelet), it is
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likely that any restrictions on landowners that could be associated with a federal listing of the fisher are
already in place in Washington State, minimizing the likelihood that a potential listing would impact
neighboring landowners, land use, and socioeconomics. In dismissing this impact from further
consideration, the NPS also discussed the possibility that USFWS would consider NPS and WDFW
actions to restore the fisher in the SW and NW Cascades as a reason to not list the fisher in Washington
State.

Energy Resources. The implementation of a fisher restoration plan would result in a slight increase in
the consumption of fossil fuels associated with aircraft and vehicle use during reintroduction and
monitoring. However, such an increase would not measurably impact energy resources.

Long-Term Management of Resources or Land/Resource Productivity. Fisher reintroduction
actions would not impact the long-term management of resources beyond those already described
under Neighboring Landowners, Land Use, and Socioeconomics as discussed in chapter 3.
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Chapter 2 - Alternatives

The alternatives chapter describes the various actions that could be implemented for reintroducing the
fisher in Mount Rainier National Park (MORA) and North Cascades National Park Service Complex
(NOCA) (which includes North Cascades National Park and Ross Lake and Lake Chelan National
Recreation Areas) and summarizes the environmental consequences of the alternatives.

As required by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and NPS Director’s Order #12, federal
agencies must explore and compare a range of reasonable alternatives that achieve, to a large degree, the
defined purpose of and need for action while not violating any minimum environmental standards, as
introduced in the discussion of relevant issues in Chapter 1: Introduction. Any alternatives considered
for action must also be compared against a “no-action” alternative.

For this project, the interdisciplinary planning team developed one action alternative — with input from
the public during the planning process — that can achieve the project objective in MORA and NOCA
while not violating any minimum environmental standards outlined in chapter 1. Although considered,
several other alternatives were dismissed from further analysis in this Plan/EA because they did not
meet the purpose and needs and objectives or were unreasonable for other reasons. For more
information on these “considered but dismissed” alternatives, please see Alternatives Considered but
Dismissed on page 36.

ALTERNATIVES

Alternative A — No Action Alternative

Under Alternative A, the NPS would not partner with Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife
(WDFW) to restore fishers into MORA or NOCA. No NPS funding would be allocated to fisher
restoration, and no fisher reintroductions would occur on NPS lands.

However, the State of Washington would proceed with fisher restoration in the SW Cascades as
outlined in WDFW's Implementation Plan for Reintroducing Fishers to the Cascade Mountain Range in
Washington (available at wdfw.wa.gov/publications/01556/), only no reintroductions would occur
directly in MORA (Lewis 2013; Lewis, pers. comm., 2014a). Currently, the State has the funding and
staff to initiate a fisher translocation to the SW Cascades in the fall of 2014, and it expects to obtain
additional funding from both internal and external sources to continue the reintroduction in the SW
Cascades per the Implementation Plan. Because all the candidate release sites included in the
Implementation Plan for the SW Cascades reintroduction area are within the maximum movement
distances recorded during the Olympic National Park reintroduction (up to 67 miles; Lewis 2014¢) and
the nearest candidate release sites to MORA are only 15-18.5 miles from park boundaries, it is predicted
that fishers from the WDFW reintroduction effort would eventually colonize suitable habitat in MORA.
However, the establishment of a persistent fisher presence in MORA would likely occur at a slower rate
under Alternative A than a direct reintroduction to MORA (Alternative B) because the southern parts of
the SW Cascades reintroduction area (south of State Highway 12) contain larger blocks of contiguous
habitat away from highways, which may delay dispersal into MORA. Also, Highway 12 may act as a
substantial impediment to dispersal, due to either behavioral avoidance or mortalities associated with
vehicle collisions. That said, with a successful reintroduction, fishers would likely become distributed
throughout the SW Cascades and may become established in MORA over time. WDFW would proceed
with monitoring reintroduced fishers in areas where they travel and establish home ranges; if any
monitoring would be proposed in MORA due to expected fisher presence, the NPS would work with
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WDFW to minimize or mitigate potential impacts, such as limiting low elevation flights to Monday
through Thursday.

While the State of Washington intends to continue with fisher restoration in the NW Cascades
following a successful reintroduction in the SW Cascades, the feasibility of implementing this second
reintroduction is uncertain due to funding and the future availability of fishers. While the State is
currently seeking funding for the overall restoration of fishers in the Cascades, without NPS
contributions, no money is yet available for the proposed reintroduction in the NW Cascades and
obtaining the full funding for this second reintroduction would likely be delayed, if obtained at all.
Considering that a delay in funding and therefore project implementation could also threaten the
availability of fishers, it is assumed for the purposes of this Plan/EA that fisher would not be
reintroduced to the NW Cascades in the next five to ten years.

Furthermore, should reintroductions not occur in the NW Cascades, it is unlikely that fishers from a
successful SW Cascades reintroduction would be able to expand into the NW Cascades due to the
distance between the two reintroduction areas and, more importantly, the barrier to dispersal that the
Interstate 90 corridor presents to an expanding fisher population. Natural recolonization of fishers in
the NW Cascades from other populations is also unlikely to occur due to geographical isolation. Fishers
do not occur immediately north in British Columbia, and immigration from Idaho is unlikely due to a
large expanse of unsuitable habitat east of the Cascades (Lofroth et al. 2010). Because of the
uncertainties surrounding funding for this reintroduction and the unlikelihood of fisher dispersal to the
NW Cascades from other populations, it is assumed for the purposes of this Plan/EA that fishers would
not be restored to the NW Cascades under the No Action Alternative.

The NPS would continue present management activities under the No Action Alternative. For example,
wildlife and wildlife habitat would continue to be protected under current park-specific guidance at
MORA and NOCA.

Alternative B — Preferred Alternative: Reintroduce Fishers into Mount Rainier

National Park and North Cascades National Park Service Complex

Under Alternative B, the NPS would partner with WDFW to reintroduce fishers to the SW and NW
Cascades, including MORA and NOCA. NPS funds would be allocated toward assisting the State with
restoration efforts, and fishers could be reintroduced directly on NPS lands.

This alternative is largely based on WDFW's Implementation Plan for Reintroducing Fishers to the
Cascade Mountain Range in Washington (available at wdfw.wa.gov/publications/01556/) and relies on
the best available science to determine appropriate management actions (Lewis 2013). Methods and
processes outlined in the plan are based on those used in the Olympic fisher reintroduction 2008-2010.
As articulated in the State’s plan, fishers would be captured from a source population that is most
closely related to that which historically occurred in the state (preferably from British Columbia) and
would be reintroduced into the SW and NW Cascades, including MORA and NOCA, over the course of
a minimum of four years (two years of releases per reintroduction area) with monitoring immediately
following release efforts. A founder population of at least 80 fishers, with a bias toward adults and
females, would be used for reintroduction efforts in each of the SW Cascades and the NW Cascades
reintroduction areas (160 in total). The State and NPS have identified 16 candidate release sites in the
two reintroduction areas (nine in the SW Cascades and seven in the NW Cascades), based on the
availability of suitable habitat and habitat connectivity. These sites include two in MORA, the Nisqually
River and Ohanapecosh, and three in NOCA, the lower Thunder Creek drainage, the north fork of the
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Cascade River, and Ross Lake and Big Beaver Drainage’ (Lewis 2013) (see Figure 2.1: Southwestern
Cascades Reintroduction Area and Figure 2.2: Northwestern Cascades Reintroduction Area). Under this
alternative, fisher releases are likely to occur at each of these release sites in MORA and NOCA. Fishers
would preferably be released in the late fall / early winter to allow them to acclimate, to establish home
ranges, to locate suitable den sites, and to become aware of potential mates before mating season
(approximately March 1 - June 30).

Details of these reintroduction efforts are provided below and are outlined further in WDFW's
Implementation Plan for Reintroducing Fishers to the Cascade Mountain Range in Washington, available at
wdfw.wa.gov/publications/01556/. Where the details outlined below and the State’s Implementation
Plan do not align, the NPS would rely on the information below for fisher reintroduction efforts on NPS
lands.

Source Population

The findings of genetic analyses indicate that fishers that historically occurred in Washington are most
closely related to the extant fisher population in British Columbia, followed by the California
population, and then by the western Alberta population (Lewis and Hayes 2004). Because of their
genetic similarity, British Columbia fishers would be the first choice as a source population for a
reintroduction in the SW and NW Cascades, while Alberta fishers would be the second choice for a
reintroduction if fishers are unavailable from British Columbia (in adherence to NPS Management
Policies 2006, 4.4.2.2). Although genetically similar to fishers that historically occurred in Washington,
the California fisher population is unavailable as a reintroduction source because of its protected status
and small size.

WDFW has already requested assistance from the British Columbia Ministry of Forests, Lands, and
Natural Resource Operations (BCFLNRO) and Ministry of Environment (BCMOE), and they have
agreed to help the State obtain fishers for translocation to Washington. WDFW and the NPS would still
need to obtain a “Possession Permit” for the transport of fishers within the province and out of Canada.

If fishers become unavailable for translocation from British Columbia in the future, WDFW and the
NPS would seek fishers from Alberta. Such action may require additional environmental analysis of
potential impacts to the source population in Alberta, and formal requests would be made by WDFW to
ministry authorities for their assistance in obtaining fishers for translocation to Washington.

Obtaining and Transporting Fishers

As outlined in WDFW’s Implementation Plan for Reintroducing Fishers to the Cascade Mountain Range in
Washington, the State and British Columbia ministry authorities would be responsible for obtaining,
holding, and transporting fishers to Washington. NPS staff would assist as needed and appropriate. All
protocols for capturing, handling, transporting, and caring for fishers in captivity would be based on
those developed by Evans (2008, 2009, 2010) for the Olympic fisher translocation project (Lewis and
Happe 2008, Lewis et al. 2010, 2011) and are briefly outlined in the sections below. The care, use, and
handling of fishers during this project would meet or exceed the animal care guidelines of the American
Society of Mammalogists (Sikes and Gannon 2011) and those reviewed and approved by the NPS
Institutional Animal Care and Use Committee.

? Since completing the Implementation Plan for Reintroducing Fishers to the Washington Cascades, the NPS and WDFW
identified the Ross Lake and Big Beaver Drainage as another candidate release site in the NW Cascades. The candidate
release site in the middle Skagit/lower Ross Lake National Recreation Area that was identified in the Implementation
Plan has also been further refined to the Lower Thunder Creek Drainage.
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Capture

WEFDW would work with the BCMOE coordinator and BCFLNRO staff to determine how and where
fishers would be captured for translocation. Fishers would be captured by licensed British Columbia
trappers. As in the Olympic translocation project, WDFW would hire a contractor (i.e. capture
coordinator) to coordinate and oversee fisher capture efforts. The WDFW project leader and capture
coordinator would be responsible for paying trappers for fishers deemed acceptable for translocation.

Fishers would be captured using box (cage-type) traps provided by WDFW. The capture coordinator
would also provide participating trappers with fisher transport boxes (40 x 40 x 90 cm) to safely hold
fishers during transport to the captive facility and to Washington. During transport from the trap-lines
to the holding facility, fishers would be provided food (e.g., meat scraps or cat food) and water inside
their transport box.

Transfer and Holding in Captivity

Fishers would be expected to spend from one to three weeks in captivity between capture and release.
Length of time in captivity would be determined by how many animals have been captured and are
available for transport to Washington. For example, fishers would not be transported to Washington
until there are five or more that could be shipped at one time. Consequently, some individuals would
spend more time in captivity than others. During this time, fishers would be housed and cared for in
British Columbia in a secure, enclosed space that would be staffed by at least one on-site, captive
wildlife specialist. The specialist(s) would be responsible for transferring captured animals to housing
units; providing food, water, and medical care; handling fishers as necessary; coordinating with and
assisting veterinarians with health inspections/certifications and medical treatments; and assisting in
preparing fishers for transport and release. Fishers would be provided generous daily portions of a
variety of foods (e.g., 400 g for females, 550 g for males) to encourage weight gain.

Health Evaluations, Medical Treatments, and Preparation for Reintroduction

Before fishers are transported to Washington, veterinary examinations would be completed to
determine if individual fishers are suitable for translocation (i.e., healthy, no debilitating injuries) and to
issue a health certificate, which is required for each fisher being transported from British Columbia to
Washington. Fishers brought to the captive facility would be isolated to prevent disease transmission
and examined to evaluate their health and physical condition. The evaluation would include
determining the individual’s sex; obtaining weight and morphological measurements; and identifying
wounds, deformities, and evidence of disease or ectoparasites. Individual fishers would also be treated
for wounds, injuries or infections, and would be vaccinated for rabies and distemper. Ivermectin and
Droncit treatments would be provided for endoparasite infestations, and flea and tick treatments would
be provided as necessary.

Evaluations of health and physical condition, medical treatments, and reintroduction preparations
require each fisher to be chemically immobilized. To minimize the stress and risk associated with
chemical immobilization and handling, each fisher would be immobilized only once. All evaluation,
treatment, and preparation procedures would be conducted at that time, with the exception of those
individuals that require additional medical attention. Cooperating veterinarians would conduct all
examinations, immobilizations, medical treatments, and surgeries, and would be assisted by project
biologists and captive wildlife specialists.

To monitor fishers after they are released, each fisher (if not equipped with a satellite collar — see
Adaptive Management on page 31) would have a VHF transmitter surgically implanted into its abdomen
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by a licensed veterinarian; each transmitter would have an expected lifespan of 224 months and an
incorporated mortality-sensor. Each fisher would also be marked with a passive integrated transponder
(PIT) tag, which is a small cylindrical tag that is inserted under the skin behind the ear. The PIT tag
allows individuals to be identified by a unique identification code programmed into the tag, which can
be read when an electronic receiver is passed over the tag (i.e., when re-captured alive or found dead).
DNA samples (i.e., hair and blood sample and ear punch) would be collected to genotype each fisher.
Fishers could then be identified if they are recovered, recaptured, or if a hair sample is collected at a
hair-snare station. Lastly, each fisher would be photographed (i.e., photos of the teeth and chest or
abdominal blaze) to allow identification of individuals by any unique physical characteristics.

Requirements for Importation to Washington

The importation of fisher to Washington from British Columbia would meet all federal, state, and
provincial requirements and include health certifications, permits, border-crossing inspections by
customs and USFWS inspectors, and notifications. At the Canada-U.S. border, inspections would be
expected to include only visual inspections of fishers in their transport units.

Reintroduction Locations

The Feasibility Assessment for Reintroducing Fishers to Washington identified two areas suitable for
reintroducing fishers in the Washington Cascades: the SW Cascades and NW Cascades. The selection of
reintroduction areas was based on three primary considerations; reintroduction areas must be 1) large
areas dominated by federal land ownership, 2) areas with large amounts and dense concentrations of
high-quality habitat (Lewis and Hayes 2004), and 3) areas that include few large highway corridors. The
SW and N'W Cascades reintroduction areas were chosen because they met these criteria and were
deemed capable of supporting self-sustaining populations of fishers.

Based on these reintroduction areas, WDFW and the NPS identified nine candidate release sites in the
SW Cascades reintroduction area and seven release sites in the NW Cascades reintroduction area
(Lewis 2013). Candidate release sites were selected to allow the release of fishers in interior portions of
a reintroduction area that are 1) dominated by suitable habitat, 2) more than 6 miles away from highway
corridors (with few exceptions), and 3) accessible by vehicle during all or part of the release season
(November to February). Two of the candidate release sites in the SW Cascades reintroduction area are
located in MORA: the upper Nisqually River and upper Ohanapecosh River. Three of the candidate
release sites in the NW Cascades reintroduction area are located in NOCA: the lower Thunder Creek
drainage, the north fork of the Cascade River, and Ross Lake and the Big Beaver Drainage.

SW Cascades Reintroduction Area and Candidate Release Sites in MORA

The SW Cascades reintroduction area contains large landscapes dominated by high-quality fisher
habitat. Because this area is less dissected by high-elevation ridges as compared to the NW Cascades
area, it contains larger expanses of continuous, high-quality habitats for fishers. The SW reintroduction
area was the highest ranking reintroduction area in the Cascades ecosystem (Lewis and Hayes 2004) and
is expected to support a large, self-sustaining population of fishers that may ultimately provide
dispersers to other suitable areas within the region. Of the nine candidate release sites identified in the
Implementation Plan for Reintroducing Fishers to the Cascade Mountain Range in Washington, two are
located in MORA (Figure 2.1: Southwestern Cascades Reintroduction Area). These two sites were
evaluated in the field by the WDFW Project Manager and the NPS Project Manager, and release
locations were identified which best met the criteria listed above.
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Figure 2.1: Southwestern Cascades Reintroduction Area

Fisher Restoration Plan/Environmental Assessment
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Nisqually River

The Nisqually River corridor (site 1 in Figure 2.1) within MORA contains high quality fisher habitat
consisting of mature forest with a complex structure and substantial large woody debris. The road
between the Nisqually Entrance and Paradise is maintained and kept open year-round, and constitutes
the only road in MORA that is maintained in the winter. The Longmire Campground, across the
Nisqually River from the NPS administrative area of Longmire, was chosen as a potential release site
due primarily to its easy access in the winter. The NPS maintains a water treatment plant there; so, the
road through the campground is kept open for access during the winter.

Ohanapecosh River

The Ohanapecosh River corridor (site 2 in Figure 2.1) within MORA also contains high quality fisher
habitat consisting of mature forest with a complex structure and substantial large woody debris.
Although Highway 123, which parallels the Ohanapecosh River, is not maintained and kept open in the
winter within MORA, the State keeps the highway open to the NPS boundary. A site visit confirmed the
feasibility of releasing fisher on NPS lands a short distance into the Park by carrying the transport boxes
into the park on foot.

NW Cascades Reintroduction Area and Candidate Release Sites in NOCA

The NW Cascades reintroduction area contains large landscapes dominated by high-quality fisher
habitat. Much of this habitat occurs in the low and mid-elevation landscapes of river drainages and is
distributed in a dendritic pattern across the reintroduction area because these habitats are separated by
the high-elevation ridges and mountains that characterize the North Cascades ecosystem. The NW
Cascades area ranked third among the three areas identified as suitable for successfully reintroducing
fishers in western Washington (after the Olympic and SW Cascades reintroduction areas; Lewis and
Hayes 2004). Despite its lower ranking, the NW Cascades area is expected to support a relatively large,
self-sustaining population of fishers that may ultimately provide dispersers to other suitable areas within
the region. Seven candidate release-sites were identified within the interior of the reintroduction area,
three of which are located in NOCA (Figure 2.2: Northwestern Cascades Reintroduction Area).

Thunder Creek

The Skagit River corridor within NOCA (site 2 in Figure 2.2), particularly within the Thunder Creek
Drainage and side drainages, contains high quality fisher habitat consisting of mature forest with a
complex structure and substantial large woody debris. This area is easily accessible from the Colonial
Creek Campground and State Route 20, which is open and maintained by the Washington State
Department of Transportation through milepost 134, just past Colonial Creek Campground and
Thunder Creek, over the winter. While fishers could be released directly from the campground, which
is closed to the public over the winter, release boxes could also be carried in by foot a short distance up
the drainage. The west shore of the creek is accessible via the Thunder Creek Trail, and the east shore of
the creek is accessible via an informal fisherman’s trail off State Route 20.

Cascade River

The North Fork of the Cascade River within NOCA (site 3 in Figure 2.2) also contains high quality
fisher habitat consisting of mature forest with a complex structure and substantial large woody debris.
This potential release site is accessed off the Cascade River Road which is typically closed at the
Eldorado trailhead, just inside the park boundary, during the winter. Vehicular access above this point
is uncertain over the winter due to snowfall, but it would be possible to carry the transport boxes into
the park on foot from the closure gate, which is approximately three miles from the Cascade Pass
Parking Lot.
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Figure 2.2: Northwestern Cascades Reintroduction Area

Fisher Restoration Plan/Environmental Assessment
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Ross Lake and Big Beaver Creek

Although not specified in the Implementation Plan for Reintroducing Fishers to the Cascade Mountain
Range in Washington, the shores of Ross Lake and the Big Beaver Drainage (site 1 in Figure 2.2) also
contain high quality fisher habitat consisting of mature forest with a complex structure and substantial
large woody debris. These areas are accessible by boat year-round, via Diablo Lake and the Ross Dam
haul road.

Releasing Fishers in the SW and NW Cascades
WDFW’s Cascades fisher reintroduction project would include the release of approximately 160 fishers
into the SW and NW Cascades reintroduction areas over a period of four to eight years, in two stages.

The first stage would be the release of =80 fishers in the SW Cascades reintroduction area (see Figure
2.1: Southwestern Cascades Reintroduction Area) over a two-year period (approximately 40 fishers per
year). Each fisher would be equipped with a radio-transmitter with a >2-year lifespan. Fishers would be
released in years one and two of the project, and their movements and behaviors would be monitored
using radio telemetry from years one to three (see Monitoring on page 33). To meet the founder
population objectives, fisher releases would be conducted for a third year if 1) a minimum of 80 fishers
is not obtained in years one and two, or 2) fisher survival in years one or two is less than 50 percent. In
the event that capture efforts are required in year three, WDFW and the NPS would expand fisher
monitoring efforts to include a fourth year (years one to four).

The second stage of the reintroduction would be the release and monitoring of 80 fishers in the NW
Cascades reintroduction area (see Figure 2.2: Northwestern Cascades Reintroduction Area), and this
second stage would follow the approach and contingencies outlined above for stage one in the SW
Cascades reintroduction area. Fishers would not be released in the NW Cascades reintroduction area
before the completion of fisher releases in the SW Cascades reintroduction area.

While a percentage of the founding populations in the SW and NW Cascades would be reintroduced
directly into MORA and NOCA under this alternative, fishers would also be reintroduced to other
public lands within the SW and NW Cascades reintroduction areas.

Founder Population

The target founder population size of 80 fishers in each reintroduction area is based on the success of
previous fisher translocations and the findings of population modeling. Lewis et al (2012) found 100
percent success among reintroductions of =80 fishers and high likelihoods of success (75-85 percent)
based on model predictions of a founder population of 80 fishers (depending on the number of years
that those 80 were released over; see Figure 2.3: Reintroduction Success Based on Size of Founding
Population and the Number of Years in which that Population was Released (modified from Lewis et al.
2012)). Population modeling for the Cascades reintroduction areas indicated that populations that
started with 60 or 100 females resulted in larger resident population sizes, and were established more
quickly, than populations that started with 30 females (Lewis and Hayes 2004).

Release Process
The number of fishers released, release locations, and timing of releases would vary depending on fisher

availability and the findings of monitoring efforts of previously released fishers (see Adaptive
Management on page 31 for more information). For example, fisher occupancy patterns and
reproductive success would be used to inform release strategies in subsequent years and would help
determine if additional individuals should be released in a specific area or if certain release areas should
not be used.
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Figure 2.3: Reintroduction Success Based on Size of Founding Population and the Number of
Years in which that Population was Released (modified from Lewis et al. 2012)
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Fishers would be released in the NW and SW Cascades via hard releases (i.e., releasing fishers
immediately upon arriving at a release site) as opposed to soft releases whereby fishers are temporarily
housed at the release site prior to release to encourage acclimation and fidelity to the reintroduction
area (see Alternatives Considered but Dismissed on page 36 for more information). Additionally, British
Columbia trappers would be encouraged to capture fishers in November and December to allow fall
and early winter releases, which are expected to improve reproductive success.

Based on experience gained from the reintroduction at OLYM, fishers would likely be released at only
three to five release sites in each reintroduction area (three to five of the nine release sites in the SW
Cascades and three to five of the seven release sites in the NW Cascades). Releasing founder individuals
at fewer release sites within a recovery area is likely to improve mate acquisition and reproductive
success in the first two-to-three years of the project by concentrating potential mates in fewer areas.
Similarly, when possible, fishers would be released in groups that include more than one adult female
and at least one large adult male. However, the size and composition of the group released would be
dictated by the age and sex of recently captured fishers and the goal of minimizing the duration of
captivity.

Reintroduction Schedule

It is expected that fishers would be released over a four-year period in the SW and NW Cascades
reintroduction areas, including two years of releases in the SW Cascades followed by two years of
releases in the NW Cascades. Proceeding with fisher reintroductions in the SW and NW Cascades is
contingent upon the availability of fishers and adequate funding. If these requirements are met, a
reintroduction of fishers to the SW Cascades reintroduction area would begin as early as fall 2014.
Fishers would be captured during the trapping season in British Columbia, which extends from
November 1st to February 15th, and therefore, captured fishers could be released in Washington as
soon as early to mid-November 2014.

A timeline provided in Table 2.1 below summarizes the preferred timing of fisher reintroductions in the
SW and NW Cascades reintroduction areas. Additional monitoring and research activities, over
additional years, may be added to this timeline if additional funding becomes available.
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Table 2.1: Reintroduction Schedule

Year 1
SW Cascades/MORA
November 2014 to February 2015 — capture, hold, transport, and release approximately 40 fishers at selected
sites within the SW Cascades reintroduction area (including MORA)
November 2014 to December 2015 — monitor released fishers
March 2015 to June 2015 — emphasize monitoring of females to confirm reproduction
Year 2
SW Cascades/MORA
November 2015 to February 2016 — capture, hold, transport, and release approximately 40 fishers (to allow the
release of approximately 80 fishers in years 1 and 2) at selected sites within the SW Cascades reintroduction
area (including MORA)
November 2015 to December 2016 — monitor fishers released in years 1 and 2
March 2016 to June 2016 — emphasize monitoring of females to confirm reproduction
Year 3
SW Cascades/MORA
November 2016 to December 2017 — monitor fishers released in years 1 and 2
March 2017 to June 2017 — emphasize monitoring of females to confirm reproduction
NW Cascades/NOCA
November 2016 to February 2017 — capture, hold, transport, and release approximately 40 fishers at selected
sites within the NW Cascades reintroduction area (including NOCA)
November 2016 to December 2017 — monitor released fishers
March 2017 to June 2017 — emphasize monitoring of females to confirm reproduction
Year 4
NW Cascades/NOCA
November 2017 to February 2018 — capture, hold, transport, and release approximately 40 fishers (to allow the
release of approximately 80 fishers in years 1 and 2) at selected sites within the NW Cascades reintroduction
area (including NOCA)
November 2017 to December 2018 — monitor fishers released in years 3 and 4
March 2018 to June 2018 — emphasize monitoring of females to confirm reproduction
Year 5
NW Cascades/NOCA
November 2018 to December 2019 — monitor fishers released in years 3 and 4
March 2019 to June 2019 — emphasize monitoring of females to confirm reproduction

In the event that fewer than 80 fishers are released, or fisher survival is less than 50 percent in years one
or two in the SW Cascades, reintroduction efforts would continue in the SW Cascades for an additional
year (Year 3). In this situation, all reintroduction actions in the NW Cascades would be pushed back at
least one year. Similarly, reintroduction efforts would extend for an additional year in the NW Cascades
in the event that fewer than 80 fishers are released, or fisher survival is less than 50 percent, in the first
two years of the reintroduction project in the NW Cascades.

Adaptive Management

Alternative B would also incorporate adaptive management practices that allow for incorporation of
new information over time to modify management actions. By using an adaptive management approach
with an associated monitoring program, managers would be able to change implementation approaches
to better meet the goals of the project as new information was obtained. The adaptive management
approach and its integration into Alternative B are more fully described below.

Definition and Use of Adaptive Management
Adaptive management is based on the assumption that current resources and scientific knowledge are
limited, and therefore, management decisions and policies should be viewed as hypotheses subject to
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change (Holling 1978). Based on these assumptions, an adaptive management approach attempts to
apply available resources and knowledge to guide management actions, and adjusts management
techniques as new information is revealed.

The use of adaptive management requires setting quantitative objectives, exploring alternative
management strategies, implementing actions, monitoring progress, evaluating performance in terms of
risks and benefits, and adjusting or continuing implementation based on monitoring and evaluation
(Nyberg 1998; Goodman and Sojda 2004). Ideally, the resulting management of a project improves as
more information is gathered, analyzed, and incorporated into the process. The applicability and
success of decisions depends on the frequency and precision of monitoring (Williams 1997).

Application of the Adaptive Management Process in Fisher Restoration

Successful management of natural systems is a challenging and complicated undertaking. The
Department of the Interior requires that its agencies use adaptive management to fully comply with the
CEQ guidance that requires “a monitoring and enforcement program to be adopted . . . where
applicable, for any mitigation” (516 DM 1.3 D (7); 40 CFR 1505.2).

For this alternative, adaptive management starts with the hypothesis that self-sustaining fisher
populations can become established in the SW and NW Cascades of Washington State. Monitoring
under this alternative would test for survival and movement, home range establishment, and
reproduction; and data collected could be used to evaluate the success of various release approaches,
monitoring approaches, and overall reintroduction success. These data could also be used to indicate
when mid-course adjustments can or should be undertaken to improve the likelihood of reintroduction
success. For example, if fishers released at a certain release site consistently moved well away from the
site or there was a high rate of mortality in the vicinity of a certain release site, the use of that release site
would be discontinued. Based on location, movement or survival data, mid-course adjustments would
be made to improve survival and home range establishment, which are important for reintroduction
success. These adjustments are further described below.

Potential Adaptive Management Approaches

Under this alternative, the project management team will manage the reintroduction process and the
monitoring program to measure reintroduction success. The management team may consult with other
fisher or translocation experts when addressing implementation and monitoring issues.

Itis envisioned that the adaptive management approach would be used in the following areas:

Source Populations. To best match the fisher population that historically occupied the SW and NW
Cascades, preference would be given to obtaining fishers from British Columbia. However, if this was
not possible, efforts would be made to obtain fishers from Alberta, the third most closely related
population to fishers that historically occurred in Washington. The second most closely related
population, found in California, is too small for translocation.

Number of Fishers Released. The number of fishers released each year would depend on the
availability from the source population and the availability of funding to purchase additional fishers.
While the number of fishers captured each year is expected to vary, the goal of the project is to release a
total of approximately 160 fishers. However, if fewer fishers could be obtained from the source
population, reintroduction efforts would focus first on the SW Cascades reintroduction area. If the
survival rate for a particular year was low in one reintroduction area, more fishers might be released
there the following year.
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Release Locations. Release locations would be adapted based on monitoring results from the first year
of reintroduction in each reintroduction area and the availability of fishers from the source population.
Monitoring results would indicate if previously used release site should be used for subsequent releases
or if alternative sites should be used instead.

Timing of Release. The preference would be to conduct the initial release in the fall and early winter.
Trappers would be asked to capture fishers as early in the season as possible, and this request would be
accompanying by a greater price paid per fisher. Is this approach is not successful, project managers
could 1) increase the price paid to prompt more capture effort, or 2) accept fishers whenever they are
captured during the trapping season (1 November-15 February).

Telemetry. Currently, VHF radio transmitters are the only devices available that meet the monitoring
needs and objectives of this proposed project. However, satellite telemetry technology is advancing
rapidly and has the advantage of being able to collect more data and requiring less aerial overflights than
radio-transmitters. It would therefore have less impact on the wilderness character of the Mount
Rainier and Stephen Mather Wildernesses in MORA and NOCA, respectively. While current designs
are too large and heavy for their use on female fishers, satellite collars would be used on adult male
fishers on a trial basis in the first year of the first reintroduction. If found to be effective, and technology
advances to meet project needs (e.g. reduction in size and weight), project managers would closely
evaluate their use and could increase the use of satellite collars during project implementation (see
Appendix B: Minimum Requirement Decision Guide).

Citizen Science. The fisher reintroduction efforts would provide an opportunity for local schools,
colleges, and communities to be involved in the effort. Opportunities for citizen involvement are
described under Visitor Use and Outreach in this alternative and would primarily involve citizens
assisting with monitoring efforts. As the reintroduction efforts develop, opportunities could expand to
include working with the NPS and WDFW outreach and education coordinators.

Monitoring

Reintroduction monitoring has two general purposes: to allow biologists to adaptively manage the
reintroduction to increase the likelihood of success, and to determine if the reintroduction has
succeeded at reestablishing a self-sustaining population. Many of the earliest translocations used
incidental observations to evaluate success retrospectively; for example, fishers were released and only
informal information (e.g., incidental captures, road kills) was available to indicate if a reintroduced
population had persisted. More intensive monitoring, however, can indicate when a reintroduction is
not succeeding before it is too late to make mid-course adjustments to improve the likelihood of success
(i.e., adaptive management).

Under this alternative, a monitoring plan would be developed by WDFW and MORA and NOCA to
monitor the status of the reintroduction efforts, and data gathered would be used to adaptively manage
ensuing implementation tasks.

Monitoring in reintroduction areas would be conducted in two phases. Phase 1 (detailed in the
Implementation Plan for Reintroducing Fishers to the Cascade Mountain Range in Washington) would
primarily involve the telemetry monitoring of radio-transmittered fishers. Telemetry monitoring would
be achieved primarily by aerial overflights of the project area, followed up with investigation on foot for
suspected denning or mortality events. Phase 1 monitoring would begin as soon as fishers are released
in the first two years in a reintroduction area, and would continue until year three, when transmitters
reach their expected lifespan. At the end of this three-year period, the reintroduction would be
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considered initially successful if there is evidence of a reproductive population within the
reintroduction area as indicated by 1) home range establishment by at least 50 percent of fishers that
survive until the fall of their first year following release, and, 2) documented reproduction by one or
more females in years two and three in the reintroduction area. Phase 1 monitoring would be extended
to a fourth year if fisher releases are necessary in the third year to meet founder population objectives.

Because the long-term success of a reintroduction (i.e., the persistence of a self-sustaining population)
cannot be determined within three or four years, phase 2 of the monitoring program would follow the
active telemetry monitoring phase (phase 1). With adequate funding, phase 2 monitoring would be
conducted between years five and ten following the first releases in a reintroduction area. The goal of
phase 2 monitoring is to determine the distribution and abundance of resident fishers. It would involve
a multi-year deployment of a sampling grid of hair-snare and remote-camera stations across areas where
fishers may have become established within or outside the Cascades Recovery Area, following the
methodology described by Jenkins and Happe (2013). Managers would use this information to assess
the status of a reintroduced population and to determine if any action is needed to support a
reestablished population (e.g., an augmentation could be employed to fortify a small, vulnerable
population). While a minimum tool analysis for wilderness management was completed for this
proposed action (Appendix B), which included some short-term monitoring with hair snares and
camera stations, a separate minimum tool analysis will need to be completed prior to initiating the
longer term phase 2 monitoring to better assess the minimum necessary for completing that monitoring
once more information is known about where fishers may be establishing home ranges and den sites.

Monitoring Tools

A number of tools and levels of monitoring intensity could be employed at various stages in the
monitoring program. Project managers would be responsible for implementation planning and would
evaluate project success throughout the translocation and monitoring phases of the project. Release and
monitoring approaches could also be modified during the reintroduction based upon the findings of
ongoing monitoring, the availability of suitable satellite collars, and available funding.

Telemetry. Aerial telemetry would be the main tool used to monitor fishers with VHF radio-
transmitters during each reintroduction (phase 1 monitoring). For a maximum of two years following
each release (years 1-3 for each reintroduction), a small fixed-wing aircraft (e.g., Cessna 182) would
complete weekly flights, weather permitting, above suitable fisher habitat in MORA and NOCA (see
Figures 2.1 and 2.2) to locate fishers that occupy or move through the parks. During the initial search
period of each flight, aircraft would be as high as possible, while still close enough to obtain a signal.
However, aircraft may fly as low as 500 feet above ground level (agl) or 333 feet above the tree canopy,
whichever is higher, when fishers are detected in order to obtain a precise location of the signal. The
number of locations obtained for each fisher would be limited by 1) available funding for telemetry
flights, 2) suitable weather conditions for flying, and 3) lifespan of radio-transmitters. Given potential
limitations on data collection, the objective would be to get at least one location per week for individual
fishers. Where access is limited, it may only be possible to obtain two locations per month for fishers via
aerial telemetry. Beginning in February, emphasis would be placed on tracking adult females until their
reproductive status is determined. Where access allows, den sites would be investigated on foot to
confirm reproduction.

Less aerial telemetry may be necessary in later release/monitoring years if satellite collars are
implemented with increasing frequency (see Adaptive Management on page 31).
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Genetic Sampling. All released fishers would be genotyped through the collection of DNA via ear
punches and blood and hair samples. Released individuals (or their offspring) could then be identified
and confirmed as alive at a specific time and place through the use of hair-snares (Mowat and Paetkau
2002) placed within a reintroduction area or the larger recovery area. Genetic sampling can provide
information on the survival, location, movements, reproductive success, mate selection, offspring, and
parentage of individual fishers. It can also be used to estimate population size (Mowat and Paetkau
2002), which is a valuable measure of reintroduction success. Genetic sampling could be used as an
additional monitoring technique during phase 1 monitoring and would be an essential component in
phase 2 monitoring.

Remote Cameras. Camera stations are effective for detecting the presence of fishers. Remote cameras
would be used during phase 1 of the monitoring program to detect repeated female visitation at
suspected den sites and the presence of kits. Remote cameras would also be used with hair-snares in a
sampling grid of detection stations deployed in phase 2 of the monitoring program.

Incidental Observations. Fisher presence has been detected incidentally when 1) fishers were
captured in traps set for other species, 2) fishers were killed by vehicles, 3) fishers were detected at
remote camera stations set for others species, 4) an abundance of sightings of fishers or fisher tracks was
observed, or 5) evidence of porcupine predation was observed. Incidental observations could be
valuable in indicating the success of a Cascade reintroduction, but because of their informal and
unpredictable nature, they cannot be structured into an active monitoring program. However,
incidental observations are useful when targeting areas for more intensive monitoring efforts.

Visitor Use and Outreach

Under this action alternative, MORA and NOCA would conduct outreach activities concerning the
recovery effort. Specifically, if funding is available, education and interpretive measures could be
implemented and may include brochures, publications, and information on MORA and NOCA’s
websites about the fisher biology, fisher ecology, and the restoration program.

The NPS and WDFW would also seek opportunities and support to involve citizen science in the fisher
reintroduction process. Opportunities would focus on fisher monitoring efforts and would include, but
would not be limited to, assisting staff with deploying and monitoring hair-snare and camera stations,
assisting field crews in locating fishers from the ground, identifying the location of den sites, and
conducting follow-up measurements of den site characteristics after females have left the site. As the
reintroduction program develops, opportunities could be expanded to include working with the NPS
and WDFW outreach and education coordinators (see Adaptive Management on page 31).

Throughout the project, the NPS and WDFW would communicate with the public through press
releases and other outreach tools about the status of reintroduction and monitoring efforts.
Additionally, private landowners could be asked to work voluntarily with WDFW to protect known den
sites, such as establishing a voluntary temporary buffer around known active fisher dens during the
denning season (generally from March 1 until June 31). Activities that may be restricted around known,
active den sites include timber harvest activities (e.g., felling, road building) and other potentially
disturbing activities.

Mitigation Measures
Under Alternative B, the NPS would also implement the following mitigation measures to reduce, if not
eliminate, potential impacts from the actions outlined above.
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e  WDFW would check and treat individual fishers for fleas, ticks, endoparasites, distemper, and
rabies, and each fisher would be inspected and certified as suitable for release by a licensed
veterinarian prior to release under standard protocols.

e Fishers would not be released during marbled murrelet and northern spotted owl nesting seasons.

e Fisher releases would occur along roads or trails by vehicle and foot, outside of designated
wilderness.

e Where access allows, telemetry would be completed by foot.

o All fixed-wing radio telemetry flights would be at flight elevations higher than 500 feet agl or 333
feet above the tree canopy, whichever is higher. When fishers are not detected, flights would be as
high as possible, while still close enough to obtain a signal.

e Whenever possible (weather permitting), aerial telemetry flights would occur between Monday
and Thursday, with a maximum of five flights per month.

e All known bald eagle territories would be avoided during telemetry flights.

e All other monitoring activities, such as carcass retrieval and temporary camera installations, would
occur by foot within designated wilderness.

e Ifwolf dens or rendezvous sites are encountered during field monitoring of fishers, activities
would be restricted to outside 0.5 mile of den or rendezvous sites.

e Landscapes selected by fishers would be mapped and evaluated to assess assumptions made on
predicted elevation and habitat selection patterns of restored fisher population, and the degree of
overlap with northern spotted owls and lynx.

e Crews working on field projects would record signs of fisher presence and activity.

Mount Rainier National Park and North Cascades National Park Service Complex together conducted
a minimum requirement analysis to determine whether or not fisher reintroduction is appropriate in the
Mount Rainier and Stephen Mather Wilderness and if so, to determine the minimum tools or
techniques necessary to successfully meet the project purpose and objectives. The minimum
requirement analysis is included in Appendix B.

Implementation Costs

Estimated implementation costs have been developed by WDFW and are included in the State’s
Implementation Plan for Reintroducing Fishers to the Cascade Mountain Range in Washington (available at
wdfw.wa.gov/publications/01556/) (Lewis 2013). The estimated budget, which includes costs for
obtaining, transporting, releasing, and monitoring fishers over a five-year period for both the SW and
NW Cascades reintroduction areas, amounts to approximately $1.1 million, a cost shared by WDFW,
the NPS, and other agencies and organizations invested in the conservation of this species. State and

national park personnel would provide in-kind contributions of staff time, telemetry equipment, and
field and camping supplies for reintroduction tasks not included in the budget.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT DISMISSED

The Council on Environmental Quality guidelines for implementing NEPA requires federal agencies to
analyze all “reasonable” alternatives that substantially meet the purpose and need for the proposed
action (see Chapter 1 - Introduction on page 1). Under NEPA, an alternative may be eliminated from
detailed study for the following reasons:

e Technical or economic infeasibility;
e The inability to meet project objectives or resolve need for the project;
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¢ Duplication of other less environmentally damaging alternatives;
e Conflicts with an up-to-date valid plan, statement of purpose and significance, or other policy;
therefore would require a major change in that policy or plan to implement;

e Environmental impacts too great.

The following alternatives or actions were considered during the alternatives development phase of this
planning process but were dismissed from further consideration because they met one or more of the
above criteria.

Allow Fishers to Return Naturally

As described in chapter 1, recolonization is not a reasonable alternative because of the absence of
nearby populations to naturally immigrate to the SW and NW Cascades (Hayes and Lewis 2006). There
are no fisher populations known to exist in southern British Columbia or northern Oregon that could
recolonize the Cascades from the north or south, respectively (Lofroth et al. 2010). Fisher populations
in Idaho or those that might immigrate from Idaho to the Selkirk Recovery Area in eastern Washington
are not connected to the Cascades via suitable habitat, and the fisher population that has been recently
reintroduced to the Olympic Mountains in western Washington is too small and too disjointed from the
Cascades, via suitable habitat, to feasibly provide dispersers to the SW and NW Cascades in the
foreseeable future (Hayes and Lewis 2006). This alternative would therefore fail to meet project
objectives.

Implement Reintroduction in One Park Only

When developing alternatives, the planning team considered completing only one of the two proposed
reintroductions. If reasonable, this alternative would have likely proposed reintroducing fishers to
MORA and not NOCA, as the SW Cascades is a higher priority ecosystem for fisher restoration (Hayes
and Lewis 2006). Regardless of which park and reintroduction area received the fisher reintroduction,
the establishment of fisher in the alternate reintroduction area would require immigration from the
source reintroduction area across the Interstate 90 (I-90) corridor which is a significant barrier to
movement for wildlife both by altering their behavior as well as causing high rates of mortality (I-90 sees
close to 30,000 cars per day) (Alexander and Waters 2000, Riley et al. 2006, Trombulak and Frissel 2000,
and WSDOT 2012). The 1-90 corridor also represents an additional barrier in that there is a
“bottleneck” of suitable fisher habitat (see figures 2.1 and 2.2) along the interstate, thus reducing the
likelihood of fishers finding and crossing the corridor. This barrier would greatly reduce the probability
of fisher expanding from one reintroduction area to the other, and would probably result in substantial
mortalities associated with I-90. For these reasons, this alternative would not meet the purpose, address
the needs, or meet the objectives for action and was therefore dismissed from further analysis.

Reintroduce Fishers through Captive Breeding

When OLYM developed a plan for reintroducing the fisher to the Olympics, the NPS and WDFW
considered using captive breeding rather than translocation from a source population for supplying
fishers for reintroduction. After evaluation, they found that captive breeding was both less effective and
more expensive than capture and release reintroductions. When developing alternatives for this
Plan/EA, the planning team again considered this alternative but dismissed it from further analysis for
the following reasons.

1) Captive breeding of fishers has not been successfully undertaken, although it was attempted in the
early 1900s when fisher pelt prices were astronomically high (Hodgson 1937; Larabee 1941). Asa
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2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

process, the captive-breeding and captive-rearing of a non-trivial number of fishers is scientifically
untested.

Captive breeding would either likely result in a) a loss of genetic diversity and accumulation of
deleterious mutations and genetic adaptation to captivity among the introduced population or b)
require a larger more-diverse initial population than required for a straight “catch and release”
reintroduction in order to mitigate deleterious effects on the genetics of populations when bred in
captivity (Frankham 2008; Woodworth et all 2002).

Captive-raised individuals typically have significantly lower survival rates following release than
wild-caught individuals (Jule et al. 2008; Ralls et al. 1992).

To get an appropriate amount of genetic diversity to initiate a captive breeding project (related to #2
above) and enough fishers to not hinder survival rates (related to #3 above), project managers
would still need to obtain a substantial number of founder fishers from another source population,
thereby decreasing the only benefit of this alternative (reduced impacts to the source population).
[It is noteworthy here that impacts to the source population has been dismissed from further
analysis because capturing fishers for captive breeding or translocation would be compensatory for
fishers that would have been harvested for their pelts rather than resulting in additional fisher
mortality.]

Based on the analysis that OLYM completed, captive breeding would result in similar if not higher
environmental impacts than a basic “catch-transport-then-release” translocation project (NPS
2007).

Captive breeding requires substantially more time to succeed. Many years of propagation would be
required to be able to release a founder population of suitable size.

Captive breeding and rearing is considerably more complex than translocation, requiring
substantial facilities; additional trained staff, supplies, and equipment; sufficient wild prey; and
training for growing fishers. All of these requirements are expensive and would require a substantial
increase in funding to include in a reintroduction project. In the plan developed for fisher
reintroduction in the Olympics, the NPS estimated that captive breeding would cost approximately
$700,000 more than reintroduction without captive breeding (based on a three year program to
obtain optimal source population) (NPS 2007). Using these same estimates and assuming an
additional two years of breeding (to obtain a larger source population of 160 fishers in comparison
to 100 at OLYM), captive breeding would cost approximately $1,200,000 more than a translocation
program in MORA and NOCA, for a total of close to $2,300,000. In comparison, Alternative B is
estimated to cost approximately $1.1 million, a cost shared by WDFW, the NPS, and other agencies
and organizations invested in the conservation of this species.

“The use of captive breeding in species has grown enormously in recent years but without a
concurrent growth in appreciation of its limitations. Problems with (1) establishing self-sufficient
captive populations, (2) poor success in reintroductions, (3) high costs, (4) domestication, (5)
preemption of other recovery techniques, (6) disease outbreaks, and (7) maintaining administrative
continuity have all been significant. The technique has often been invoked prematurely and should
not normally be employed before a careful field evaluation of costs and benefits of all conservation
alternatives has been accomplished and a determination made that captive breeding is essential for
species survival...Captive breeding should be viewed as a last resort in species recovery and not a
prophylactic or long-term solution because of the inexorable genetic and phenotypic changes that
occur in captive environments” (Snyder et al 1996).
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Ultimately, a captive breeding program, which is less scientifically sound than a translocation program,
would cost substantially more than a translocation program, would take at least a year longer to
implement, and would require additional and more complex federal actions beyond those described in
Alternative B while reducing the likelihood of success (see quote above). For these reasons, captive
breeding is primarily used as a last resort for populations at risk where an adequate number of founders
are not available. That situation is not the case here, and therefore, while NPS Management Policies 2006
permit the use of captive breeding for restoring a species to its native habitat, there is no need in this
instance to consider such an expensive and risky endeavor to restore the fisher to the SW and NW
Cascades of Washington State.

Reintroduce Fishers through Soft Release

Most translocations have employed hard releases, i.e., releasing fishers immediately upon arriving at a
release site. However, several translocations have used soft releases, whereby fishers are temporarily
housed at the release site prior to release and attractants are placed at release sites (e.g., food, fisher
scent) to encourage acclimation and fidelity to the reintroduction area (Davis 1983). While soft releases
have been employed in a number of fisher translocations (Rego 1989, Roy 1991, Heinemeyer 1993,
Proulx et al. 1994, Weir 1995) and may be valuable when translocating other species at risk, the type of
release (i.e., hard vs soft) was not an influential factor for explaining the success of fisher translocations
(Lewis et al. 2012). Because soft releases are more expensive and have not prevented extensive post-
release movements by fishers, soft releases were dismissed from further consideration.

A COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES AND THEIR ENVIRONMENTAL
CONSEQUENCES

Action alternatives selected for analysis must address the stated purpose of taking action, resolve the
need for action, and meet, to a large degree, all objectives as outlined in Chapter 1: Introduction.

Table 2.2 compares the no action and action alternative by summarizing the elements being considered,
and Table 2.3 compares how each of the alternatives would meet the objectives as outlined in chapter 1.
The environmental impacts, which are analyzed in detail in chapter 3, are summarized in Table 2.4.

Table 2.2: Comparison of Alternatives

Alternative A: No Action Alternative B: Reintroduce Fishers into MORA and

NOCA
Fisher Restoration
MORA The NPS would take no action. WDFW  Partner with WDFW to reintroduce fishers into MORA and
would proceed with reintroduction in NOCA and the surrounding NW and SW Cascades
SW Cascades which is anticipated to through translocations from populations closely related to
eventually restore fishers to MORA. fishers historically occurring in Washington.
NOCA The NPS would take no action. Fisher
would not be restored to NOCA.
Time Required to Reestablish a Self-Sustaining Fisher Population
MORA Due to WDFW actions, fishers could Approximately 10 years in both the SW and NW
become restored in the SW Cascades Cascades.
and MORA in approximately 10 years.
NOCA Fishers would not be restored in the
NW Cascades or NOCA,
Fisher Reintroductions on NPS Lands
MORA No reintroduction on NPS lands. Reintroduce fishers directly in MORA and NOCA. Two
NOCA No reintroduction on NPS lands. candidate releases sites have been identified in MORA,;
three sites have been identified in NOCA.
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Alternative A: No Action

Alternative B: Reintroduce Fishers into MORA and

Monitoring

NOCA

MORA If fisher immigrate to MORA in the
early years following release, WDFW
would monitor the reintroduced
fishers for at least three years for signs
of restoration.

NOCA No monitoring would occur in the NW
Cascades related to establishing a

fisher population.

Monitor the reintroduced fisher populations for at least six
years (three in each area) to determine if a reproductive
population was becoming established and would
adaptively manage the reintroduction and monitoring
process based on results.

Adaptive Management

MORA N/A

NOCA N/A

Adapt reintroductions and monitoring protocols yearly
based on monitoring results and the availability of fishers
from the source population.

Regulatory Considerations

MORA WDFW would handle all regulatory
considerations.
NOCA N/A

Inspect fishers captured in Canada by a veterinarian and
obtain a possession and export permit. Notify Canadian
Customs agents in advance of fishers leaving Canada.
Inspect fishers by veterinarian in accordance with
regulations of the WDOA for an import permit.

Notify US Customs agents in advance of fishers arriving
into the U.S. Notify USFWS in advance of port of entry
and declaration of importation.

Visitor Use and Outreach

MORA Some interpretation materials may be
developed if and when fisher are
restored to MORA.

NOCA None associated with fisher

restoration.

Implement education and interpretive measures including
brochures, publications, and information on MORA and
NOCA's websites about fisher biology, fisher ecology, and
the restoration program.

Seek opportunities and support to involve citizen science
in the fisher reintroduction process.

Total Implementation Costs

NPS None

Other ~$550,000

~$1,100,000 (Cost covered in part by NPS; WDFW and
external funds also available)

Table 2.3: Summary Comparison of Alternatives on Project Purpose, Need, and Objectives

Project Objectives

Alternative A: No Action

Alternative B: Reintroduce Fishers
into MORA and NOCA

1. Establish Self-
Sustaining Fisher
Populations in both the
SW and NW Cascades

Partially meets objective: WDFW would
proceed with fisher restoration in the
SW Cascades, but with limited flexibility
as no action could be taken on NPS
lands. There would be no fisher
restoration in the NW Cascades.

Fully meets objective: Fishers would be
reintroduced in both the SW and NW
Cascades and would occupy suitable
fisher habitat in the Cascades for an
extended period of time.

2. Establish founding
fisher populations
genetically similar to the
extirpated populations

Partially meets objective: The source
population for the SW Cascades would
be the same as Alternative B. There
would be no fisher restoration in the
NW Cascades.

Fully meets objective: The source
population for both the SW and NW
Cascades would be taken from British
Columbia (or if unavailable, Alberta),
which are also closely related to fishers
historically occurring in Washington.

3. Facilitate the
distribution of fishers
throughout suitable

Minimally meets objective: Fishers may
immigrate to MORA from release sites
outside of the park and eventually

Fully meets objective: Fishers would be
reintroduced within release sites in
both MORA and NOCA. These release
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Project Objectives

habitat in both Mount
Rainier National Park and
North Cascades National
Park Service Complex

Alternative A: No Action

restoration in MORA would be slower
than Alternative B. There would be no
fisher restoration in the NW Cascades.

become distributed in MORA. However,

Alternative B: Reintroduce Fishers
into MORA and NOCA

sites have been identified based on
suitable habitat.

4. Expand scientific
understanding and use
such information to
adaptively manage fisher
restoration and guide and
inform future
conservation efforts

Meets objective to a large degree:
Monitoring efforts would be led by
WDFW and would focus on non-NPS
lands in the SW Cascades. There would
be no information gained from a
second reintroduction in the NW
Cascades.

Fully meets objective: Monitoring
efforts, which would be completed in
both the SW and NW Cascades would
include determining survival, home
range establishment, and reproductive
success.

5. Educate and inspire the
public to become more
involved in rare species
conservation

Minimally meets objective: MORA may
eventually develop interpretive
materials about fisher and rare species
conservation; however, NPS visitors and
constituents would not be involved in
reintroduction efforts. There would be
no fisher restoration or associated
education and outreach in the NW
Cascades.

Fully meets objective: Information
would be widely distributed by the NPS
about fisher restoration. Opportunities
for public participation in
reintroductions and/or monitoring
efforts would be maximized.
Interpretive programs would be
developed about fishers and rare
species conservation.

Fisher Restoration Plan/EA

Chapter 2: Alternatives | 41




Table 2.4: Summary of Comparison of Alternatives on Environmental Consequences

Resource

Alternative A: No Action

Alternative B: Reintroduce Fishers into

MORA and NOCA

Species of Special Concern

Fisher The goals of the Washington State Recovery The fisher would experience long-term,
Plan for the Fisher would not be met and the moderate, beneficial effects from increasing
species would remain listed as state the size and expanding the geographic range
endangered. A successful fisher restoration in - of this species. Restoration would also
the SW Cascades and MORA would have a contribute to meeting state recovery goals and
moderate beneficial impact on the West Coast  could result in the downlisting the species
DPS fisher population as a whole from its endangered status in Washington.
because reintroduction would result in Previously released fishers may experience
improvements to population size and long- some direct, short-term, adverse, negligible
term viability of the species. impacts from reintroductions and monitoring

efforts.
Canada lynx No effect beyond current conditions. The Although impacts to Canada lynx and critical

Canada lynx is considered extirpated from
MORA; no action in or around NOCA.

lynx habitat would be adverse, negligible, and
long-term, these impacts would be unlikely to
occur. Therefore, this alternative may affect
but would not likely adversely affect Canada
lynx and designated Critical Habitat.

Cascade Red Fox

Same as Alternative B (adverse and long-term,
ranging from negligible to minor), but slightly
delayed.

Since adverse impacts associated with
Alternative B to Cascade red foxes and their
habitat would be too small to measure or
measurable but not outside the natural range
of variability, overall adverse impacts would be
short- to long-term and negligible to minor.

Gray wolf No effect beyond current conditions. The gray  Although impacts to gray wolves would be
wolf is considered extirpated from MORA; no  adverse, negligible, and long-term, these
action in or around NOCA. impacts would be unlikely to occur. Therefore,

this alternative may affect but would not likely
adversely affect gray wolves.

Grizzly bear No effect beyond current conditions. The Although impacts to grizzly bears would be
grizzly bear is considered extirpated from adverse, negligible, and long-term, these
MORA,; no action in or around NOCA. impacts would be unlikely to occur. Therefore,

this alternative may affect but would not likely
adversely affect grizzly bears.

Marbled Same as Alternative B (none to negligible, Although impacts to marbled murrelets would

murrelet adverse, and long-term), but slightly delayed. be adverse, negligible, and short- to long-

term, they are unlikely to occur. Therefore,
this alternative may affect but would not likely
adversely affect marbled murrelets.

Northern Same as Alternative B (adverse and long-term,  Since adverse impacts associated with

Goshawk ranging from negligible to minor), but slightly ~ Alternative B to northern goshawks and their
delayed. habitat would not be measurable or

measurable but not outside the natural range
of variability, and impacts would not affect
nesting periods or habitat (where they may be
most vulnerable), overall adverse impacts
would be short- to long-term and negligible to
minaor.

Northern Same as Alternative B (none to negligible, Although impacts to the northern spotted owl

spotted owl adverse, and long-term), but slightly delayed. would be adverse, negligible, and short- to

long-term, they are unlikely to occur. This
alternative may affect but would not likely
adversely affect northern spotted owls.
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Pileated
Woodpecker

Same as Alternative B (adverse and long-term,
ranging from negligible to minor), but slightly
delayed.

Since adverse impacts associated with
Alternative B to pileated woodpeckers and
their habitat would be too small to measure or
would be measurable but not outside the
natural range of variability, and impacts would
not affect nesting periods or habitat, overall
adverse impacts would be short- to long-term
and negligible to minor.

Western Gray
Squirrel

No effect beyond current conditions. Western
grey squirrels are not present in MORA; no
action in or around NOCA.

Since adverse impacts to the western gray
squirrel and their habitat would be too small
to measure or measurable but not outside the
natural range of variability, overall adverse
impacts would be short- to long-term and
negligible to minor.

Wolverine

No effect beyond current conditions. The
wolverine is considered extirpated from
MORA; no action in or around NOCA.

Although impacts to the wolverine would be
adverse, negligible, and long-term, they are
unlikely to occur.

Migratory Birds

Same as Alternative B (none to negligible,
adverse, and long-term), but slightly delayed.

While fishers may prey on individual birds,
fisher predation on migratory birds would
have an overall negligible adverse long-term
impact on migratory bird populations as a
whole.

Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat

Wildlife and
Wildlife Habitat

No additional impacts to wildlife and wildlife
habitat in NOCA beyond current conditions.
Alternative A would have delayed but similar
impacts on wildlife as Alternative B. Therefore,
adverse impacts from Alternative A to wildlife
in MORA would be long-term and minor, and
beneficial impacts would be long-term, and
negligible to minor.

Adverse impacts to fisher prey in MORA and
NOCA would be long-term and minor, while
beneficial impacts to fisher predators would
be long-term and negligible. Impacts to the
overall ecosystem from the restoration of the
fisher are expected to be beneficial, long-term,
and negligible to minor, as native predator-
prey relationships would be more fully
restored while sufficient habitat would remain
functional to maintain viability of all species.

Wilderness
Untrammeled Short-term, negligible to minor, adverse Short-term, negligible to minor adverse
Quality impacts on the untrammeled quality of the impacts on the untrammeled quality of the

Mount Rainier Wilderness due to fisher
restoration actions and the potential presence
of tracking devices on wild animals within
wilderness. There would be no impacts to the
Stephen Mather Wilderness from this
alternative.

Mount Rainier and Stephen Mather
Wildernesses due to fisher restoration actions
and the presence of tracking devices on wild
animals within wilderness.

Natural Quality

Minor long-term beneficial impacts to the
natural quality of the Mount Rainier
Wilderness from fisher restoration. Existing
adverse impacts to the natural quality of
wilderness character in the Stephen Mather
Wilderness would perpetuate into the future
from the continued absence of fishers within
the wilderness ecosystem.

Minor long-term beneficial impacts to the
natural quality of the Mount Rainier and
Stephen Mather Wildernesses from fisher
restoration.

Undeveloped
Quality

Adverse, short-term, negligible to minor
impacts to the undeveloped quality of the
Mount Rainier Wilderness from the presence
of tracking devices in/on fishers and WDFW
weekly telemetry flights with fixed wing
aircraft. There would be no impacts to the
Stephen Mather Wilderness.

Adverse, short-term, minor impacts to the
undeveloped quality of wilderness character of
both wildernesses would occur from
monitoring efforts tied to the presence of
fisher, including tracking devices in/on fishers,
telemetry flights with fixed wing aircraft, and
camera and hair snare stations.
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Opportunities
for Solitude or

Discussed under Acoustic Environment /
Soundscapes and Visitor Use and Experience.

Discussed under Acoustic Environment /
Soundscapes and Visitor Use and Experience.

Primitive

Recreation

Other Features Minor, long-term beneficial impacts from Minor, long-term beneficial impacts from
of Value increased scientific understanding of increased scientific understanding of

reintroduction efforts. Little to no educational
opportunities would be improved in the
Mount Rainier Wilderness under this
alternative. There would be no impacts to the
Stephen Mather Wilderness from this
alternative.

reintroduction efforts. Negligible to minor
beneficial impacts from enhanced education
and outreach in and around both
wildernesses.

Acoustic Environment / Soundscapes

Acoustic
Environment /
Soundscapes

Increase in overflights and noise generated by
fixed-wing aircraft would result in adverse,
short-term, negligible to minor impacts on the
acoustic environment and soundscapes at
MORA. There would be no effect to the
existing acoustic environment or soundscapes
in NOCA from fisher reintroduction.

Reintroduction activities would have a
negligible, short-term, adverse impact on the
acoustic environment. Increase in overflights
and noise generated by fixed-wing aircraft
would result in adverse, short-term, minor
impacts on the acoustic environment and
soundscapes at MORA and NOCA.

Visitor Use and Experience

Visitation No anticipated impacts to visitation at either No impacts to visitation at either NOCA or
NOCA or MORA from implementing this MORA are anticipated from this alternative.
alternative, and little to no opportunity to Negligible, short-term, beneficial impacts from
increase the visibility of these two national increased visibility of MORA and NOCA.
parks.

Recreation Negligible, short-term, adverse impacts from Negligible, short-term, adverse impacts from

Resources potential area closures that could be needed potential area closures that could be needed

to enable successful establishment of a
founding population. These impacts are
extremely unlikely to occur. No recreation
resources would be impacted in NOCA under
Alternative A.

to enable successful establishment of a
founding population. These impacts are
unlikely to occur and are not expected at this
time.

Education and

Beneficial, short-term, and negligible impacts

Beneficial, short-term, and negligible impacts

Outreach from the potential to focus interpretation from the potential to focus interpretation
efforts on species restoration and forest efforts on species restoration and forest
carnivores at MORA. Beneficial, short-term, carnivores at MORA and NOCA. Beneficial,
negligible to minor impacts from increased short-term, negligible to minor impacts from
and enhanced opportunities for public increased and enhanced opportunities for
involvement with monitoring fishers at MORA.  public involvement with fisher restoration at
There would be no impact to education and MORA and NOCA.
outreach opportunities in NOCA under this
alternative.

Public Values Those who value a restored ecosystem and/or  Those who value a restored ecosystem and/or

concerning the recreational /aesthetic values of fisher the recreational /aesthetic values of fisher

Fisher restoration would experience beneficial, long-  restoration would experience beneficial, long-

Reintroduction

term, negligible to minor impacts from fisher
restoration in the SW Cascades. As no
restoration would occur in the NW Cascades,
these individuals would continue to be
negatively impacted by the absence of fishers
in the NW Cascades.

Those who regard fisher reintroduction as
undesirable and associate negative aesthetic,
ecological, and recreational values with the
program would experience adverse, long-
term, minor impacts from reintroduction
efforts in the SW Cascades.

term, negligible to minor impacts from fisher
restoration in the SW and NW Cascades.
Those who regard fisher reintroduction as
undesirable and associate negative aesthetic,
ecological, and recreational values with the
program would experience adverse, long-
term, minor impacts from reintroduction
efforts in the SW and NW Cascades.
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Neighboring Landowners, Land Use, and Socioeconomics

Neighboring
Landowners

Impacts to neighboring landowners, land use,
and socioeconomics in the SW Cascades
would be similar to those from Alternative B.
Although unlikely, neighboring USFS, WDNR,
and private timber lands surrounding MORA
could individually experience long-term,
negligible to moderate, adverse impacts and
long-term, beneficial, negligible impacts from
fisher restoration in the SW Cascades. Other
neighbors with domestic animals or livestock
near MORA could experience long-term,
negligible, adverse impacts from potential
fisher predation.

There would be no impacts to neighboring
landowners, land use, or socioeconomics in
the NW Cascades from Alternative A as no
fisher would be reintroduced in the region.

Although rare and unlikely, neighboring
landowners who manage their lands for
timber production could individually
experience long-term, negligible to moderate,
adverse impacts if seasonal restrictions are
placed on certain activities that have the
potential to adversely impact fisher. While
these restrictions could delay activities such as
timber harvesting and associated activities, the
potential for and impact from any restriction
would be largely reduced by fisher behavior
and limited monitoring.

These neighboring lands could also experience
long-term, beneficial, negligible impacts to
land use and socioeconomics from fisher
restoration due to fisher predation on other
mammals that can decrease the productivity
of forestry lands, such as the mountain beaver
and porcupine.

Other neighbors with domestic animals or
livestock near MORA and NOCA could
experience long-term, negligible, adverse
impacts from potential fisher predation.

Park Management

Park

Management

This alternative would not impact NOCA;
however impacts to MORA would likely be
short- to long-term, adverse, and negligible.

This alternative would require NPS funding
and staff time that could divert of resources
away from other priorities and would require
oversight for future planning efforts in order
to ensure the protection of the fisher and
fisher habitat. Overall, these impacts would be
adverse, short- to long-term, and negligible to
minor.
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THE ENVIRONMENTALLY PREFERABLE ALTERNATIVE

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations implementing NEPA and the National Park
Service NEPA guidelines require that "the alternative or alternatives which were considered to be
environmentally preferable" be identified (CEQ Regulations, section 1505.2). Environmentally
preferable is defined as "the alternative that causes the least damage to the biological and physical
environment and that best protects, preserves, and enhances historic, cultural, and natural resources (46
FR 18026-46 FR 18038)." In accordance with the criteria outlined in NEPA and DO-12, an
Environmentally Preferable Alternative meets the following criteria: (1)Fulfills the responsibilities of
each generation as trustee of the environment for succeeding generations; (2) Ensures for all Americans,
safe, healthful, productive, and aesthetically and culturally pleasing surroundings; (3) Attains the widest
range of beneficial uses of the environment without degradation, risk of health or safety, or other
undesirable and unintended consequences; (4) Preserves important historic, cultural, and natural
aspects of national heritage and maintain, wherever possible, an environment that supports diversity
and variety of individual choice; (5) Achieves a balance between population and resource use that would
permit high standards of living and wide sharing of life’s amenities; and (6) Enhances the quality of
renewable resources and approach the maximum attainable recycling of resources.

Alternative A (No Action) would not meet any of the criteria above relative to the action alternative
because further fisher restoration would not occur in the NW Cascades and the flexibility required to
ensure a successful restoration of the fisher in the SW Cascades would not be maximized as
reintroductions would not be allowed on NPS land. Thus, this alternative would not best fulfill the
responsibilities of each generation as a trustee of the environment for succeeding generations (#1), nor
would it best protect, preserve, or enhance natural resources (#4). It would also fail to attain the widest
range of beneficial uses of the environment (#3) as the fisher would continue to be extirpated from the
NW Cascades.

In comparison, Alternative B would meet all of the criteria above, with limited impacts to the biological
and physical environment, and is therefore the Environmentally Preferable Alternative for this project.
The proposed reintroductions in this alternative would fulfill the responsibilities of each generation as
trustee of the environment for succeeding generations (#1) and achieve a balance between population
and resource use (#5) by restoring a species to its historic range that was once extirpated due primarily
to human action. It would preserve important natural aspects of national heritage and maintain an
environment that supports diversity (#4) by restoring ecological diversity within and surrounding
MORA and NOCA, and in so doing, it would attain the widest range of beneficial uses of the
environment (#3). This alternative would also ensure for all Americans, safe, healthful, productive, and
aesthetically and culturally pleasing surroundings (#2) in providing opportunities for visitors to
experience a native carnivore in its natural environment.

Although Alternative A is believed to cause the least amount of damage to the biological and physical
environment, Alternative B best protects, preserves, and restores natural resources in both MORA and
NOCA while impacting resources only slightly more than Alternative A. Because of this and the
alternative’s alignment with the criteria above, Alternative B is considered the Environmentally
Preferable Alternative. Alternative B is also the Preferred Alternative because it best meets all of the
objectives identified in the purpose and need (chapter 1) of this analysis.
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Chapter 3 - Affected Environment and Environmental
Consequences

This chapter provides a description of the existing conditions of specific resources that would be
affected by the alternatives if implemented and the likely environmental consequences from
implementing either the no action or action alternative described in chapter 2. This chapter is organized
by resources/impact topics that were derived from internal and public scoping (see Issues and Impact
Topics on page 15) and includes: species of special concern; wildlife and wildlife habitat; wilderness;
acoustic environment / soundscapes; visitor use and experience; neighboring landowners, land use, and
socioeconomic conditions; and park management and operations.

IMPACT ASSESSMENT

Methodology

For each impact topic, this chapter analyzes the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts, both adverse
and beneficial, that would be anticipated over the course of the next ten years for each of the
management alternatives considered. To do so, the impacts of each alternative on each resource are
identified, and the nature, duration, and intensity of impacts are determined (see Table 3.1 Definitions of
Determinations of Effect for definitions of these terms). Overall, the NPS impact analyses and
conclusions were based on the review of existing literature and park studies, information provided by
experts within the park and other agencies, professional judgment and park staff insights, and public
input.

Table 3.1: Definitions of Determinations of Effect

Impact Definition

Type of Impact

Direct Impacts would occur as a direct result of fisher reintroduction actions.

Indirect Impacts would occur from fisher reintroduction actions and would occur later in time and/or
farther in distance from the action but are still reasonably foreseeable.

Nature of Impact

Adverse Impacts would move the system away from a desired condition.

Beneficial Impacts would move the system toward a desired condition.

Duration of Impact

Short-term Impacts would occur during fisher reintroductions or last up to three years following last fisher
release.

Long-term Impacts would last longer than three years following fisher release.

Intensity of Impact

Negligible Negligible impacts are imperceptible or too small to measure or detect.

Minor Minor impacts are slightly perceptible or measurable and limited in extent. Without further
actions, impacts would be temporary and the resource would return to the previous condition.

Moderate Moderate impacts are readily apparent and measurable but limited in extent. Without further

actions, impacts would be temporary and the resource would return to the previous condition.
Individuals of a species would be harmed or killed, with slightly measurable impacts to the
population or surrounding community.

Major Major impacts are substantial and measurable, highly noticeable, and affecting a large area.
Changes would not reverse without active management. Entire communities of species would
be measurably affected.
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This Plan/EA also uses the terminology in Table 3.2: Definitions of Intensity of Impact for Species of
Special Concern to describe potential intensity of impacts to federally listed species of wildlife.

Table 3.2: Definitions of Intensity of Effect for Federally Listed Species

Intensity of Impact  Definition

No Effect When a proposed action would not affect a listed species or designated critical
habitat.

May affect / not likely  Effects on federally listed species are insignificant or discountable (i.e., not able to be

to adversely affect meaningfully measured, detected, or evaluated, or extremely unlikely to occur) or are
completely beneficial.

May affect / likely to When an adverse impact to a federally listed species may occur as a direct or indirect

adversely affect result of proposed actions and the effect is not discountable or beneficial.

Is likely to jecpardize a  The appropriate conclusion when the NPS or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

species and/or identifies situations in which the proposal would jeopardize the continued existence

adversely modify of a listed species or adversely modify critical habitat to a species within or outside

critical habitat the boundaries of MORA and/or NOCA.

Cumulative Impacts

This analysis also includes a discussion of cumulative impacts to each impact topic. Cumulative effects
are the “additive” impacts from past, present, or reasonably foreseeable management actions.
Considering the scope and duration of the action alternative, the planning team for this Plan/EA
identified the following past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future actions in Mount Rainier
National Park (MORA) and North Cascades National Park Service Complex (NOCA) or the
surrounding region that might contribute to cumulative impacts. The temporal scope includes future
projects within a range of approximately ten years.

Past Actions
Past actions include activities and events that have influenced the current condition of the environment

in the project area.

¢ Mount Rainier National Park was designated in 1899; North Cascades National Park Service
Complex was designated in 1968. The Mount Rainier Wilderness in MORA and the Stephen
Mather Wilderness in NOCA were designated in 1988.

e The total area of old-growth forest in Washington declined by 70 percent between the early
1930s and the early 1990s (Bolsinger and Waddell 1993).

e The fisher was likely extirpated from the state for various reasons, including over exploitation
from commercial trapping and habitat fragmentation. The fisher has been protected from
commercial harvest and trapping since 1934, but the species has not recovered.

¢ Body-gripping traps, which can injure or kill fishers caught incidental to trapping for other
species, have been banned in the state since 2000 (Initiative 713; see RCW 77.15.194).

e The fisher was listed as a state endangered species in 1998 and listed as a federal candidate
species in 2004 (USFWS 2004b).

e WDFW conducted a feasibility study for reintroducing fishers to the state in 2004 and
developed a state recovery plan for the fisher in 2006 (Lewis and Hayes 2004; Hayes and Lewis
2006).

e Through a partnership between WFDW and Olympic National Park, 90 fishers were
reintroduced to the Olympic Peninsula between 2008 and 2010. Monitoring associated with this
effort, which is ongoing, has shown some initial indications of success (Happe et al. 2014)

48 | Chapter 3: Affected Environment & Environmental Consequences Fisher Restoration Plan/EA



e WDFW completed an implementation for reintroducing the fisher to the SW and NW Cascades,
which was completed in 2013 (Lewis 2013).

e The Washington Department of Natural Resources (WDNR) developed a multispecies habitat
conservation plan in 1997 (WDNR 1997) to continue forest management activities on state trust
lands while protecting the habitat of several threatened and endangered species.

Current and Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions
National Park Service

Ongoing Management Activities

Trail Maintenance. The maintenance of extensive hiking trails occurs at both parks on an annual basis.
These activities include brushing and trail clearing, construction or replacement of minor trail bridges,
and the eradication of social trails.

Cyclic road maintenance and plow operations (MORA primarily). Both MORA and NOCA are
responsible for maintaining park roads; although MORA has the additional responsibility of plowing
during the winter months. These activities include brushing, re-grading gravel roads, ditch cleaning,
removal of woody debris/logs and live vegetation to promote drainage, invasive plant removal, and
snow plowing.

Natural Resources Management. Activities related to resource management include monitoring
wildlife (e.g., elk, northern spotted owls, bull trout, amphibians, and landbirds), monitoring forest
processes and landscape change, rehabilitation of wilderness camping areas, exotic plant species
removal, and restoration projects, some of which entail helicopter flights.

Hazard Tree Management. Both MORA and NOCA monitor and treat hazard trees within designated
areas of the parks to protect visitors, staff, and facilities. These hazard tree removal programs at MORA
and NOCA have the potential to remove habitat trees for northern spotted owls, bald eagles, and
marbled murrelets, and mitigations have been put in place at both parks to ensure protection of these
species. Other methods, such as closures around hazard trees, are utilized to protect the public.

Implementation Plans at MORA
Carbon River Access Management (2010). This plan reduces vehicle access to the Carbon River
following extensive flooding.

Hazard Tree Management Plan (2010). Approximately two hundred or more trees are treated each
year, most of which are adjacent to developed areas. There is limited treatment at backcountry camps in
the park.

Nisqually-Paradise Road Rehabilitation (2013). MORA is currently repairing about 20 miles of
Nisqually-Paradise Road because of deteriorating road conditions and structural deficiencies.
Construction on the Nisqually to Paradise Road may extend into 2017. The project will have very
limited impact on adjacent vegetation, and no impact on fisher habitat. The primary impact to adjacent
resources from construction activities is noise.

Implementation Plans at NOCA
Stehekin River Corridor Implementation Plan (2013). NOCA is moving forward with implementing
a reroute of the lower Stehekin Valley Road, and associated actions, to avoid future impacts from
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flooding. This action will entail the removal of some forest habitat within the lower Stehekin Valley.
Construction is planned to begin in spring 2015 and will extend for two years.

Invasive Plant Management Plan (2011). Through the implementation of this plan, NOCA has begun
to treat several populations of invasive plants with manual and herbicide treatments. On the westside of
the Cascades, most of these treatments are in developed areas such as gravel pits, roads, and the
Marblemount Ranger Station; however a few treatments extend up the Big Beaver drainage, along Ross
Lake and the lower Skagit River, and through backcountry trails throughout the park.

Fire Management Plan (2010). This plan assumes that an average of 200 acres will burn each year as a
result of lightning ignitions that would be allowed to burn for the benefit of the resources and an
average of 260 acres will burn each year as suppression fires, i.e., unwanted fires that are actively
extinguished by fire management staff. Additionally, up to 5,219 acres are planned for thinning and/or
prescribed fires near Hozomeen (north end of Ross Lake) and another 4,248 acres are planned for
thinning and/or prescribed fires near Stehekin, on the eastside of the Cascades.

Mountain Lakes Fisheries Management Plan (2008). The primary actions associated with this plan
entail removing non-native, reproducing populations of fish, via gillnetting or piscicide, from 36 lakes
within NOCA. While few lakes are treated each year, treatments often require helicopter flights to
treated lakes for the transport of materials.

U.S. Forest Service

Northwest Forest Plan (1994). The USFS’s Northwest Forest Plan (USDA and USDI 1994) is a
comprehensive strategy designed to provide for the conservation of late-successional forest species,
including the northern spotted owl, while at the same time providing a predictable level of forest
products for commercial harvest for National Forest System lands in Washington, Oregon, and
California. The plan’s strategies meet the conservation obligations for the spotted owl and other
protected species, while allowing for a stable and sustainable supply of timber.

Invasive Plant Treatments. The USFS has plans to treat invasive plants across 3,308 acres of known
infestations in the Mount Baker-Snoqualmie National Forest (USFS 2005) and 2,700 acres of known
infestations in the Gifford-Pinchot National Forest (USFS 2008). In 2013, Mount Baker-Snoqualmie
National Forest treated 1,035.6 acres for invasive plant management (USFS 2013). In 2009, the USFS
treated 2,513 acres in the Gifford-Pinchot National Forest for invasive plants and another 1,168 acres to
specifically improve elk forage (USFS n.d.(b)).

State and Local Government

WDNR Habitat Conservation Activities. The WDNR has developed a multispecies habitat
conservation plan to continue forest management activities on state trust lands while complying with
the federal Endangered Species Act (WDNR 1997). Details about this plan are included under
Neighboring Landowners, Land Use, and Socioeconomics later in this chapter.

County Comprehensive Plans. Most of the unincorporated lands surrounding MORA and NOCA are
designated as natural resource lands under the Washington State Growth Management Act and are
further classified as either public open space (other publics lands and/or wilderness areas); industrial,
commerecial, or rural forest; or agricultural lands as part of the land use element of the county
comprehensive plans. Some rural lands are designated as rural reserve/rural residential, with densities
averaging between 1 residential unit per 5 acres to 1 unit per 20 acres (Skagit County 2007; Whatcom
County 2014, Lewis County 2002, Pierce County 2014). Some lands are also open for mineral
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development near the park boundaries. These designations, and the applicable development regulations
and comprehensive plan policies, help manage growth and maintain the rural character of the
communities adjacent to the parks.

Other

Climate Change. Based on a wide body of scientific data and analysis, global climate change is
occurring and is driven by both natural and anthropogenic forces, particularly by the increase in the
atmospheric concentration of CO2 since the mid-18th century (IPCC 2013). According to the U.S.
Global Change Research Program, the average annual temperature in the northwest will increase by
3.3'F to 9.7°F by 2070 to 2099, with the largest increases during the summer months (Mote et. al. 2014).
These changes in temperature will likely be accompanied by changes in precipitation patterns as well,
with a projected decrease in summer precipitation in the northwest by as much as 30 percent by the end
of the century (Mote et. al. 2014). Climatologists project that the snow water equivalent (the liquid
content of snowpack) will decrease substantially the Washington Cascades —up to 46 percent — by the
2040s, and the watersheds of both MORA and NOCA are projected to shift from snow dominant
watersheds to transient (mix of snow and rain) by as early as the 2040s (Strauch et. al. 2013). Due to
these projected increases in temperature and changes in precipitation patterns tied to global climate
change, the Pacific Northwest can expect to see significant changes to species distributions and
phenologies, with cascading effects on ecological communities (Lawler et al. 2012; Mawdsley et al. 2009;
West et al. 2009; Lawler et al. 2009). Climate-driven factors such as temperature extremes, drought,
water stress, insect and disease outbreaks, and changes in fire frequency and forest structure, and their
complex relationships, are expected to impact future fisher habitat and that of its prey and predators
throughout the species’ current and future range (Burns et al. 2003; Lawler et al. 2012, 379; Krohn 2012;
Naney et al. 2012). However, Lawler et al. (2012) projects that the fisher will experience small climate-
driven range expansions in some portions of the United States, including the Washington Cascades. In
fact, as climate change is more likely to have greater effects on species at the edge of their range (Naney
et al. 2012), more southerly populations (e.g. California) are likely to be more imperiled, thus increasing
the conservation importance of more northerly populations such as those restored to Washington.

GENERAL PROJECT SETTING

Mount Rainier National Park

The area containing current Mount Rainier National Park (MORA) was proclaimed the Pacific Forest
Reserve by President McKinley in 1893. By 1898, the Reserve was withdrawn from settlement, and
Mount Rainier National Park was created on March 2, 1899 as the nation’s fifth national park. Today,
MORA encompasses (within legislative Park boundary) approximately 236,381.49 acres of west-central
Washington, on the western slope of the Cascade Range (approximately 140 additional acres lies
outside the legislative boundary of the park). In 1988, Congress also designated the Mount Rainier
Wilderness, which accounts for approximately 97 percent of the park. About 88 percent (207,210 acres)
of the designated park, plus the additional 140 acres outside the current boundary, lies within Pierce
County, and 12 percent (29,171 acres) lies within Lewis County. The park's northern boundary is
approximately 65 miles southeast of the Seattle-Tacoma metropolitan area and 65 miles west of Yakima.
The elevations of the park extend from about 1,700 feet above sea level to 14,410 feet at the summit of
Mount Rainier.

The focal point of the park is a towering, snow- and ice-covered volcano, which is a prominent
landmark in the Pacific Northwest. The base of the volcano spreads over an area of about 100 square
miles. The 26 major glaciers on the mountain cover 35 square miles, constituting the largest single-
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mountain glacial system in the contiguous 48 states. Mount Rainier is also the second most seismically
active and the most hazardous volcano in the Cascade Range.

The park's rugged, precipitous topography consists mainly of peaks and valleys. The flanks of the
mountain are drained by five major rivers and their tributaries. The park's vegetation is diverse,
reflecting the varied climatic and environmental conditions encountered across the park's 12,800-foot
elevation gradient. Approximately 964 vascular plant species and more than 260 nonvascular plant
species have been identified in the park. Mount Rainier also provides habitat for many wildlife species,
including approximately 300 species of native birds, mammals, reptiles, amphibians, and fish.

Development and construction of roadways, buildings, and trail systems still in use today began during
the late 1800s and peaked during the 1920s and 30s. Early 1900s mining operations in the Nisqually,
Carbon, and White River drainages also maintained rights to dig, divert water, cut timber, and build
structures. Forest management practices at the time included wildfire suppression, removal of dead
wood, and prevention of public “vandalism” to living trees, underbrush, and wildflowers, especially in
heavily used subalpine areas such as Paradise Valley (Catton 1996).

Early wildlife management at Mount Rainier focused on the health of deer and elk populations, plus
high elevation requisite species like mountain goats, pika, and ptarmigan. Winter hunting and trapping
of predators was commonplace and encouraged into the 1920s, with park rangers permitted to sell skins
and furs to supplement their income. During February and March of 1914, Superintendent Ethan Allen
reported that park staff had killed two cougars, two bobcat or lynx, and twenty-five marten (USDI 1915,
780). In 1923, MORA naturalist Floyd Schmoe highlighted the prevailing attitude toward members of
the weasel family by noting they “...should be classed among our most destructive predatory animals as
they doubt do more damage to small wild life than any other animal.” (NPS 1923).

As perceptions in forest and wildlife management changed over time, great effort was made to protect
Mount Rainier’s natural and cultural resources without prejudice. Since the Mount Rainier Wilderness
was designated in 1988, little development has taken place aside from maintenance and improvement to
existing infrastructure. Maximizing visitor use while minimizing resource damage, re-vegetation of
impacted areas, and invasive species control have been common practice in recent years.

North Cascades National Park Service Complex

North Cascades National Park Complex (NOCA) is comprised of North Cascades National Park and
Ross Lake and Lake Chelan National Recreation Areas —a complementary suite of protected lands that
were designated by Congress in 1968 and united by a contiguous wilderness overlay, the Stephen
Mather Wilderness, in 1988 that now represents nearly 93 percent of the park complex. Encompassing
approximately 681,700 acres of land, NOCA is located in the northern Cascade Range of Washington
State along the Canadian border, approximately 100 miles northeast of the Seattle-Tacoma
metropolitan area. The park complex spans three counties - Whatcom (414,495 acres, 61 percent) and
Skagit (129,585 acres, 19 percent) Counties on the western slope of the Cascades and Chelan County
(136,556 acres, 20 percent) on the eastern slope of the Cascades —and is represented by the 2" and 4™
congressional districts.

Prior to its designation as a national park in 1968, NOCA was managed as a Forest Reserve/National
Forest under the management of the USFS (Washington Forest Reserve designated in 1897). Between
the late 1800s and mid-1900s, a number of rail lines, logging roads, mines, and associated developments
(including homesteads and towns like the community of Stehekin, now located in Lake Chelan National
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Recreation Area) were established within current park boundaries to harness the area’s fur, timber, and
mining resources, and fire suppression was a regular practice. Many of the trails and backcountry
shelters that exist in the park today were established during this time and were associated with fur,
timber, and mining exploitation.

The history of trapping in the park is of particular relevance to this planning effort and proposed action.
The first documented white fur trader in the North Cascades dates back to 1811, but the heyday of this
activity was markedly between the late 1800s through 1930, when settlers along the Skagit and Stehekin
Rivers used trapping to supplement “their meager wilderness existence” (NPS 1986, 175). During this
time, “hardy individuals working alone or in pairs would set up trap lines along ridges and in river
bottoms” of the Skagit and Cascades Rivers and drainages in the NW Cascades (NPS 1986, 175).
According to the Historic Resource Study for North Cascades National Park Service Complex, Bacon
Creek, Goodell Creek, Thunder Creek, Big Beaver and Little Beaver Creeks, Hozomeen Creek, Lighting
Creek, and Fisher Creek were all trapped for beaver, mink, otter, marten, coyote, fox, and lynx, whose
pelts were often sold for cash (NPS 1986).

The biggest developments in NOCA to date are related to the construction and operation of three
hydroelectric dams along the Skagit River in what is today Ross Lake National Recreation Area: Gorge
Dam, constructed from 1921-1924 (rebuilt in 1961); Diablo Dam, constructed from 1927-1930; and
Ross Dam, constructed from 1937-1953. In addition to the powerhouses, dams, and reservoirs
associated with these projects, two company towns were also established during this construction
window and remain today: Diablo and Newhalem.

Since NOCA’s designation in 1968, lands within NOCA have been managed to protect their natural and
cultural resource protection, wilderness character (particularly since the designation of the Stephen
Mather Wilderness in 1988), and visitor use and experience. Very little development, outside a visitor
center in the town of Newhalem, an environmental learning center on the shores of Diablo Lake, and
some short frontcountry trails, has occurred under the management of the National Park Service. The
only road that bisects NOCA is State Route 20, which was built in 1964.

Today, NOCA encompasses a vast “sea of peaks” replete with over 300 glaciers, saw-toothed granite
pinnacles, a myriad of creek and riverine systems, and vast expanses of wilderness. Its rugged
topography is home to a multitude of plant, wildlife, and fish species. Rare lichens, ancient cedars,
Chinook salmon, bald eagles, marmots, mountain goats, and some 1,600 identified species share this
diverse and expansive landscape. Human evidence spans nearly 10,000 years of habitation, use, and
technological development.

SPECIES OF SPECIAL CONCERN

Issues and Concerns

Reintroducing fishers in an area where they no longer exist could affect other listed species through
competition for forest cover and prey, predation, and introduction or spread of disease. Approximately
fifteen federally-listed and 34 state-listed animal species (endangered, threatened, candidate, and other
species of concern) occur in suitable fisher habitat in MORA and NOCA and surrounding lands that
could become inhabited by fishers. Due to competition, disease, and predation, alternatives in this plan
could have some impact on special status wildlife and migratory birds and are therefore analyzed in this
assessment. In addition, reintroducing fishers would have a beneficial effect on the species itself by
creating additional populations in Washington State and meeting long-term recovery goals.
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Affected Environment

MORA and NOCA support and protect a number of federal and state listed threatened and endangered
species, a number of which could be impacted by the actions proposed in this Plan/EA (see Table 3.3:
State and Federal Listed Species in MORA and NOCA). During internal scoping it was determined that of
the federal and state listed species found in MORA and NOCA, eleven may be affected by fisher
restoration in the parks — the fisher, Canada lynx, Cascade red fox, gray wolf, grizzly bear, marbled
murrelet, northern goshawk, northern spotted owl, pileated woodpecker, western gray squirrel, and
wolverine, which are described in more detail below. This analysis also includes information on
migratory birds. The remainder of the species of special status found in the parks (see Table 3.3) would
not be affected because (1) they use different habitats than fishers, (2) they have different food
requirements, or (3) fishers either do not prey on these species, or prey on them only extremely rarely;
therefore, these species are not discussed further in this section.

Table 3.3: State and Federal Listed Species in MORA and NOCA

Species Species Status
Common Name (Scientific Name) State Federal
Mammals
Canada lynx (Lynx canadensis) ST FT Extirpated X NLAA
Cascade red fox (Vulpes vulpes SC none X ? Neg-Minor
cascadensis) Adverse
Fisher (Pekania pennanti) SE FC Extirpated Extirpated Moderate
Beneficial
Gray wolf (Canis lupus) SE FE Extirpated X NLAA
Grizzly bear (Ursus arctos) SE FT Extirpated X NLAA
Keen's myotis (Myotis keenii) SC none X None
Townsend's big-eared bat (Corynorhinus | SC FCo X X None
townsendii)
Western gray squirrel (Sciurus griseus) ST none X Neg-Minor
Adverse
Wolverine (Gulo gulo) SC none Extirpated X Negligible
Adverse
Birds
American white pelican (Pelecanus SE none X None
erythrorynchos)
Bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) SS FCo X X None
Black-backed woodpecker (Picoides SC none X X None
arcticus)
Common loon (Gavia immer) SS none X None
Ferruginous hawk (Buteo regalis) ST none X None
Flammulated owl (Otus flammeolus) SC none X None
Golden eagle (Aquila chrysaetos) SC none X X None
Lewis' woodpecker (Melanerpes lewis) SC none X None
Marbled murrelet (Brachyramphus ST FT X X NLAA
marmoratus)
Northern goshawk (Accipiter gentilis) SC Fco X X Neg-Minor
Adverse
Northern spotted owl (Strix occidentalis SE FT X X NLAA
caurina)
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Species Species Status Park

Common Name (Scientific Name) State Federal MORA

Peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus) SS FCo None
Pileated woodpecker (Dryocopus pileatus) | SC none X X Neg-Minor
Adverse
Sandhill crane (Grus canadensis) SE none X None
Vaux's swift (Chaetura vauxi) SC none X X None
Western grebe (Aechmophorus SC none X X None
occidentalis)
SS: Species of Special Status FCo: Federal Species of Concern NLAA: Not Likely to Adversely Affect
SC: State Species of Concern FE: Federal Endangered Species Neg-Minor: Negligible to Minor Impacts
ST: State Threatened Species FC: Federal Candidate Species
SE: State Endangered Species FT: Federal Threatened Species

In compliance with the Endangered Species Act, the NPS is conducting informal consultation with the
US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) regarding potential impacts to federally-listed species from the
preferred alternative as a part of this planning effort — a process that involved writing a Biological
Assessment (BA) that includes a full affected environment section for each species and a thorough
analysis of impacts along with a determination of effect to the species. When applicable, the analysis
below incorporates the information in the BA by reference. The Biological Assessment prepared for this
Plan/EA was submitted to USFWS on September 15, 2014 and is included in Appendix A.

Fisher (Federal Candidate, State Endangered)

The fisher is a medium-size mammalian carnivore and the sole member of the genus Pekania in the
family Mustelidae. It has the build of a stocky weasel — a pointed face, rounded ears, a long and slender
body, short legs, and a well-furred tail about one-third its total length (Lewis and Hayes 2004). Fishers
have partially retractable claws that allow them to climb and move through trees and descend in a
headfirst position (Powell 1993).

Fishers inhabit a variety of forest types; however, key forest habitat features that fishers require include
canopy cover generally greater than 50 percent; large trees with cavities sufficiently large enough to
provide denning sites; and large limbs, snags, and logs for resting sites (Lewis and Hayes 2004). Because
it takes considerable time for these structures to develop in forest stands, fishers are often associated
with late-successional forests. However, the amount of late-successional forest needed to support a
fisher population in Washington is unknown. The fishers’ association with large structures typically
found in late-successional forest, the large home ranges of individuals, and their sensitivity to forest
fragmentation suggest that landscapes comprised of large, contiguous patches of late-successional forest
are more likely to support a fisher population than more fragmented landscapes containing patches of
late-successional forest (Jones 1991). In many parts of their range, fishers use deciduous trees for
denning and resting; however, deciduous trees are not required as fishers occur in areas without
deciduous trees.

Fishers are solitary animals; they interact with other fishers only during the breeding season and when
defending a territory (Powell 1993). Fishers exhibit intrasexual territoriality; however, male home
ranges may overlap with multiple female home ranges (Powell and Zielinski 1994; Powell 1993; Weir
2003). Based on estimates from radio-telemetry studies conducted in the western North America, male
fishers have an average annual home range of approximately 18.7 square miles, whereas average home
range size for female fishers is smaller, at 6.9 square miles (Lofroth et al. 2010). Fishers give birth in late
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March and early April and mate within ten days after giving birth. Because of the delayed implantation
of the fetus (common among mustelids), fishers do not give birth until approximately one year after
they mate (Powell 1993; Frost et al. 1997).

Female fishers give birth to kits in tree cavities (Paragi et al. 1996, Lofroth et al. 2010, Raley et al. 2012,
Weir et al. 2013). Fisher kits are altricial (Hall 1942; Coulter 1966; Powell 1993). Their eyes and ear
canals open at about seven to eight weeks, and shortly thereafter the mother begins bringing them solid
food (Coulter 1966; Powell 1993). In the wild, fisher kits at three to four months of age are still learning
to climb trees and handle prey that the adult female has captured. Fisher kits appear to stay within their
mother’s home range through their first fall and early winter before dispersing (Paragi 1990; Aubry and
Raley 2006).

The primary fisher denning period (from birth to weaning) lasts about ten weeks, and researchers have
found that females with kits may use more than one den site during that time (Arthur and Krohn 1991;
Paragi et al. 1996; Truex et al. 1998; Aubry and Raley 2006; Higley and Matthews 2006). Adult females
become more mobile but may still use cavities in various types of structures, such as live and dead trees
and hollow logs, for prolonged periods of time when their kits become more mobile (Truex et al. 1998;
Aubry and Raley 2006; Higley and Matthews 2006; Weir 2007).

Fishers use rest sites between periods of activity. Rest sites are generally used for only a single resting or
sleeping bouts; however, the same site may be used for many days when weather is severe or a large food
item has been cached nearby. Rest structures used by west coast fishers include mistletoe and rust
brooms, large lateral limbs and limb clusters in the canopies of live trees, rodent or raptor nests, cavities
in snags or logs, ground burrows, or beneath piles of cull logs (Powell 1993, Lofroth et al. 2010). Rest
sites are often in large diameter trees that are usually the largest and tallest in the immediate area (Aubry
etal. 2013).

Fishers hunt predominantly by sight and hearing, and individuals travel over a large home range in
search of prey (Powell 1993, Lewis and Hayes 2004). Fishers in western North America are generalists in
prey selection, and their diet varies by location as well as seasonally within a location, likely in response
to prey availability (Martin 1994, Weir et al. 2005, Zielinski et al. 1999). Fishers consume a variety of
small and mid-sized mammals and birds, insects, reptiles, and plant material, although they rarely eat
amphibians. In the Pacific states, small and mid-sized mammals comprise more than 70 percent of their
diet. These species include snowshoe hare, porcupines, squirrels ( Tamiasciurus spp.), woodrats
(Neotoma cinerea), voles, mice, and mountain beavers (Aplodontia rufa) (Schetfer 1995, Powell and
Zielinski 1994). Food habits studies infrequently report results to species for birds, however the birds
that are most commonly reported are diurnally active species, such as songbirds, jays, grouse, and
woodpeckers (NPS 2007b).

Although there have been no formal diet analyses conducted on fishers in Washington, Scheffer (1995)
did report information gathered by trappers and early naturalists who examined fisher stomach
contents or observed fisher foraging. In the Cascade Range of Washington State, fisher diets likely
consisted of mountain beavers, squirrels, and snowshoe hares. Fisher scats were also observed to
contain huckleberries and salal berries (Scheffer 1995). The fisher diet also consists of carrion,
particularly from ungulates, in the winter and early spring months (Jones 1991).

Potential predators of fishers in the SW and NW Cascades include coyotes, bobcats, mountain lions
(Puma concolor), other fishers, and golden eagles (Aquila chrysaetos) (Powell and Zielinski 1994; Gilbert
and Keith 2001). Although predation on fishers is recorded as a cause of death in the east (Krohn et al.
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1994; York 1996), it appears to be a lesser source of mortality in the east (Douglas and Strickland 1987)
than in the west coast populations (Wengert et al. 2013, Lewis 2014c). The upper limit of life expectancy
for fishers is generally believed to be about ten years of age (Powell 1993); however, a fisher in British
Columbia was 12 years old when trapped (Weir 2003).

On the west coast, fishers still inhabit four areas: northern and central British Columbia, Southern
Oregon Cascades, Southwestern Oregon and Northwestern California, and the Southern Sierra of
California. Fishers were also recently reintroduced to the Olympic Peninsula in 2008-2010 and in the
northern Sierra Nevada in 2009-2011. Throughout the west coast, fishers are associated with low to mid
elevation coniferous or mixed deciduous-coniferous forests (Aubry and Raley 2006; Weir 2007;
Zielinski et al. 2006). Fishers are generally confined to areas that do not have deep, soft snow that
persists for extended periods of time during winter, and therefore tend to avoid some subalpine forests.
In California, fishers appear to be primarily limited to areas with less than nine inches of snow per
winter month (Krohn et al. 1997).

In the two parks, fishers have been considered extirpated from MORA since 1935, and were last
documented via sightings/tracks in NOCA in 1989 (Lewis and Stinson 1998; Aubry and Houston 1992).
Both parks receive occasional reports of fisher observations; however, none have been verified. The
NPS completed a number of carnivore studies within MORA and NOCA to detect fishers and other
carnivores between the 1980s and early 2000s. During the winters of 2000-2002, a parkwide survey to
detect forest carnivores was completed at MORA using remote cameras (Reid et al. 2010). The
methodology used was the same used to successfully detect fisher presence elsewhere (Zielinski and
Kucera 1995), but despite 46 camera stations, 1,571 camera nights, and photo documentation of seven
forest carnivore species, including American marten, no fishers were detected. From the summer of
1988 to the spring of 1992, park staff at NOCA conducted a vertebrate survey in the Stehekin Valley, but
over the course of those four years no fishers were detected (Kuntz and Glesne 1993). Similarly,
Christophersen et al. (2005) conducted a more targeted survey of forest carnivores in 2003 and 2004,
using the same methodology as the MORA survey, and despite the 78 camera stations, 2,178 camera
nights, and photo documentation of seven other forest carnivore species, no fishers were detected.

According to the Habitat Assessment completed as part of the Feasibility Assessment for Reintroducing
Fishers to Washington, the Cascade Mountain Range (approximately 12.4 million acres) supports
approximately 1.6 million acres of suitable fisher habitat, much of which is contiguous and not heavily
dissected by state or federal highways. Lawler et al. (2012) projected that under climate change
projections, the fisher will experience small climate-driven range expansions in the Washington
Cascades. About 1.1 million acres of this suitable habitat is found on the west side of the Cascade crest
and makes up about 17 percent of the western Cascades ecosystem (Lewis and Hayes 2004:22-23) (see
Table 3.4: Suitable Fisher Habitat in the Cascades). Of the suitable habitat, the NPS owns eight percent,
the USFS owns 68 percent, tribes own 2.6 percent, and the remaining habitat is owned by WDNR and
private landowners (Hayes and Lewis 2006). There are additional hectares of mid-seral habitat
interspersed with identified suitable habitat that fishers could use for travel and foraging (Lewis and
Hayes 2004). The greatest density of suitable habitat is found on the west side of the Cascades (Lewis
and Hayes 2004).
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Table 3.4: Suitable Fisher Habitat in the Cascades

Ecosystem Total Suitable Habitat (approximate) Suitable Habitat in NPS unit
(approximate)

South Cascades 773,560 acres (~313,050 ha) 38,200 acres (~15,460 ha) in MORA

North Cascades 821,510 acres (~332,450 ha) 91,460 acres (~37,010 ha) in NOCA

TOTAL 1,595,070 acres (~645,500 ha) 129,660 acres (~52,470 ha)

Source: Lewis and Hayes 2004; NPS files
*Acreage/ha based on 1-90 as the barrier between SW and NW Cascades. Acreage/ha rounded to the nearest 10th.

Canada Lynx (Federal Threatened, State Threatened) and Critical Habitat

See Appendix A: Biological Assessment - Restoration of Fishers to Mount Rainier National Park and
North Cascades National Park Complexfor a description of the affected environment for Canada lynx
and designated Ciritical Habitat.

Cascade Red Fox (State Candidate)

The Cascade red fox (Vulpes vulpes cascadensis) is a rare, endemic subspecies of red fox found only at
high elevations in the Cascade Range in Washington State. This native montane red fox is genetically,
ecologically, and morphologically distinct from the non-native lowland red fox seen throughout the
West (Aubry et al. 2009, Sacks et al. 2010).

MORA contains a significant portion of the known population of Cascade red foxes. At present,
Cascade red foxes are known to occur primarily in MORA, the Goat Rocks Wilderness, and Mount
Adams Wilderness (J. Akins, University of California, Davis, unpub. data, 2014). There have been no
recent reports of Cascade red foxes in NOCA (NOCA park files), and they were not documented during
a 2003-2004 parkwide survey for forest carnivores (Christophersen et al. 2005).

Recent analyses show Cascade red foxes having lower genetic diversity than other montane fox
populations, possibly due to the limited population size and geographical isolation (J. Akins, University
of California, Davis, unpub. data, 2014). The Cascade red fox might be further threatened by expanding
coyote (Canis latrans) populations, which are known to supplant the smaller red fox from their range
(Sargeant and Allen 1989, Gosselink et al. 2007), and potential genetic introgression by non-native
lowland red foxes (Aubry 1983, Sacks et al. 2010).

Cascade red foxes can be found primarily in subalpine parklands in MORA (e.g. Paradise, Sunrise), and
rarely travel below 4000 feet (1016 m) in elevation (Aubry 1983, Jenkins et al. 2013). They prey mostly
on small mammals (chipmunks, squirrels, pocket gophers, snowshoe hares) and grouse (Aubry 1983,
MORA park files). Den sites discovered in and adjacent to MORA were found dug under boulders or at
the base of trees (Aubry 1983, MORA park files).

Gray Wolf (Federal Endangered, State Endangered)
See Appendix A: Biological Assessment - Restoration of Fishers to Mount Rainier National Park and
North Cascades National Park Complexfor a description of the affected environment for the gray wolf.

Grizzly Bear (Federal Threatened, State Endangered)

See Appendix A: Biological Assessment - Restoration of Fishers to Mount Rainier National Park and
North Cascades National Park Complexfor a description of the affected environment for the grizzly
bear.
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Marbled Murrelet (Federal Threatened, State Threatened)

See Appendix A: Biological Assessment - Restoration of Fishers to Mount Rainier National Park and
North Cascades National Park Complex for a description of the affected environment for the marbled
murrelet.

Northern Goshawk (Federal Species of Concern, State Candidate)

The northern goshawk is a large, raven-sized hawk with a long tail and short wings. It has a black crown
and cheeks, a broad white stripe over the eye, a pale gray breast, and a darker gray back (USFWS
2014d). Northern goshawks are the largest species of the genus Accipiter. Throughout their range,
northern goshawks can be found in coniferous and deciduous forests. In western Washington, nests are
typically built in Douglas-fir (Pseudotsuga menziesii) and, to a lesser extent, western hemlock (Tsuga
heterophylla). Goshawks build fairly large, bulky stick nests that are usually placed in the lower third of
forest canopy and relatively close to the tree trunk (Finn et al. 2002). Nest sites are located in post-
fledgling family areas, which are areas where adult females and developing juveniles concentrate after
fledging and before dispersal. Family areas typically occur in structurally complex forests that provide
foraging opportunities, as well as hiding cover for fledglings. In western Washington, family areas occur
in mature forests with a dense cover of trees and an abundant number of snags and downed logs (Finn
et al. 2002).

Northern goshawks forage in a variety of forest types, although limited information is available to
describe foraging habitat in Washington. In general, appropriate foraging conditions include late-seral
forest stands with well-developed canopies and adequate flight space beneath the canopy for goshawk
hunting. Goshawks are considered opportunistic foragers, as exhibited by the wide range of prey taken
(Watson et. al. 1998, Squires and Reynolds 1997). Douglas squirrels, grouse, and snowshoe hares were
the prey species most frequently represented in the diet of goshawks on the Olympic Peninsula.
Chipmunks, other squirrels, and birds were also components of the goshawk diet (Bloxton 2002).

Northern Spotted Owl (Federal Threatened, State Endangered)

See Appendix A: Biological Assessment - Restoration of Fishers to Mount Rainier National Park and
North Cascades National Park Complexfor a description of the affected environment for the northern
spotted owl.

Pileated Woodpecker (State Candidate)

Pileated woodpeckers are large woodpeckers that prefer mature deciduous or mixed forests. They
occur in the northwestern U.S., parts of Canada, and the eastern U.S. (Bull and Jackson 2011). Fishers
have been known to use old, unoccupied woodpecker nest sites and other pileated woodpecker
excavations in trees for rest and den sites (Aubry and Raley 2006). The remains of a recently killed
female pileated woodpecker were recovered at an occupied fisher rest site, and may indicate that fishers
occasionally prey on this species (J. Lewis, unpublished data).

Western Gray Squirrel (State Threatened)

The western gray squirrel (Sciurus griseus) is the largest native tree squirrel occurring in Washington,
Oregon, and California. Western gray squirrel populations have declined throughout the species’
geographical range, but most notably in Washington where it is now confined to three disjunct areas:
the Southeastern Cascades near the Columbia Gorge, the southern Puget Trough, and the North
Cascades of north-central Washington in Chelan and Okanogan counties (Linders and Stinson 2007).
The Chelan and Okanogan county population may be fragmented further into small sub-populations.
One of these small sub-populations of squirrels is located in the Stehekin Valley, which is part of the
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Lake Chelan National Recreation Area of NOCA. This population is the only one that occurs on NPS
lands in the Washington Cascades. The North Cascades population represents the northern extreme of
the species range. No population exists in MORA.

As local populations continued to decline, the western gray squirrel was listed as a state threatened
species by the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) in 1993 (WAC 232.12.011).
Causes for decline include over-hunting, habitat loss and degradation, road-kill mortality, potential
competition with introduced squirrels, an altered fire regime, and disease (Gregory 2005, Linders and
Stinson 2007). WDFW completed a state recovery plan for western gray squirrels in 2007 (Linders and
Stinson 2007) and updated its Priority Habitat and Species Management Recommendations for the
species in 2010. The recovery plan identifies the North Cascades Recovery Area, which includes the
Stehekin and upper Lake Chelan population located in the Lake Chelan National Recreation Area as
well as the Okanogan population to the east and northeast of upper Lake Chelan (Linders and Stinson
2007).

Although the current size of the statewide population remains unknown, a recent estimate, based on
data collected from 1994-2005, was between 468 and 1,405 individual squirrels (Linders and Stinson
2007). Stuart (2012) more recently reported the North Cascades population may be between 500-1,000
individuals, based on genetic analysis. This suggests the North Cascades may provide better habitat and
support a somewhat larger population than previously assumed. There can also be wide fluctuations in
population size from year to year due to disease and changes in food supply which may be interrelated
(Cornish et al. 2001, Linders and Stinson 2007).

Throughout most of their range, western gray squirrels prefer dry, mixed oak, and conifer forests. The
North Cascades region lacks the oak component present elsewhere, but contains ponderosa pine/mixed
conifer habitat which is used by squirrels. Stand characteristics of quality habitat typically include large
mature trees with dominant and co-dominant connecting crowns, and sparse understory shrubs, which
collectively provide for seed production, nesting, predator protection, and arboreal travel (Linders and
Stinson 2007). In Stehekin, western gray squirrels frequently nest in Douglas-fir and ponderosa pine
trees that are >40 cm (15.8 in) dbh, with interspersed canopies, and often use dwarf mistletoe brooms
located in the upper 1/3 of the canopy for nest platforms (Hamer et al. 2005, Stuart 2012).

Hypogeous fungi (truffles and false truffles), pine nuts, acorns, other seeds, green vegetation, fruit and
insects are the main components of the western gray squirrel diet throughout its geographic range
(Cross 1969, Steinecker and Browning 1970). Pine nuts and truffles may be the most reliable food for
western gray squirrels in Stehekin. Spores of 21 fungal genera were identified from 60 fecal samples
collected from western gray squirrels in Stehekin (Stuart 2012).

Wolverine (State Candidate)

The wolverine (Gulo gulo) is the largest terrestrial member of the family Mustelidae, with adult males
weighing 26 to 40 pounds (12 to 18 kg) and adult females weighing 17 to 26 pounds (8 to 12 kg).
Wolverines resemble a small bear with a bushy tail and a contrasting longitudinal band on its side.
Wolverines are opportunistic carnivores in summer and primarily scavengers in winter (Banci 1994).
Large mammal carrion is central to their diet, and wolverine distribution may be directly linked to the
availability of ungulate carrion (Banci 1994). Small and mid-sized mammals such as marmots and
porcupines are alternate prey (Lofroth et al. 2007).

In the contiguous United States, wolverines are restricted to high-elevation subalpine and alpine areas
in the West and are dependent on deep persistent snow cover for successful denning (Aubry et al. 2007,
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Copeland et al. 2010). During winter, female wolverines den and give birth at high elevation sites that
are associated with coarse talus, boulders, and fallen trees, and these sites are covered by at least 3.3 feet
(one meter) of snow (Magoun and Copeland 1998). Rather than selecting for vegetation types, mature
female wolverines seem to be behaviorally limited to denning in remote unroaded areas away from
human disturbance (Krebs and Lewis 1997). Wolverines in the contiguous United States exist as small
and semi-isolated subpopulations in a larger metapopulation that requires regular dispersal of
wolverines between subpopulations to maintain itself.

Wolverines are considered extirpated in MORA, with the last confirmed presence reported in 1967
(Yocum 1974). Remote-camera carnivore surveys in 2001-2002 failed to detect any wolverines (Reid et
al. 2010). Observations of individual wolverines have been reported in MORA on occasion, however
none were verifiable (i.e., associate with a photo, carcass or DNA; MORA wildlife observation files).
Wolverines are confirmed to the north (NOCA—see below, WDFW 2013c) and to the south. To the
south, wolverines have been photographed in the Goat Rocks Wilderness and on Mount Adams
(Jocelyn Akins, Cascades Carnivore Project, http://cascadescarnivoreproject.blogspot.com/). Thus,
there is the possibility that wolverines may use MORA on occasion; however, the NPS does not
currently have any indication of extensive use or presence in MORA.

A small population of wolverines inhabits the North Cascades, including NOCA lands. Seven or more
GPS-collared wolverines used NOCA lands to some extent from 2007-2012 (Aubry et al. 2012).
Individual wolverines ranged widely in the North Cascades of Washington and southern British
Columbia; one home range was approximately as large as NOCA. One wolverine captured (but not
collared) east of the park in 2012 was later confirmed by photograph and DNA west of the park; this
was the westernmost documentation of a wolverine in 18 years (NOCA park files). An additional
wolverine was confirmed in 2012 by photograph and DNA southwest of the park (Long et al. 2013).
These westside detections may suggest an even broader range than previously confirmed by the USDA
Forest Service project, whose trap sites are east of the park. Despite their confirmed low level of
presence, wolverines were not photographed during remote camera surveys in NOCA by
Christophersen et al. (2005), Christophersen (2006), or Long et al. (2012). However, during 2012, a
successful reproductive den site was located in the park, with a second just northeast of the park,
representing the first two documented wolverine reproductive dens ever located in Washington (Aubry
etal. 2012).

Observed declines in wolverine populations are mostly due to overexploitation via trapping, predator
control, and habitat losses due to human use and climate change (Banci 1994, Copeland et al. 2010).
Where trapping occurs, it may represent the greatest source of mortality (Krebs et al. 2004, Squires et al.
2007). Considering these impacts to the wolverine, the species was listed as a federal candidate until
recently. On August 12, 2014, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service determined that the wolverine does not
warrant protection under the Endangered Species Act, and the species was downlisted from a candidate
species.

Migratory Birds

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 USC 703-712) makes it unlawful to pursue, hunt, capture, or kill any
non-game migratory bird, part, nest, egg, or product, manufactured or not. The USFWS allows vacant
nests to be taken, but nests with active birds, young, or the presence of eggs must be left alone.

Over 170 species of birds have been observed within MORA. Over 80 percent of these species are
migratory. Short-distance or altitudinal migrants include varied thrush (Ixoreus naevius), dark-eyed

Fisher Restoration Plan/EA Chapter 3: Affected Environment & Environmental Consequences | 61


http://cascadescarnivoreproject.blogspot.com/

junco (Junco hyemalis), and gray-crowned rosy finch (Leucosticte tephrocotis); medium-distance
migrants include white-crowned sparrow (Zonotrichia leucophrys) and mountain bluebird (Sialia
currucoides); and long-distance or neotropical migrants include waterbirds, raptors, flycatchers,
swallows, thrushes, warblers, tanagers, and others. Some commonly observed long-distance migrants
are red-tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis), Pacific-slope flycatcher (Empidonax difficilis), violet-green
swallow (Tachycineta thalassina), hermit thrush (Catharus guttatus), Townsend’s warbler (Dendroica
townsendi), and western tanager (Piranga ludoviciana).

Approximately 192 bird species have been observed within NOCA. Just over half of these species breed
within NOCA. Approximately 80 species (42 percent) are neotropical migrants that winter south of the
U.S. border. Migratory bird species in NOCA include common merganser (Mergus merganser), bald
eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus), rufous hummingbird (Selasphorus rufus), and an assortment of
flycatchers (Empidonax spp., Contopus spp., Sayornis saya) thrushes (Catharus spp., Ixoreus

naevius, Turdus migratorius), warblers (Dendroica spp., Vermivora spp., Geothlypis spp., Oreothlypis spp.,
Setophaga spp.,Cardellina pusilla, Oporornis tolmiei.) and sparrows (Spizella spp., Passerculus

spp., Zonotrichia spp.,Passerella spp., Melospiza spp.). Along the Skagit River, deciduous forests and
willows support small breeding populations of several bird species that are rare elsewhere in western
Washington, such as the veery (Catharus fuscescens), Nashville warbler (Vermivora ruficapilla),
American redstart (Setophaga ruticilla), and lazuli bunting (Passerina amoena) (Wahl 1995, Smith et al.
1997).

Impacts from the Alternatives

Potential impacts on special status species or their habitat were evaluated based on species presence in
the area of analysis, a species’ historical association with fishers, and the effects on competition for
resources caused by the reintroduction of fishers within suitable fisher habitat in MORA and NOCA
that could become inhabited by fishers.

Animal species at MORA and NOCA that have the potential to be affected by the management
alternatives include the fisher (federal candidate and state endangered), Canada lynx (federal and state
threatened), Cascade red fox (state candidate), gray wolf (federal and state endangered), grizzly bear
(federal threatened and state endangered), marbled murrelet (federal and state threatened), northern
goshawk (state candidate), northern spotted owl (federal threatened and state endangered), pileated
woodpecker (state candidate), western gray squirrel (state threatened), and wolverine (state candidate).
Migratory birds also have the potential to be affected by the alternatives in this Plan/EA.

Alternative A - No Action Alternative

Direct and Indirect Impacts

Because no fisher reintroduction would occur in the NW Cascades under Alternative A, this state
endangered species would continue to be extirpated from a significant portion of its historical range. As
a result, the species’ overall resiliency in Washington State, in comparison to Alternative B, would be
more vulnerable to catastrophic or stochastic events such as catastrophic wildfires, volcanic eruptions,
forest disease outbreaks, fisher disease outbreaks, or the genetic and demographic effects of small,
isolated populations. The goals of the Washington State Recovery Plan for the Fisher would also not be
met and the species would remain listed as state endangered. In addition, essential predator-prey
interactions and a more fully functioning ecosystem would not be restored within NOCA and the
surrounding N'W Cascades, and wildlife communities would continue to be adversely impacted by the
absence of a native predator in this region. However, because Alternative A would not result in any

62 | Chapter 3: Affected Environment & Environmental Consequences Fisher Restoration Plan/EA



action in the NW Cascades, there would be no additional impact to threatened, endangered, or sensitive
wildlife species in the NW Cascades under Alternative A beyond these current conditions, and there
would be no impact to the Canada lynx, gray wolf, grizzly bear, western gray squirrel, and wolverine
beyond current conditions, as these species are not present in and/or considered extirpated from
MORA.

While fishers would not be reintroduced directly into MORA under Alternative A, WDFW would likely
reintroduce fishers into the surrounding SW Cascades which would be expected to immigrate into
MORA over time. A successful fisher restoration in the SW Cascades and MORA would therefore have
a moderate beneficial impact on the West Coast DPS fisher population as a whole,

because reintroduction would result in improvements to population size and long-term viability of the
species which would be readily apparent but limited in extent. Because dispersal rates into MORA
would likely be slower under this Alternative in comparison to Alternative B, Alternative A would have
delayed but similar impacts on other species of special status as Alternative B. Therefore, impacts from
Alternative A to marbled murrelet and northern spotted owl would be none to negligible, adverse, and
long-term in MORA. Impacts to other special status species in MORA would be adverse and long-term,
ranging from negligible to minor. See impacts to Alternative B below for more discussion.

Cumulative Impacts

Past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future activities occurring within and around MORA and
NOCA have affected and would continue to affect species of special concern. The presence of NPS staff
and visitors and the construction, maintenance, and use of roads, trails, utility lines, buildings, and other
development would likely disturb wildlife species through noise and human presence, and fire
management activities would temporarily displace some animals. These activities would continue to
have adverse, negligible to minor, cumulative impacts on species of special concern in MORA and
NOCA. Impacts from these ongoing activities on species of special status in MORA would not be
exacerbated by activities associated with the reintroduction of the fisher in the SW Cascades under
Alternative A as reintroduction activities would not be noticeably distinct from other current uses and
activities.

Several ongoing projects and plans would also have a beneficial impact on wildlife species of special
concern. The 1997 multispecies habitat conservation plan (WDNR 1997) would continue to manage
forest activities and habitats on state trust lands while protecting the habitat of several threatened and
endangered species. Multiple forest thinning projects planned in surrounding national forests in
accordance with the Northwest Forest Plan (USDA and USDI 1994) would also thin second-growth
forest and young managed stands. These projects would enhance species diversity and structural
diversity of forest stands and thus, improve wildlife habitat, which would have a beneficial impact on
many wildlife species, including the fisher, Canada lynx, and wolverine, among others. Ongoing invasive
plant management in the surrounding USFS lands could also promote wildlife habitat, resulting in a
beneficial impact. These projects would have a cumulative, minor, beneficial impact on species of
special concern, as sufficient habitat would be available to maintain viability of native species.

Conclusion

Alternative A would have no adverse impacts on species of special concern in NOCA because fishers
would not be reintroduced to the area and there would be no change to current conditions. However,
fishers would remain extirpated from a significant portion of their historical range, and the negative
impacts of this extirpation on local ecosystems would continue in perpetuity. The species would not be
fully restored in the State of Washington and would not be considered for downlisting by the
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State. Cumulative impacts on species of special concern from ongoing NPS activities in the area would
be a negligible to minor adverse impact. There would be minor, beneficial cumulative impacts from
existing conservation and habitat restoration plans for the park and surrounding federal lands.

Alternative A would have similar impacts as Alternative B to species of special concern in MORA, albeit
delayed due to the anticipated slower recovery of fisher in the park. There would be a moderate
beneficial impact on the West Coast DPS fisher population as a whole, but other species of special status
would experience negligible to minor adverse impacts from fisher reintroduction. Cumulative impacts
to species of special concern in MORA would be the similar as those in NOCA.

Alternative B — Reintroduce Fishers into MORA and NOCA Using Translocation

Direct and Indirect Impacts

Under Alternative B, approximately 160 fishers would be translocated to the SW and NW Cascades
reintroduction areas, including MORA and NOCA, over a four to six year period. Actions involved
would include (1) live-trapping fishers from a source population* and transporting them to the parks
and surrounding federal lands; (2) releasing them from roads or accessible trails; and (3) monitoring
movements, survival, home range establishment, and reproduction. Transporting fishers to the parks
would not measurably affect other wildlife beyond that which is discussed under Wildlife later in this
chapter.

Fishers

The implementation of specific handling procedures and the utilization of a trapping coordinator,
captive wildlife specialists, and veterinarians as described in chapter 2 would minimize adverse impacts
of capture and the translocation process on individual fishers, and as fishers from British Columbia
would come from similar coniferous forest habitats as found in the SW and NW Cascades, they are
expected to easily adapt to the forest structure and diverse prey base that exists throughout the
Cascades. Similarly, the adaptive management protocols identified in chapter 2 could increase the
likelihood of home range establishment and reduce risk of mortality, further minimizing any adverse
impacts to fishers from translocation.

Reintroductions and monitoring efforts could potentially impact previously released fishers. The use of
vehicles on park roads during fisher releases and follow-up radio telemetry on foot in remote areas of
the parks may temporarily disturb individual fishers in the immediate area. Fisher response to this type
of disturbance could range from slight behavior changes for the duration of the disturbance, such as
hiding or temporary displacement. However, if fishers were released during the preferred timeframe in
the late fall/early winter, as planned, there would be no impacts to breeding fishers, as fishers breed
from March to May and typically give birth the following March to April. Furthermore, impacts to
previously released fishers from aerial telemetry flights are not expected to significantly disturb fishers.
If an individual was disturbed, the temporary and intermittent nature of monitoring activities (e.g., fixed
wing overflight) would allow disturbed individuals to quickly return to their normal behavior. Because
these impacts would be temporary, difficult to measure (or measurable but not outside the natural range
of variability), and would not extend past three years of each reintroduction effort, these impacts,
though direct and adverse, would be short-term and negligible.

* Impacts from this action have been dismissed from further analysis. See Impact Topics Dismissed from Detailed Analysis
in chapter 1 for more information.
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Sources of mortality of released fishers are likely to include fisher-vehicle collisions and predation, and
may include incidental capture, poaching, or drowning. The time of year that fishers would be released
could influence survival rates. Females released in late winter would have limited time to establish a
home range before the breeding season. Those females that did not establish a home range prior to the
breeding season would likely search for males during the breeding season and would be at greater risk
of mortality (Lewis 2014c).

Assuming that self-sustaining populations of fishers were restored to MORA and NOCA under
Alternative B, there would be long-term, moderate, beneficial effects on the fisher population by
increasing the size and expanding the geographic range of this species into the Cascade ecosystem.
Reestablishment of fishers in Washington would contribute to meeting state recovery goals and could
result in the removal of fishers from the list of federal candidate species and downlisting the species
from its endangered status in Washington.

While a fisher reintroduction would result in a change in the current ecosystem (e.g., increase in the
local diversity and abundance of carnivores), it is expected that the reestablishment of a native species
would be beneficial because it would help restore ecosystem functions in the SW and NW Cascades,
including restoring predator/prey communities in forested landscapes in the parks.

Impacts on Federally-listed Wildlife

Canada lynx

As discussed in the Biological Assessment written for the USFWS (see Appendix A), the effects of
Alternative B would have a negligible, if any, adverse long-term effect on (may affect but not likely to
adversely affect) Canada lynx and designated Canada lynx habitat for the following reasons:

¢ Lynx have not been documented in MORA since at least 2000 and have been only rarely
documented in NOCA.

e Fisher and lynx (including lynx critical habitat) occur in spatially distinct habitats. Lynx critical
habitat has been designated east of the Cascades crest and most verified lynx observations in NOCA
are also east of the crest; in comparison, most of the suitable fisher habitat has been identified west
of the Cascade crest. Fisher release areas in NOCA have also been selected at sites west of the
Cascade crest. Therefore, all reintroduction efforts would occur outside of prime lynx habitat.

e Aerial telemetry flights would be high enough to minimize any disturbance to lynx if present.

e Fisher and lynx utilize different foraging strategies and habitats which reduce competition for prey
between these species, although both fishers and lynx prey on snowshoe hares and red squirrels.
For example, lynx are adapted to travel in deep soft snow conditions, which fisher tend to avoid. In
the Cascades, lynx use the subalpine and high elevation mixed-conifer zones above 4000 ft (1220m)
(Stinson 2001), whereas fishers are associated with low to mid elevation coniferous or mixed
deciduous-coniferous forests (Aubry and Raley 2006, Zielinski et al. 2006, Weir 2007).

e The rarity of both species in the Cascades, along with the above factors, reduces the chance of any
interactions between the species and the possibility of fishers predating on lynx. Although
significant fisher predation has not been observed among western lynx populations, it has been
documented in Maine (Interagency Lynx Biology Team 2013; Vashon et al. 2012).
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Gray Wolf

As discussed in the Biological Assessment written for the USFWS (see Appendix A), the effects of
Alternative B would have a negligible, if any, long-term adverse effect on (may affect but not likely to
adversely affect) gray wolves for the following reasons:

e Gray wolves are currently rare or non-existent west of the Cascades crest where fishers would be
reintroduced and would likely populate.

¢ Denning and rendezvous periods for gray wolves (March 15 to July 1) do not overlap with fisher
release periods (November-February) and there are no known wolves, dens, or rendezvous sites
present in the fisher release areas in either MORA or NOCA.

o Aerial telemetry flights would be high enough to minimize any disturbance to wolves, if present.

e Competition for prey is possible but discountable, as wolves prey mostly on ungulates, and small
mammals, such as those the fisher eat, are usually of low importance (Wiles et al. 2011).

e Itis possible wolves could prey on fishers, but given the low density of each species and limited co-
occurrence, encounters should be rare.

Grizzly Bear

As discussed in the Biological Assessment written for the USFWS (see Appendix A), the effects of
Alternative B would have a negligible, if any, long-term adverse effect on (may affect but not likely to
adversely affect) grizzly bears for the following reasons:

e Grizzly bears are extremely rare in NOCA and not present in MORA.

e Based on known denning periods of black bears and documented distances of grizzly dens from
human activity (0.6-1.9 miles away), fisher release activities would not occur when grizzlies would
be active and would not occur near grizzly dens.

e Given the rarity of grizzly bears in NOCA, it is extremely unlikely that grizzly bears would be
encountered, and ground based monitoring efforts for fishers would be limited.

o Aerial telemetry flights would be high enough to minimize any disturbance to grizzly bears, if
present.

e While there would likely be overlap in habitat use between grizzly bears and fishers, such as occurs
now with pine marten and other mustelids, the establishment of a self-sustaining population of
fishers is not expected to adversely impact grizzly bears because (a) it is expected that these species
would co-exist as they did prior to fisher extirpation; (b) extensive suitable habitat exists for both
fishers and grizzly bears throughout NOCA (i.e. habitat is not limiting); (c) both species would occur
in very low densities, further limiting the likelihood of interactions; (d) based on research in similar
ecosystems, we assume grizzly bears likely rely primarily on vegetation within NOCA, mostly in
subalpine meadows and avalanche chutes (Serrouya et al. 2011, Munro et al. 2006, Waller and Mace
1997, Mace and Jonkel 1986) where fisher are unlikely to occur; and (e) grizzly bears’ reliance on
small mammals for sustenance is low.

Marbled Murrelet

As discussed in the Biological Assessment written for the USFWS (see Appendix A), the effects of
Alternative B would have negligible, short- to long-term adverse effects on (may affect but not likely to
adversely affect) marbled murrelets for the following reasons:

o Fisher releases are not expected to take place during murrelet nesting season (April 1 — September
23).
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e The level of monitoring traffic would not be above background use of the areas, and murrelets that
inhabit areas near roads and trails have probably adapted to existing levels of noise and human
presence associated with roads and trails.

o Aecrial telemetry flights would be at an elevation that is greater than the threshold distance that could
adversely affect murrelets through disturbance.

o Fishers and marbled murrelets coexisted in the Cascades for millennia prior to the extirpation of
the fisher.

e Even though both species use large limbs for nesting (marbled murrelet) and rest sites (fisher),
extensive suitable habitat and habitat structures for both species exist throughout the parks, both
species exist at low densities, and interactions between these two species are not expected to occur.

e Although fishers prey on birds (not their primary diet), fisher predation on marbled murrelets is
expected to be extremely unlikely to occur for reasons mentioned above (i.e. extensive habitat, low
density, etc.) Furthermore, fishers and murrelets co-exist in portions of northwest California and,
despite extensive studies, there is no documentation of fishers preying on murrelets.

¢ Although fledgling murrelets could become vulnerable to fishers if they became grounded, the
fledging strategy for murrelets is for the chick to fly directly from the limb to the sea;
grounded nestlings are either sick or fell out of the tree prematurely and are not expected to survive
in the wild.

Northern Spotted Owl

As discussed in the Biological Assessment written for the USFWS (see Appendix A), the effects of
Alternative B would have negligible, short- to long-term adverse effects on (may affect but not likely to
adversely affect) the northern spotted owl for the following reasons:

e The actual release of fishers in the park would not take place during northern spotted owl
nesting season from March 1 to September 15 (March 15 to September 30 in MORA).

e The use of vehicles on park roads and foot access on trails during monitoring efforts would not
likely disturb spotted owls that inhabit the surrounding areas. The level of monitoring traffic would
not be above background use of the areas, and spotted owls that inhabit areas near roads and trails
have probably adapted to some levels of noise and human presence associated with the roads.

e Acrial telemetry flights would be at an elevation that is greater than the threshold distance that could
adversely affect spotted owls through disturbance.

e Fishers and northern spotted owls coexisted in the Cascades for millennia prior to the extirpation of
the fisher.

e Although there is a potential for fishers and spotted owls to interact, the extensive suitable habitat
for both species exist throughout the parks and the low densities at which these species occur make
any interaction unlikely.

e Although fishers and spotted owls both prey on some of the same species, competition is not likely
to reduce the prey base for either species as the parks support a diverse and presumably adequate
prey base for both species. Furthermore, spotted owls are prey specialists, focusing on arboreal
small-mammals that area active nocturnally, whereas fishers are prey generalists. It is expected that
the diversity of small mammals in the Cascades and the flexibility in the fishers’ diet would limit
their effects on the prey base for northern spotted owls (Lewis and Hayes 2004).

e The chance of a fisher preying on a northern spotted owl overall is extremely unlikely; both species
are expected to occur in the parks at low densities and the chance of their encountering each other
is extremely low. Furthermore, there is no documentation of a fisher preying on a spotted owl
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despite extensive research on both species in areas where they co-occur at high densities in
Northwestern California. Fisher rest sites tend to be only 40 to 50 feet up in trees, whereas spotted
owls tend to nest higher up in tree canopies (greater than 100 feet), further decreasing a chance for
an encounter or predation.

Impacts on Other Species of Special Concern

Cascade red fox
As Cascade red foxes are not currently known to occur in NOCA, the reintroduction of fishers into
NOCA would not affect Cascade red foxes.

At MORA, fishers would be released at low elevations (potential release sites are below 2800 feet
(848m)), below the typical elevations used by Cascade red foxes (4000 feet (1212m)) (Jenkins et al.
2013). The transportation and release of fishers would occur on or near existing roadways, and these
activities would not be expected to have an effect on the Cascade red fox.

Similarly, the use of vehicles on park roads and foot access on trails during monitoring efforts would
not likely disturb Cascade red foxes that inhabit the surrounding areas as the level of monitoring traffic
would not be above background use of the areas and Cascade red foxes that inhabit areas near roads
and trails are highly adaptable and even show highly habituated behavior in areas with high human-use
(Jenkins et al. 2013). All fixed-wing telemetry flights associated with monitoring would be flown at
elevations that are unlikely to disturb foxes.

Monitoring of released fishers in OLYM has shown that they use forested lands below 4700 feet
(1424m) (Happe, pers. comm., 2014a). If similar elevations are utilized by fishers in MORA, fisher
habitat would overlap with habitat used by Cascade red fox, increasing the likelihood for the two
species to interact. Because the habitat in the park is largely intact, it is expected that these two species
would co-exist as they did prior to the extirpation of the fisher. Although possible, there is no
documentation of one species preying on the other. Red foxes have not been identified in the diet of
fishers, and very limited information on the diet of Cascade red foxes exists (e.g. Aubry 1983). While
there is likely to be a dietary overlap between the two species, this overlap is not likely to reduce the
prey base for either species due to their low densities. The diversity of small mammals and birds in the
Cascades, the flexibility in both the fishers’ and Cascade red foxes’ diet, and the limited overlap in
altitudinal range (approximately 700 feet (212 m)) would limit their competition with Cascade red foxes.

Considering the above factors, no impacts to the Cascade red fox are anticipated from actions
associated with reintroduction efforts, but it is possible that this species could experience short- to
long-term adverse impacts from the restoration of the fisher in the Cascades. The intensity of these
impacts would likely range from negligible to minor as most impacts are expected to be measurable, but
within the normal range of variability, but some impacts could result in the fatality of individual animals
if they fall prey to fishers.

Northern Goshawk

As with marbled murrelets and northern spotted owls, trapping and transporting fishers from the
source population to MORA and NOCA would not be expected to affect northern goshawks; however,
the actual release of fishers in the parks could temporarily disturb individual goshawks for the duration
of the release event.
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Factors affecting northern goshawks during monitoring activities associated with the reintroduction
of fishers to MORA and NOCA would be similar to those discussed for the marbled murrelet and
northern spotted owl in the Biological Assessment (Appendix A). Of primary concern would be the use
of fixed-wing aircraft during the gathering of radio-telemetry information, which may disturb

some goshawks. This effect would be minimized by flying over 500 feet agl or 333 feet above tree
canopy, whichever is higher, as described in the mitigation measures identified in Chapter 2:
Alternatives.

Establishing a self-sustaining fisher population could have long-term impacts on northern goshawks,
as both species occur in similar forest types and exhibit some overlap in use of prey species, including
ground squirrels, tree squirrels, snowshoe hares, grouse, corvids, and other birds (Squires 2000). Both
goshawks and fishers have a diverse prey base and are known to switch to alternative food

sources when prey availability is low; so, the effect on the prey base for northern goshawks would be
limited. These factors would minimize the likelihood of competition for prey between these species
(Lewis and Hayes 2004).

In Wisconsin and Michigan, fishers were found to be important predators of goshawks; however, some
of these events were associated with researcher activities (Duncan and Kirk 1995, Bowerman et al. 1999,
Erdman et al. 1998, as cited in Roberson et al. 2003). No information was found for fisher predation on
goshawks in the west, probably due to the very low numbers, or extirpated populations, of fishers there.
Thus, there is a possibility that fishers may prey on goshawks. However, given that extensive suitable
habitat for both species occurs in both parks, the fact that these species both occur at very low densities,
and the fact that fishers and northern goshawks once coexisted in similar habitats, it is expected that the
two species would continue to coexist following fisher restoration.

Considering the above factors, it is unlikely that northern goshawks would be adversely impacted by
actions associated with reintroduction efforts, but if impacts would occur, they would be short-term
and negligible as they would likely be within the normal range of variability. It is also possible that this
species could experience short- to long-term adverse impacts from the restoration of the fisher in the
Cascades given that northern goshawks have been documented as prey for fisher in the past. The
intensity of these impacts would likely range from negligible to minor as most impacts are expected to
be measurable, but within the normal range of variability, but some impacts could result in the fatality of
individual animals if they fall prey to fishers.

Pileated Woodpecker

As with the other species discussed previously, trapping and transporting fishers from the source
population to MORA and NOCA would not be expected to affect pileated woodpeckers. Establishing a
self-sustaining fisher population could have long-term impacts on pileated woodpeckers, as both
species occur in similar forest types. Cavities created by pileated woodpeckers in hollow trees and snags
are frequently used by fishers for den and rest sites. The remains of a female pileated woodpecker were
found at a fisher rest site in the southern Oregon Cascades, indicating that fishers may occasionally prey
on pileated woodpeckers (Lewis, unpublished data). Because adverse impacts to pileated woodpeckers
and their habitat would not be measurable, or measurable but not outside the natural range of
variability, and impacts would not affect nesting periods or habitat, overall adverse impacts would be
short- to long-term and negligible to minor.
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Western Gray Squirrels

As fisher releases would occur west of the Cascade crest, release activities would have no effect on
western gray squirrels, which occur only east of the Cascade crest. If released fishers expand east of the
Cascade crest, the use of vehicles on park roads and foot access during monitoring efforts would not
likely disturb western gray squirrels that inhabit the surrounding areas. Vehicle traffic associated with
monitoring efforts would not be above background levels, and western gray squirrels that inhabit areas
near roads and trails have probably adapted to some levels of noise and human presence associated with
the roads and trails. Aerial radio-telemetry flights would be flown at elevations at least 500 feet agl or
333 feet above tree canopy, whichever is higher, which is not expected to impact gray squirrels.

Although fishers would be released at west-side locations, far from the western gray squirrel population
in the Stehekin Valley, it is unknown how far they might travel or where they may establish home
ranges. During the fisher reintroduction at OLYM, fishers gradually moved away from the release sites.
Some animals eventually made significant movements across rivers, over high-elevation ridges, and
through the mountainous interior of Olympic National Park (Lewis and Happe 2008). Maximum
distances traveled from release sites ranged from 14 to 67 miles for males and from 10 to 44 miles for
females. Using this information, it is conceivable that fishers released in NOCA could travel over
multiple mountain passes and into the Stehekin Valley where western gray squirrels occur. The
distance from the closest release site to the nearest western gray squirrel activity area in the lower
Stehekin Valley is approximately 40 miles, well within the range of post-release movement distances
observed for fishers. While 40 miles is not exceptionally far for a fisher to move, their movements may
be influenced by high elevation ridges, alpine landscapes, and other unsuitable habitats that may act as
potential barriers or impediments to fisher movement. In north-central Idaho and west —central
Montana, Jones and Garton (1994) reported fishers avoiding drier forest stands (ponderosa pine,
Douglas-fir), which are representative of stands present in the Stehekin Valley. In northwestern
Montana, fishers were reported as avoiding subalpine stands (Heinemeyer 1993), which fishers would
also encounter in order to move into the Stehekin Valley.

Prior to releasing fishers, a basic assumption was made that the diversity and abundance of prey in the
Cascades would be sufficient to support a reintroduced population (Lewis and Hayes 2004). If fishers
are successful in moving into the Stehekin Valley where western gray squirrels occur, potential effects
on western gray squirrels include predation by fishers. In northern California, Sciuridae — including
western gray squirrel — were the most frequent food items found in fisher scats (Golightly et al. 2006).
Rodents (squirrels, mice, voles) made up 40-50 percent of the prey identified in fisher scats for three
studies of fisher food habits in the species west coast range (Aubry and Raley 2006, Golightly et al. 2006,
and Zielinski et al. 1999); so, fishers may prey on available squirrel species, including western gray
squirrels, where overlap of the two species occurs. However, food habits of fishers are known to differ
by region, suggesting prey selection may be different in the North Cascades in spite of potential fisher
and western gray squirrel overlap. Major mammalian predators of western gray squirrels in south-
central Washington include bobcats and coyotes (Vander Haegen et al. 2013). Given the greater
suitability of forest habitats and landscapes for fishers on the west-side of the Cascades, the exclusive
east-side distribution of western gray squirrels, and the low density of both species, the release of fishers
is expected to have a negligible to minor adverse, short- to long-term impact on western gray squirrels
as most impacts, if they occur, would be within the natural range of variability but could involve western
gray squirrel mortalities if individual squirrels fall prey to fishers.
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Wolverine

The effects of Alternative B would have a negligible, if any, long-term adverse effect on wolverines as
wolverines and fishers occur at low densities in NOCA (they are considered extirpated in MORA), and
there is little overlap between fisher habitat (low and mid-elevation forests) and wolverine habitat
(subalpine forests and alpine areas); consequently there is limited opportunity for interactions between
individuals of these species. Fisher release sites would also be in front country locations at lower
elevations and do not include the subalpine or alpine habitat primarily used by wolverines, and dens or
rendezvous sites for wolverines, which occur at low densities, are located in remote, high- elevation
sites; so the chance encounter of disturbing such a site when retrieving a fisher carcass or locating a
fisher den on foot, would be extremely unlikely. Aerial telemetry flights would also occur primarily over
low and mid-elevation forests (e.g., highest quality fisher habitat), and would be limited over higher
elevation areas of potential wolverine habitat. Although both species are scavengers (Banci 1994, Powell
and Zielinski 1994), wolverines, with their superior size, would be dominant over a carcass; so,
competition would be limited between these two species because of limited overlap in diets and in
landscapes occupied. Although fishers could be a vector for disease transmission or a vector of parasites
to wolverines, no information is currently available on this or on the potential effects of disease on wild
wolverine populations (USFWS 2013b). Mitigations have also been put in place under Alternative B to
reduce the chance of disease or parasite transmission.

Other Species of Special Concern

The remainder of the species in Table 3.3 would not be affected by fisher restoration in MORA and
NOCA because (1) they inhabit different habitat than fisher, (2) they have different food requirements,
or (3) fishers either do not prey on these species, or prey on them only extremely rarely; therefore, they
are not discussed further in this section.

Migratory Birds

Birds represent an important but small part of the fisher diet (Powell and Zielinski 1994). Food habits
studies infrequently report results to species for birds; however, the birds that are reported are almost
exclusively diurnally-active species (e.g., passerines, jays, grouse, and woodpeckers) and are thought to
be caught most often while on the ground (Powell 1993), or scavenged (Raine 1987). Powell (1993) for
example, believed that jays were consumed while foraging on carrion that fishers were also feeding on.

While fishers may prey on individual birds, fisher predation on migratory birds would have an overall
negligible adverse long-term impact on migratory bird populations as a whole. Furthermore, the fisher
and its prey, including migratory birds, coexisted prior to the extirpation of the fisher from Washington.
While fisher restoration would result in a change in the ecosystem and its function, it is expected that
the reestablishment of the fisher would be beneficial to the overall ecosystem function.

Cumulative Impacts

Cumulative impacts on wildlife species of special concern associated with Alternative B would be the
same as those associated with Alternative A. Adverse impacts would be negligible to minor due to
ongoing maintenance and logging activities in the area, while beneficial impacts would be minor from
existing conservation and habitat restoration plans for the parks and surrounding federal lands.

Conclusion

Fisher: Because adverse impacts to individual fishers and their habitat would be too small to measure or
would be measurable but not outside the natural range of variability, overall adverse impacts to this
species would be short-term and negligible. However, there would be moderate and long-term
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beneficial impacts on the West Coast DPS fisher population as a whole because reintroduction would
increase the number of fisher populations within the species’ historical range and would improve, to the
maximum extent possible, the species’ resiliency to catastrophic or stochastic events such as
catastrophic wildfires, volcanic eruptions, forest disease outbreaks, fisher disease outbreaks, or the
genetic and demographic effects of small, isolated populations. Reestablishment of fishers in
Washington would also contribute to meeting state recovery goals and could result in downlisting the
species’ status in the State and potentially the removal of fishers from the list of federal candidate
species.

Canada Lynx: Although impacts to Canada lynx and critical lynx habitat would be adverse, negligible,
and long-term, these impacts would be unlikely to occur. Therefore, this alternative may affect but
would not likely adversely affect Canada lynx and designated Critical Habitat.

Cascade Red Fox: Since adverse impacts associated with Alternative B to Cascade red foxes and their
habitat would be too small to measure or measurable but not outside the natural range of variability,
overall adverse impacts would be short- to long-term and negligible to minor.

Gray Wolf: Although impacts to gray wolves would be adverse, negligible, and long-term, these impacts
would be unlikely to occur. Therefore, this alternative may affect but would not likely adversely affect
gray wolves.

Grizzly Bear: Although impacts to grizzly bears would be adverse, negligible, and long-term, these
impacts would be unlikely to occur. Therefore, this alternative may affect but would not likely adversely
affect grizzly bears.

Marbled Murrelet: Although impacts to marbled murrelets would be adverse, negligible, and short- to
long-term, they are unlikely to occur. Therefore, this alternative may affect but would not likely
adversely affect marbled murrelets.

Northern Goshawk: Since adverse impacts associated with Alternative B to northern goshawks and
their habitat would not be measurable or measurable but not outside the natural range of variability, and
impacts would not affect nesting periods or habitat (where they may be most vulnerable), overall
adverse impacts would be short- to long-term and negligible to minor.

North Spotted Owl: Although impacts to the northern spotted owl would be adverse, negligible, and
short- to long-term, they are unlikely to occur. Therefore, this alternative may affect but would not
likely adversely affect northern spotted owls.

Pileated Woodpecker: Since adverse impacts associated with Alternative B to pileated woodpeckers
and their habitat would be too small to measure or would be measurable but not outside the natural
range of variability, and impacts would not affect nesting periods or habitat, overall adverse impacts
would be short- to long-term and negligible to minor.

Western Gray Squirrel: Since adverse impacts to the western gray squirrel and their habitat would be
too small to measure or measurable but not outside the natural range of variability, overall adverse
impacts would be short- to long-term and negligible to minor.

Wolverine: Although impacts to the wolverine would be adverse, negligible, and long-term, they are
unlikely to occur.

Migratory Birds: While fishers may prey on individual birds, fisher predation on migratory birds would
have an overall negligible adverse long-term impact on migratory bird populations as a whole.
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WILDLIFE AND WILDLIFE HABITAT

Issues and Concerns

As the extirpation of the fisher from its historical range is believed to have disrupted the structure and
function of forest ecosystems in Washington State, the proposed action would help to at least partially
restore functioning ecological processes, such as interspecies competition, within the forest ecosystems
of the Washington Cascades. However, fishers use similar forest types and prey on some of the same
species as other mid-sized carnivores in MORA and NOCA, such as the American marten, bobcat,
coyote, and Cascade red fox. Thus, there is potential for fishers to affect these species through
competition for forest cover and prey.

Affected Environment

An estimated 170 avian, 60 mammalian, 14 amphibian, 14 freshwater fish species, and five reptilian
species inhabit MORA, and an estimated 192 avian, 65 mammalian, 12 amphibian, 27 freshwater fish
species, and seven reptilian species inhabit NOCA. These species occupy habitats ranging from riparian
to alpine. A key wildlife resource in both MORA and NOCA is the assemblage of species that depend on
old-growth coniferous forest for all or some of their habitat requirements. These forests were also
historically occupied by fishers in the SW and NW Cascades. This section focuses on those birds,
mammals, and reptiles that occur in these habitats and may be affected by fisher restoration at MORA
and NOCA. A description of the fisher itself was provided in Species of Special Concern earlier in this
chapter. Amphibians, fish, and fish habitat are not discussed because impacts from fisher restoration are
not anticipated to affect those species.

Mammals

Sixty species of mammals are known to occur in MORA. Another four occurred historically, but have
not been documented recently, including gray wolves, fishers, wolverine, and Canada lynx. Small
mammals include the deer mouse, dusky shrew, Townsend’s chipmunk, Douglas squirrel, flying
squirrel, hoary marmot, pika and snowshoe hare. Small and medium-sized carnivores include the long-
tailed weasel, pine marten, raccoon, striped and spotted skunks, river otter, bobcat, Cascade red fox,
and coyote. Large mammals include the black bear, black-tailed deer, elk, mountain goat, and mountain
lion. In addition, a number of bats occur in the park, including the state and federally sensitive
Townsend’s big-eared bat.

Sixty-five mammal species have been documented in NOCA. Common mammal species include pika,
Townsend’s chipmunk, hoary marmot, Douglas squirrel, beaver, black bear, mule deer, and black-tailed
deer. More elusive mammals found in the park complex include snowshoe hare, northern flying
squirrel, American marten, short-tailed weasel (ermine), spotted skunk, river otter, wolverine, mountain
lion, bobcat, lynx, coyote, gray wolves, elk, and the occasional grizzly bear. Nine species of bats are
known to occur within NOCA boundaries. NOCA has several small bands of mountain goats, ranging
from one to ten animals per band, scattered throughout the park complex with an estimated overall
population of 200-300 animals (NOCA files).

Birds

There are over 170 species of birds that have been observed in MORA, with approximately 80 of these
known to nest in the park (NPS n.d.b.). Raptors include the northern goshawk, Cooper’s hawk, red-
tailed hawk, sharp-shinned hawk, peregrine falcon, merlin, bald eagle, golden eagle, northern spotted
owl, northern saw whet owl, barred owl, great horned owl, western screech owl, etc. Other bird species
include the gray jay, varied thrush, red-breasted sapsucker, common flicker, pileated woodpecker,
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Steller’s jay, Oregon junco, hermit thrush, gray-crowned rosy finch, and white-tailed ptarmigan, among
others.

One hundred ninety-two bird species have been observed within NOCA. Just over half of these species
live year-round in NOCA and/or come to habitats within NOCA to breed and raise offspring.
Approximately 80 species (42 percent) are neotropical migrants that winter south of the U.S. border.
Birds that are common in NOCA include common merganser, bald eagle, rufous hummingbird, Steller’s
jay, American dipper, and an assortment of flycatchers, thrushes, warblers, and sparrows. Up to eight
pairs of osprey nest along the Skagit River and three reservoirs: Gorge, Diablo, and Ross. Along the
Skagit River, deciduous forests support small breeding populations of several bird species that are rare
elsewhere in western Washington, such as the veery, Nashville warbler, American redstart, and lazuli
bunting (Wahl 1995; Smith et al. 1997).

Reptiles

Reptiles found in MORA include the northwestern garter snake (Thamnophis ordinoides), common
garter snake (Thamnophis sirtalis), western terrestrial garter snake (Thamnophis elegans), rubber boa
(Charina bottae), and northern alligator lizard (Elgaria coerulea). Reptiles found in NOCA include
northern alligator lizard, rubber boa, western yellowbelly racer (Coluber constrictor), western terrestrial
garter snake, common garter snake, western fence lizard (Sceloporus occidentalis), and western
rattlesnake (Crotalus viridis).

Impacts of the Alternatives

Potential impacts to wildlife and wildlife habitat focuses on specific wildlife species and/or their habitats
within suitable fisher habitatin MORA, NOCA, and surrounding lands that could become inhabited by
fishers and that could potentially be impacted by the actions described in the proposed alternatives.
Animal species at MORA and NOCA that have the potential to be affected by the management
alternatives include American marten, snowshoe hares, mountain beavers, small mammals (mice, voles,
and shrews), porcupines, squirrels, woodrats, birds (esp. grouse), reptiles, and insects, all of which are
potential prey for fishers. Fisher predators, including coyote, bobcat, and mountain lion, would also be
affected by the restoration of fishers.

Alternative A - No Action Alternative

Direct and Indirect Impacts
Because no fisher reintroduction would occur in the NW Cascades under Alternative A, essential

predator-prey interactions and a more fully functioning ecosystem would not be restored within NOCA
and the surrounding NW Cascades, and wildlife communities would continue to be adversely impacted
by the absence of a native predator in this region. However, because Alternative A would not result in
any action in the NW Cascades, there would be no additional impact to wildlife and wildlife habitat in
NOCA beyond current conditions.

While fishers would not be reintroduced directly into MORA under Alternative A, WDFW would likely
reintroduce fishers into the surrounding SW Cascades which would be expected to immigrate into
MORA over time. Because dispersal rates into MORA would likely be slower under this Alternative in
comparison to Alternative B, Alternative A would have delayed but similar impacts on wildlife and
wildlife habitat as Alternative B. Therefore, adverse impacts from Alternative A to wildlife and wildlife
habitat in MORA would be long-term and minor, and beneficial impacts would be long-term, and
negligible to minor. See impacts to Alternative B below for more discussion.
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Cumulative Impacts

Past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future activities occurring within and around MORA and
NOCA have affected, and would continue to affect, wildlife and wildlife habitat. The presence of NPS
staff and visitors and the construction, maintenance, and use of roads, trails, utility lines, buildings, and
other development would likely disturb wildlife species through noise and human presence. These
activities, along with fire management activities, would temporarily displace some animals. These
activities would continue to have adverse, negligible to minor, cumulative impacts on wildlife in MORA
and NOCA. Impacts from these ongoing activities on wildlife in MORA would not be exacerbated by
the reintroduction of the fisher in the SW Cascades under Alternative A as reintroduction activities
would not be noticeably distinct from other current uses and activities.

Several ongoing projects and plans would also have a beneficial impact on wildlife species of special
concern. The 1997 multispecies habitat conservation plan (WDNR 1997) would continue to manage
forest activities on state trust lands while protecting the habitat of several threatened and endangered
species which would also have a beneficial impact on other wildlife species that utilize similar habitats.
Multiple forest thinning projects planned in surrounding national forests in accordance with the
Northwest Forest Plan (USDA and USDI 1994) would also thin second-growth forest and young
managed stands. These projects would enhance species diversity and structural diversity of forest stands
and thus, improve wildlife habitat, which would have a beneficial impact on many wildlife species,
including species like the fisher, Canada lynx, and wolverine, among others. Ongoing invasive plant
management in the surrounding USFES lands could also promote wildlife habitat, resulting in a beneficial
impact. These projects would have a cumulative, minor, beneficial impact on wildlife, as sufficient
habitat would remain functional to maintain viability of all native species.

Conclusion

Alternative A would have no additional impact to wildlife and wildlife habitat in NOCA beyond current
conditions. However, due to WDFW actions to restore fisher to the SW Cascade, beneficial impacts
from Alternative A to wildlife and wildlife habitat in MORA would be long-term and negligible to
minor, and adverse impacts to wildlife would be long-term and minor.

Cumulative impacts on wildlife in both NOCA and MORA from ongoing maintenance and logging
activities in the area would be negligible to minor adverse impact. There would be minor beneficial
cumulative impacts from existing conservation and habitat restoration plans for the park and
surrounding federal lands.

Alternative B — Reintroduce Fishers into MORA and NOCA Using Translocation

Direct and Indirect Impacts

Vehicle use associated with reintroduction efforts in MORA and NOCA would likely not disturb other
wildlife that inhabit the surrounding areas as wildlife have likely adapted to current levels of noise and
human presence associated with the roads and any disturbance produced would be brief and of low
intensity. Impacts to other wildlife during fisher monitoring efforts would be similar to the

impacts during the releases. The use of fixed-wing aircraft for monitoring would be at altitudes (500 feet
agl or 333 feet above canopy, whichever is higher) that would not impact wildlife. Hiking to retrieve
dead fishers, install temporary camera or hair-snare stations, or investigate potential den-sites in remote
areas of MORA or NOCA could temporarily disturb wildlife; however, these disturbances would be few
and brief.
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Although fishers and their prey and predators coexisted prior to the extirpation of the fisher from
Washington and it is assumed that these species would successfully coexist once again,

reintroducing fishers in MORA and NOCA would have a long-term, adverse effect on fisher prey
species in these locations. Species potentially affected by the proposed alternative include American
marten, snowshoe hares, mountain beavers, small mammals (mice, voles, and shrews), porcupines,
squirrels (including Douglas squirrels), woodrats, birds (esp. grouse), reptiles, and insects, all of which
are potential prey for fishers. However, because fishers are opportunistic predators and have a varied
diet, and occur at a low density, their reintroduction would have adverse, minor effects on most prey
populations as impacts would be only slightly perceptible and limited in extent. For example, grouse are
commonly found in the diet of fishers and make up as much as ten percent of the diet during the winter
in some locations (e.g., British Columbia, Ontario). Together, both avian and mammalian predators may
have large impacts on grouse nests and young; however, the relationship between predation and adult
density is not clear, and weather during nesting has a substantial effect (Hewitt et al. 2001, Zimmerman
et al. 2008). While grouse are important as a prey item to fishers in some locations, fisher predation
would not have a substantial influence on the parks’ ruffed (Bonasa umbellus), sooty (Dendragapus
fuliginosus) and spruce grouse (Dendragapus canadensis) populations as fishers are generalist predators
that occur in low densities and prey on a wide variety of small and medium sized mammals and birds.
Furthermore, according to Hewitt et al. (2001) fisher predation does not have a substantial influence on
grouse populations.

Fisher predators, including coyotes, bobcats, and mountain lions would also be affected by the
restoration of fishers. However, considering the low densities of fishers and their predators, the
reintroduction of fishers should have only negligible long-term beneficial effects on fisher predators.

The reintroduction of fishers is also expected to restore a native carnivore to the SW and NW Cascades
which should help at least partially restore predator-prey relationships and their ecosystem functions
within the parks. Therefore, the reintroduction of fishers is expected to have a long-term, negligible to
minor, beneficial impact on the overall ecosystem functions in MORA and NOCA as impacts would be
only slightly perceptible and limited in extent (Hayes and Lewis 2006).

Cumulative Impacts

Cumulative impacts on wildlife species of special concern associated with Alternative B would be the
same as those associated with Alternative A. Adverse impacts would be negligible to minor due to
ongoing maintenance and logging activities in the area, while beneficial impacts would be minor from
existing conservation and habitat restoration plans for the parks and surrounding federal lands.

Conclusion

Because fishers are opportunistic predators, have a varied diet, and occur at low densities, adverse
impacts to fisher prey in MORA and NOCA would be long-term and minor, while beneficial impacts to
fisher predators would be long-term and negligible. Impacts to the overall ecosystem from the
restoration of the fisher are expected to be beneficial, long-term, and negligible to minor, as a native
predator-prey relationships would be more fully restored while sufficient habitat would remain
functional to maintain viability of all species. Cumulative adverse impacts to wildlife and wildlife habitat
would be negligible to minor due to ongoing maintenance and logging activities in the area, while
cumulative beneficial impacts would be minor from existing conservation and habitat restoration plans
for the parks and surrounding federal lands.
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WILDERNESS

Issues and Concerns

Fisher reintroduction could have a beneficial impact on the “natural” quality of wilderness character by
restoring native species and ecosystem functions within the Mount Rainier and Stephen Mather
Wildernesses that MORA and NOCA, respectively, protect and preserve. However, any actions needed
to reestablish the fisher, such as radio-collaring for monitoring purposes and potentially using
temporary installations to facilitate monitoring, would adversely affect the “untrammeled” and
“undeveloped” qualities of wilderness character.

Affected Environment

In accordance with the Wilderness Act of 1964, the Washington Parks Wilderness Act (1988) designated
as wilderness approximately 216,855 acres of MORA as the Mount Rainier Wilderness and
approximately 634,614 acres of NOCA as the Stephen Mather Wilderness. An additional 5,226 acres of
NOCA were also designated as potential wilderness under this Act, to be converted to wilderness upon
the removal of non-conforming uses. Following the completion of the Ross Lake National Recreation
Area General Management Plan, NOCA was able to administratively convert 3,359 acres of the 5,226
acres of potential wilderness to designated wilderness in 2012. Today, approximately 97 percent of
MORA and 94 percent of NOCA are designated wilderness. Both wilderness boundaries abut roads and
developed areas within MORA and NOCA, generally beginning one hundred feet from unpaved roads
and two hundred feet from the center line of paved roads and developed areas and in MORA and 50
feet from the center line of roads and 500-700m above the reservoirs and associated developments in
NOCA. The Mount Rainier Wilderness also contains the Butter Creek Research National Area (RNA),
which was established, prior to wilderness designation, in 1942. This RNA includes approximately 2,000
acres in the Butter Creek Watershed, located in the Tatoosh Range in the southern portion of the park.

Wilderness Character

Agencies responsible for administration of designated wilderness are required by law to preserve the
wilderness character of the area. Based on the descriptions of wilderness in the Wilderness Act of 1964,
the Aldo Leopold Research Institute (an interagency group representing all four federal agencies that
manage wilderness) prepared statutory language in Keeping It Wild: An Interagency Strategy to Monitor
Trends in Wilderness Character Across the National Wilderness Preservation System, that, along with the
1964 Wilderness Act definitions, specifically articulates the following five qualities of wilderness
character:

e Natural: wilderness ecological systems are substantially free from the effects of modern civilization.

¢ Untrammeled: wilderness is essentially unhindered and free from modern human control or
manipulation.

¢ Solitude or a Primitive and Unconfined Type of Recreation: wilderness provides outstanding
opportunities for solitude or primitive and unconfined recreation.

e Undeveloped: wilderness retains its primeval character and influence, and is essentially without
permanent improvements or modern human occupation.

e Other Features of Value: wilderness preserves other tangible features that are of scientific,
educational, scenic, or historical value.

The Mount Rainier Wilderness and Stephen Mather Wilderness embody each of these qualities to
varying degrees.
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Untrammeled

The Mount Rainier Wilderness and Stephen Mather Wilderness are both generally unhindered and free
from most human manipulation. However, both parks participate in a number of actions that may
trammel wilderness, but are implemented in an effort to protect other qualities of wilderness character.
These include: wildlife management, hazard tree management, fire suppression, invasive species
management (includes vegetation and non-native fish in mountain lakes), and research activities.

Natural

The Mount Rainier Wilderness and Stephen Mather Wilderness offer a wide array of scenic, natural,
and ecological values. These wildernesses encompass the full extent of the diversity of the Mount
Rainier and North Cascades landscapes of glacial ice and snow, high elevation lakes, old growth forests,
river headwaters, streams and waterfalls, abundant wetlands, summertime flower-filled subalpine
meadows, and rock scree slopes with perennial snow patches.

Although generally in good condition, ecological systems inside the Mount Rainier and Stephen Mather
Wildernesses have been and continue to be affected by actions beyond the wilderness boundary. For
example, both wildernesses support a number of threatened and endangered species (eight plant
species in MORA and ten plant species in NOCA are listed by Washington State as vulnerable; 34
mammal, bird, amphibian, and fish species in MORA and NOCA are listed as threatened or endangered
by the state and/or federal government) which have been historically impacted by human actions
outside of wilderness. A number of species are also now considered extirpated from the parks (Biek,
2000); five species are known to be extirpated from the Mount Rainier Wilderness (Canada lynx, fisher,
gray wolf, grizzly bear, and wolverine) and one is known to be extirpated from the Stephen Mather
Wilderness (fisher). Similarly, invasive species can be found throughout both wildernesses. Out of
approximately 1,367 vascular and non-vascular species in MORA and 1,675 vascular and non-vascular
species in NOCA, at least 152 and 232 of them, respectively, are non-native (NPS n.d.b); the number of
invasive plants within the wildernesses is an unknown, but assumed to be a lesser, amount. While there
are no known mammals, reptiles, or amphibians that are non-native species in the area; the barred owl,
an eastern species that has expanded its range westward, can be found in both wildernesses, and three
non-native fish species are found within mountain lakes in the Mount Rainier and Stephen Mather
Wildernesses, a remnant of past stocking practices. Opossum has also been documented in MORA, but
outside of wilderness, near the park boundary by Ashford. These invasive species threaten the natural
processes of the Mount Rainier and Stephen Mather Wildernesses in that they have the potential to out-
compete native species — particularly in light of climate change, create monocultures in once diverse
habitats, and substantially alter the wildland fire regime.

The impact of climate change on natural processes is also a growing concern within both wildernesses.
Impacts include decreased snow cover, glacial retreat, decreased summer stream flow, increased
frequency and magnitude of floods, increased stream temperature, rising tree line, changes in
phenology, and longer growing seasons.

Undeveloped

The “undeveloped” quality of wilderness character in the Mount Rainier and Stephen Mather
Wildernesses is generally good; however both wildernesses contain a number of administrative and
recreational structures that impact this quality of wilderness character. These facilities in the Mount
Rainier Wilderness include: signs, patrol cabins, trail shelters, fire lookouts, toilets, approximately 37
designated camps with site markers and access trails, and a system of about 262 miles of designated trails
containing 693 culverts, 577 bridges, 4,411 feet of trail puncheon bridges, numerous rock walls, water
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bars, drainage ditches, and other historic and non-historic constructed features. In addition, there are
approximately 166 way trails (user created travel routes) in the MORA wilderness and an unknown
number of “social” trails created by recreational users. Facilities in the Stephen Mather Wilderness
include signs, historic fire lookouts and trail shelters/cabins, toilets (wallowa and composting), radio
repeaters, SnoTel monitoring stations, a temporary road (last mile of Thornton Lakes Road),
approximately 100 designated camps with site markers and access trails, and a system of over 350 miles
of designated trails containing culverts, bridges, puncheon, rock and log-lining and other historic and
non-historic constructed features. There are also a number of permanent research and monitoring plots
in both wildernesses. For example, temperature data loggers have been placed on mountain lakes,
vegetation plots include rebar and aluminum tags, and geologic monitoring at MORA includes seismic
and GPS stations at several locations around the mountain.

Motorized equipment and vehicles, such as chainsaws and helicopters, are also used for administrative
purposes within both Mount Rainier and the Stephen Mather wilderness, consistent with minimum
requirement analysis, which negatively impact the undeveloped qualities of these wildernesses. In the
last five years (2009-2013), MORA and NOCA have averaged an annual 98.6 and 192.7 hours of flight
time over the parks, respectively.” At MORA, these flights are often staged out of Kautz Creek, Tahoma
Woods, Paradise area, or Ranger Field (outside of the park), and at NOCA, these flights are often staged
out of the Marblemount Ranger Station (outside the park), Newhalem gravel pit, Diablo or Ross Lake
Overlooks, Colonial Creek Boathouse, Hozomeen, Cascade Pass Trailhead, Bridge Creek or Canyon
Creek Trailheads (outside the park), Swamp Creek gravel pit (outside the park), or the Stehekin Airstrip
(Kessler, pers. comm., 2014; Bush, pers. comm., 2014). A large percentage of the flights at both parks are
with smaller, lightweight helicopters such as a McDonald Douglas MD500D or 530F. In addition to
NPS administrative use, non-NPS aircraft, such as military, commercial, and private sector aircraft, fly
over the Mount Rainier and Stephen Mather Wildernesses every year. Currently, five commercial air
tour operators are permitted to fly over MORA with a total limit of 114 flights. However, few flights are
actually conducted by these operators. Two air tour operators exist at NOCA — primarily for the
purposes of transportation to and from Stehekin over Lake Chelan; however, few, if any, of these flights
traverse over the park and the Stephen Mather Wilderness.

Opportunities for Solitude or Primitive and Unconfined Recreation

Opportunities for solitude within the Mount Rainier and Stephen Mather Wildernesses are abundant.
Local topography, dense vegetation, and spacing of campsites and trails within the wilderness provide a
sense of remoteness from the sights and sounds of other people that may be nearby. Night sky visibility
is excellent at lower elevations but diminishes at higher elevations where light pollution becomes visible
from the Seattle-Tacoma and Vancouver, British Columbia metropolitan areas. The natural soundscape
is in relatively good condition, though noise intrusions occur from aircraft, motorboats, highway traffic,
and NPS administrative activities (see Acoustic Environment / Soundscapes on page 83). Aircraft noise
can be heard throughout the wilderness at any time of day, but motorboat (NOCA only) and highway
noise significantly drops during nighttime hours. The source of NPS-generated noise typically includes
chainsaw use to support trail maintenance activities, equipment used to maintain roads near the
wilderness boundary, and aircraft use to support fire management, trails, search and rescue, and other
administrative activities.

> Since 1991, NOCA has averaged 166.6 hours of flight time over the park, ranging from 87.5 hours in 2002 to 430.2 hours
in 2010. 2010 was an extremely busy year for flights; the next two busiest flight years were in 2007 with 305.6 hours and in
2009 with 243.2 hours (Bush, pers. comm., 2014). Since 2000, MORA has averaged 138.8 hours of flight time over the
park, ranging from 54.5 hours in 2000 to 371.6 hours in 2005 (Kessler, pers. comm., 2014).
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Opportunities for primitive and unconfined recreation are reduced by a number of facilities that
decrease self-reliant recreation and policies that place limits on use and activities within wilderness,
such as the backcountry permit system, group size restrictions, limitations on the use of campfires, food
storage policies, and restrictions on capacities for designated campsites in both parks. While some of
these facilities and policies adversely impact opportunities for primitive and unconfined recreation, they
can also increase opportunities for solitude by dispersing visitors throughout the wilderness.

Other Features of Value

The cultural resources of the Mount Rainier and Stephen Mather Wildernesses are also outstanding
and include valuable features such as the Wonderland and Northern Loop trails (part of the National
Historic Landmark District (NHLD)) in MORA and historic fire lookouts in NOCA. Both wildernesses
document over 8,500 years of human presence on the landscape and offer glimpses into the distribution
of people across a high mountain landscape over centuries of ecological changes in climate and
topography. In addition, both wildernesses have been and continue to serve as ongoing objects of
scientific study — offering outstanding opportunities to understand vegetation, wildlife, fire ecology,
geology, and water resources.

Impacts of the Alternatives
The analysis of impacts on wilderness is primarily qualitative and is based on the five wilderness
qualities of wilderness character, defined and explained above (see Wilderness Character on page 77).

e Impacts to the natural quality of wilderness character are based on the potential of fisher
reintroduction to restore the natural processes of ecological systems within wilderness to a state in
which they are substantially free from the effects of modern civilization.

e Impacts to the untrammeled quality of wilderness character are related to the amount and degree
of human manipulation within wilderness that would occur from fisher reintroduction.

e Impacts to the solitude or a primitive and unconfined type of recreation quality of wilderness
character are based on potential impacts to the visitor experience and recreational amenities within
wilderness such as visitor use nights and number of backcountry camps. Impacts to this quality of
wilderness character are discussed under Acoustic Environment / Soundscapes and Visitor Use and
Experience later in this chapter. Impacts to wilderness users who would experience firsthand the
potential impacts on wilderness values during their wilderness visit and to other members of the
public who may not visit the wildernesses but who would still be impacted simply by knowing that
fisher reintroduction efforts were occurring, are also discussed under Visitor Use and Experience
later in this chapter.

e Impacts to the undeveloped quality of wilderness character are related to the amount of
installations or degree of mechanized use proposed under this plan within wilderness. This includes
impacts from temporary camera and hair snare stations and aerial telemetry flights.

e Impacts to other features of value are related to the amount of scientific data gathered through
these proposed reintroductions and the potential for this information to increase scientific
understanding of wilderness ecosystems and enhance educational opportunities. The proposed
actions associated with fisher reintroduction would not impact any archaeological, historical, or
other cultural resources within MORA and NOCA.
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Alternative A — No Action Alternative

Direct and Indirect Impacts

Because no action would be taken in NOCA or the NW Cascades under Alternative A, there would be
no additional impacts to the Stephen Mather Wilderness from this alternative. Existing impacts to the
natural quality of wilderness character would perpetuate into the future from the continued absence of
fishers within the wilderness ecosystem.

While no action would be taken to reintroduce fishers directly into MORA or NOCA, WDFW
reintroduction efforts would proceed to the south of MORA and in the SW Cascades reintroduction
area under Alternative A, and eventually fishers are expected to establish self-sustaining populations in
and around the Mount Rainier Wilderness. This anticipated restoration of the fisher in the Mount
Rainier Wilderness would have a short-term, minor, adverse impact on the untrammeled quality of
wilderness character because of the intentional human action to manipulate the environment but would
have a minor long-term beneficial impact on the natural quality of the Mount Rainier Wilderness as it
would improve the processes and biodiversity of this wilderness ecosystem by restoring a native
predator to this wilderness, having positive cascading effects on other species present.

Additionally, WDFW would proceed with monitoring reintroduced fishers in areas where they travel
and establish home ranges, similar to those actions outlined in Alternative B, which could impact the
wilderness character of the Mount Rainier Wilderness. Although these impacts to the wilderness
character of the Mount Rainier Wilderness would be similar to those from Alternative B, they would
likely be delayed and would be of reduced intensity because the dispersal of fishers to MORA is
expected to be slower under this alternative and radio-telemetry devices may no longer be operational
when fishers finally immigrate into the park. If fishers with VHF radio-transmitters immigrate into
MORA shortly after a release outside park boundaries, some adverse, short-term, negligible impacts to
the untrammeled quality of wilderness character would occur due to the presence of tracking devices
on wild animals within the wilderness, and adverse, short-term, negligible to minor impacts to the
undeveloped quality of wilderness character would occur from the presence of tracking devices on
individual fishers and WDFW weekly telemetry flights with fixed wing aircraft, which would increase
the number of annual flight hours generated by administrative aircraft over the Mount Rainier
Wilderness. During the OLYM fisher reintroduction, 192.9 to 254.4 hours of fixed-wing flights
occurred annually over the park and surrounding lands in association with fisher monitoring efforts,
averaging 220.75 hours annually, less than half of which were over the park (Happe, pers. comm.,
2014a). It is assumed that only a small percentage of these flight hours would occur at MORA due to the
limited number of fishers that would be expected in the park during the initial years of reintroduction
(OLYM reintroduced approximately 90 fishers into the park; none would be reintroduced into MORA
under this alternative and only 80 would be reintroduced on surrounding lands).

Because of WDFW’s monitoring efforts, scientific understanding of reintroduction efforts would be
enhanced, a minor, long-term, benefit to other features of value, but little to no educational
opportunities would be improved in the Mount Rainier Wilderness under this alternative.

For impacts to solitude and primitive and unconfined recreation, please see impacts to Acoustic
Environment / Soundscapes and Visitor Use and Experience later in this chapter.

Cumulative Impacts
It is assumed that both wildernesses would continue to experience negligible to minor adverse impacts
from ongoing NPS management activities, including: hazard tree management, fire management,
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invasive species treatment, and research (all impacts to the wildernesses’ untrammeled qualities); the
absence of native species, presence of non-native species, and impacts to the biophysical processes from
climate change (all impacts to the wildernesses’ natural qualities); the presence of structures and use of
motorized equipment and mechanized use within wilderness (all impacts to the wildernesses’
undeveloped qualities); and noise and light intrusions from surrounding lands and NPS visitor use
policies (all of which impact opportunities for solitude and primitive and unconfined recreation within
the Mount Rainier and Stephen Mather Wildernesses).

Conclusion
There would be no impacts to the Stephen Mather Wilderness under this alternative; however, the
wilderness would continue to experience cumulative negligible to minor, adverse impacts.

Impacts to the untrammeled and undeveloped qualities of the Mount Rainier Wilderness would be
adverse, short-term, and negligible to minor, but the natural and other features of value qualities of
wilderness character would experience long-term minor beneficial impacts under this alternative. The
wilderness would also continue to experience cumulative negligible to minor adverse impacts from
ongoing activities.

Alternative B — Reintroduce Fishers into MORA and NOCA Using Translocation

Direct and Indirect Impacts
Under Alternative B, the NPS and WDFW would partner to reintroduce fishers within non-wilderness

areas of MORA and NOCA with the goal that fishers would establish self-sustaining populations in and
around the Mount Rainier and Stephen Mather Wildernesses. The successful restoration of fishers
would have a short-term, minor, adverse impact on the untrammeled quality of wilderness character as
the action would require active management in wilderness, but this restoration would eventually result
in minor, long-term beneficial impacts to the natural quality of both the Mount Rainier and Stephen
Mather Wildernesses as it would improve the processes and biodiversity of these wilderness ecosystems
by restoring a native predator to these wildernesses which would have positive cascading effects on
other species present.

Based on the distance that fishers traveled during the reintroduction effort at OLYM in 2008-2010 —
where fishers were documented traveling up to approximately 67 miles from release sites — released
fishers are expected to disperse throughout suitable habitat in both parks (see Figures 2.1 and 2.2). If
this occurs, some adverse, short-term, negligible to minor impacts to the untrammeled quality of
wilderness character would occur due to the presence of tracking devices on wild animals within the
wilderness (in comparison to Alternative A, it is more likely that trackable fisher would be present in
both wildernesses due to the proximity of candidate release sites), and adverse, short-term, minor
impacts to the undeveloped quality of wilderness character would occur from monitoring efforts tied to
the presence of fisher including: tracking devices in/on fishers, telemetry flights, and camera and hair
snare stations. Specifically, the proposed fixed-wing flights associated with aerial telemetry would
increase the number of annual administrative flight hours over the Mount Rainier and Stephen Mather
Wildernesses. During the OLYM fisher reintroduction, approximately 192.9 to 254.4 hours of fixed-
wing flights occurred annually over the park and surrounding lands in association with fisher
monitoring efforts from 2008-2010, averaging 220.75 hours annually. Less than half of these hours were
over the park (Happe, pers. comm., 2014a). Although more fishers were reintroduced at OLYM (goal of
100) than proposed for MORA and NOCA (goal of 80 in each park) under this alternative, this activity
could increase the annual administrative flight hours at MORA and NOCA by as much as 111.9 percent
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and 57.3 percent (based on five year average of administrative flights at both parks), respectively, for the
three years during and following each reintroduction in the SW and NW Cascades. In addition, during
and following aerial telemetry monitoring, the NPS and WDFW would install temporary camera
stations and/or hair-snare stations in locations where den-sites are thought to be in order to monitor
den-sites and evaluate the success of the reintroduction. These stations would be small, located in
remote areas, and placed out-of-sight of visitors, but they would temporarily increase the number of
installations in the wildernesses.

Finally, the monitoring activities that would accompany the reintroductions would inform future
reintroduction efforts of native species — a long-term, minor benefit to scientific understanding of these
processes and thereby the other features of value quality of wilderness character. This information
could also be used to enhance education and outreach in and around both wildernesses, a negligible to
minor beneficial impact on other features of value for both the Mount Rainer and Stephen Mather
Wildernesses.

For impacts to solitude and primitive and unconfined recreation, please see impacts to Acoustic
Environment / Soundscapes and Visitor Use and Experience later in this chapter.

Cumulative Impacts

It is assumed that both wildernesses would continue to experience negligible to minor adverse impacts
from ongoing NPS management activities, including: hazard tree management, fire management,
invasive species treatment, and research (all impacts to the wildernesses’ untrammeled qualities); the
absence of native species, presence of non-native species, and impacts to the biophysical processes from
climate change (all impacts to the wildernesses’ natural qualities); the presence of structures and use of
motorized equipment and mechanized use within wilderness (all impacts to the wildernesses’
undeveloped qualities); and noise and light intrusions from surrounding lands and NPS visitor use
policies (all of which impact opportunities for solitude and primitive and unconfined recreation within
the Mount Rainier and Stephen Mather Wildernesses).

Conclusion

Impacts to the untrammeled and undeveloped qualities of the Mount Rainier and Stephen Mather
Wildernesses would be adverse, short-term, and negligible to minor, but the natural and other features
of value qualities of these wilderness’ characters would experience long-term, negligible to minor,
beneficial impacts under this alternative. Both wildernesses would also continue to experience
cumulative negligible to minor adverse impacts from ongoing activities.

ACOUSTIC ENVIRONMENT / SOUNDSCAPES

Issues and Concerns

The acoustic environment is defined as the physical sound resources (i.e., natural and cultural or
historical sounds), regardless of their audibility, at a particular location. The human perception of that
acoustic environment is defined as the soundscape. Natural sounds are an important value for park
visitors to MORA and NOCA. In addition, many wildlife species depend on sounds as part of complex
communication networks. In habitats where wildlife vocalizations signify mating calls, danger from
predators, or territorial claims, hearing these sounds is important to animal reproduction and survival.
Therefore, noise, defined as un-natural or human-caused sound, can impact both visitor experience and
natural ecosystem functions. The NPS is required to preserve natural soundscapes of parks, which are
composed of the natural sound conditions that exist in absence of any human-produced noises.

Fisher Restoration Plan/EA Chapter 3: Affected Environment & Environmental Consequences | 83



Actions needed to reestablish the fisher, such as vehicles used to access release sites and the use of aerial
telemetry flights for monitoring purposes, could have an adverse impact on the acoustic environment
and soundscape in MORA and NOCA.

Affected Environment

Within the backcountry zones and wilderness areas of MORA and NOCA, natural ambient sounds tied
to physical processes (such as wind and running water) and biotic resources (such as insects, frogs,
birds, and mammals) predominate. However, sounds from developed areas and human uses within and
above wilderness can be heard in these backcountry zones and wilderness areas at both parks. Based on
soundscape monitoring in MORA and NOCA, the primary human-caused sounds in these developed
areas are tied to power generation and transmission equipment (in NOCA), traffic along roads, water
craft on reservoirs (in NOCA only), road maintenance activities, and aircraft from both park
administrative, military, and commercial uses.

Although originating from developed areas, these sounds can travel far and are often magnified within
valleys due to topography (deep, narrow valleys surrounded by higher ridges and peaks), where sounds
from valley floors are amplified as they reverberate against valley walls and/or steep cliffs. For example,
a party climbing Colonial Peak in NOCA at 7,444 feet can clearly hear motorcycles on the highway
below, even though they are well within designated wilderness and thousands of feet above the highway
corridor. While in certain areas, such as beside a major river, the natural sound level is great enough to
overcome high levels of human sounds, some developed areas of the parks (like Colonial Creek
Campground in NOCA) are rarely free of human-induced sounds for any extended length of time. See
Table 3.5: Extrinsic Sounds near Candidate Release Sites in MORA and NOCA for more information on
the percentage of time that extrinsic (human-caused) sounds are audible near potential fisher release
sites in the parks (these sites are used as examples of sound levels in suitable fisher habitat in the parks).

Table 3.5: Extrinsic Sounds near Candidate Release Sites in MORA and NOCA

Candidate Release Site* % Time Audible (%) Max Noise Free

Extrinsic Sounds? Aircraft Sounds Interval® (mm:ss)

Upper Nisqually River

Trail of Shadows (MORAQQ1) | 44.5 9.2 | 2:59
Upper Ohanapecosh River

Shriner’s Trail (MORAQQ4) | 13.7 10.5 | 15:25
Lower Thunder Creek

Colonial Creek Campground (NOCAQ11) | 79.1 3.7%* | 1:22
North Fork of the Cascade River

Cascade Pass (NOCAQQ6) | 16.3 15.6 | N/A
Ross Lake and the Big Beaver Drainage

Big Beaver Valley (NOCAQ14) | 9.6 8.8 \ 60:00
Source: NPS 2008a, NPS 2008b, Winings and Neel 2013, NPS 2009

a) Extrinsic sounds are any sound not forming an essential part of the park unit, or a sound originating from outside the park boundary.
b) The average noise free interval is the period of time between extrinsic sound events.

*Data for MORA is for July and September 2009; data NOCA is for June and September of 2008, 2009, and 2010.

**|ow percentages of audible aircraft sounds may be due to aircraft noise being masked by other extrinsic sounds.

As evident in Table 3.5 above, aircraft sounds — some of which are tied to NPS administrative use —
account for a large portion of the extrinsic sounds in backcountry and/or wilderness areas of MORA
and NOCA (see Wilderness for more information on administrative flights). While aircraft sounds come
from a variety of sources such as commercial jets, prop airplanes, and helicopters, cumulatively these
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flights have an effect on the acoustic environment and soundscapes within MORA and NOCA as they
can be audible for a measurable percentage of time within the backcountry, specifically in areas where
suitable fisher habitat exists within the parks. For example, at the Big Beaver Valley monitoring station
in NOCA, a back country camp at low elevation, aircraft sounds were audible for 8.8 percent of the
monitoring period. Small fixed-wing aircraft were audible for 1.6 percent of the monitoring period at
this location (Winnings and Neel 2013).

Beyond these impacts to the acoustic environment from human activity, MORA and NOCA are some of
the best examples of natural soundscapes found anywhere in the national park system. Looking at
soundscape data collected at MORA and NOCA between 2008 and 2010 (June-September), the average
existing sound levels are below 40 decibels near the potential release sites for fishers in the parks (again,
release sites are used as an example of sounds in suitable fisher habitat in the parks), and natural sound
levels are only minimally impacted by human-caused sounds in most locations. The greatest difference
(and therefore largest impact from human-caused sounds) between natural and existing sound levels
near candidate release sites is seven decibels during the day at Colonial Creek Campground in NOCA;
the next greatest difference is a two decibel increase at Colonial Creek Campground at night (see Table
3.6: Soundscapes near Candidate Release Sites in MORA and NOCA below). A ten dB increase in the
measured sound level is typically perceived as being twice as loud, and a ten dB decrease is perceived as
half as loud (Minnesota Pollution Control Agency 1999; endpcnoise.com n.d.).

Table 3.6: Soundscapes near Candidate Release Sites in MORA and NOCA

Candidate Release Site Average Existing Sound Average Natural Sound
Levels (dBA)? Levels (dBA)®

Day (0700-  Night (1900-  Day(0700-  Night (1900-
1859) 0659) 1859) 0659)

Upper Nisqually River

Trail of Shadows (MORAQ0O1) 35.9 33.3 34.0 33.1
Upper Ohanapecosh River

Shriner’s Trail (MORAQ004) \ 34.6 35.3 \ 342 35.2
Lower Thunder Creek

Colonial Creek Campground 32 23 25 21

(NOCAO011)

North Fork of the Cascade River

Cascade Pass (NOCAQQ6) | 35. 1 35.3 | 34.6 35.2
Ross Lake and the Big Beaver Drainage

Big Beaver Valley (NOCA014) | 27 27 \ 27 27

Source: NPS 2008a, NPS 2008b, Winings and Neel 2013, NPS 2009

a) Otherwise known as the A-weighted median existing ambient statistics or L50, this metric describe average sound levels for daytime and
nighttime periods at each site. For comparison, nighttime sound level in a typical residential area is about 40 dBA.

b) Otherwise known as the A-weighted median natural ambient statistics or Lnat, this metric describes natural ambient levels for daytime
and nighttime periods at each site. Lnat is an estimate of the remaining sound energy over a particular time period when all extrinsic or
anthropogenic noises are removed from the existing ambient (L50). The greater the difference between Lnat and LL50, the more extrinsic
noises impact the existing, natural sound levels.

For context, nearly all agencies and organizations with authority over noise-producing sources
(including the World Health Organization and the National Research Council) use 55 dB as the
threshold for defining day-night noise levels in urban areas, and the World Health Organization
recommends that noise levels inside bedrooms remain below 45 dBA (Schomer 2001; Berglund et al.
1999). Table 3.7 below also highlights examples of sound levels in other national parks; 40 dBA, louder
than both the average existing and average natural sound levels at all monitoring plots near candidate
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releases sites, is comparable to crickets in Zion National Park. While sound levels in MORA and NOCA
certainly exceed these thresholds at times, the percentage of time above these metrics is minimal. For
example, sound levels near Cascade Pass in NOCA exceeded 45 dBA for 1.24 percent of daytime hours
(less than 9 minutes) and exceeded 53 dBA for 0.28 percent of daytime hours (approximately 2 minutes)
during monitoring efforts in 2008 (NPS 2008a).

Table 3.7: Examples of Sound Levels Measured in National Parks

_Decibel level (dBA) Sound Source .

10 Volcano crater (Haleakala NP)

20 Leaves rustling (Canyonlands NP)

40 Crickets at 5 m (Zion NP)

60 Conversational speech at 5 m (Whitman Mission NHS)

80 Snowcoach at 30 m (Yellowstone NP)

100 Thunder (Arches NP)

120 Military jet, 100m above ground level (Yukon-Charley Rivers NP)
126 Cannon fire at 150m (Vicksburg NMP)

Impacts of the Alternatives

Alternative A - No Action Alternative

Direct and Indirect Impacts
Under Alternative A, no reintroduction or associated monitoring actions would occur in the NW

Cascades in the foreseeable future. Therefore, there would be no effect to the existing acoustic
environment or soundscapes in NOCA from fisher reintroduction.

However, while no action would be taken to reintroduce fishers directly into MORA or NOCA, WDFW
reintroductions and monitoring efforts would proceed to the south of MORA in the SW Cascades
reintroduction area, and eventually fishers are expected to establish self-sustaining populations in and
around the park. WDFW monitoring efforts would eventually be extended to the park as well. If a
reintroduced fisher immigrates into MORA within the first two years of reintroduction (when the VHF
transmitter is still operable), fixed-wing flights associated with WDFW monitoring actions would
increase the noise typically generated by aircraft over MORA. As discussed previously under Wilderness
earlier in this chapter, aerial telemetry could increase annual administrative flight hours in MORA, and
during low-level flights when a fisher’s location is being pinpointed, aircraft noise will be at increased
levels. Typically, a small fixed-wing aircraft, such as a Cessna 172, emits approximately 74 dBA at about
1,500 feet agl (FAA 2006). However, when flying at lower elevations, such as 500 feet agl (as proposed in
this alternative), a fixed-wing aircraft would be almost twice as loud, emitting approximately 83 dBA.
Considering the FAA recommends flying at 2,000 feet agl over MORA out of consideration for the
wilderness resources that the park protects, this increase in noise generated by fixed-wing aircraft, as
well as the anticipated increased use of fixed-wing aircraft over the wilderness, would result in adverse,
short-term, negligible to minor impacts on the acoustic environment at MORA as these flights, though
perhaps not occurring frequently, would likely be slightly perceptible but limited in extent. That said, it
is important to note that such low elevation flights of 500 feet agl would only be associated with a
strong, localized signal, indicating that the transmitter is very close. During the majority of the flight
time, aerial telemetry flights would be at higher elevations.

Overall, noise impacts to visitors would vary based on the source of the noise, its location and visitors’
proximity to the source, and the likelihood of exposure (timing, etc.). In general, natural sounds would
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prevail under this alternative; the increased use of aircraft and increased noise associated with
monitoring efforts would be limited and transient and would somewhat be mitigated by noise
attenuation factors (particularly distance). However, as these activities could occur throughout the
visitor use season, depending on when the fisher is detected in the park, this alternative would result in
adverse, short-term, negligible to minor impacts on soundscapes for visitors at MORA.

Cumulative Impacts

Impacts to the soundscapes in MORA and NOCA would continue to occur from other uses, such as
sounds from traffic and construction on roads, motorboats on reservoirs (NOCA only), and flights from
commercial airlines, tour operators, military aircraft, private aircraft, and NPS administrative uses.
While there would be no additional impacts to the acoustic environment in NOCA since fishers would
not be introduced in the NW Cascades, the acoustic environment in both MORA and NOCA would
cumulatively experience adverse, short-term, minor impacts from ongoing activities.

Conclusion

There would be no impacts to soundscapes in NOCA as there would be no increase to the natural or
human-caused sound levels above what currently exists. Noise impacts from fisher reintroduction
efforts south of MORA would be adverse, short-term, and negligible to minor. These impacts would be
localized, primarily resulting from the use of aerial fixed-wing flights, and would occur, though
transient, regularly throughout the year. Cumulative impacts at both parks would be adverse, short-
term, and minor.

Alternative B — Reintroduce Fishers into MORA and NOCA Using Translocation

Direct and Indirect Impacts

Under Alternative B, fishers would be reintroduced within the Nisqually River and Ohanapecosh River
corridors in MORA (southern half of the park) and the Thunder Creek, Cascade River, and Big Beaver
Creek drainages in NOCA (middle to southwest half of the park complex). Access to release sites would
be via road and, for the Big Beaver Valley in NOCA, by motorboat. Preferably, fishers would be released
in late fall to early winter when visitation is low, although fishers may be released as late as February or
March. Multiple releases could occur at any candidate release site within one season. Accessing fisher
release sites via roads would result in a slight increase in the amount of vehicular use along Highway 12
in MORA and Highway 20 and the Cascade River Road in NOCA. Similarly, accessing the release site in
the Big Beaver Valley in NOCA would increase motorboat use on Diablo and Ross Lakes. Despite these
increases in use, vehicular and motorboat use related to fisher releases would be almost undetectable
given background traffic levels and the comparable number of trips associated with reintroduction and
monitoring efforts. However, because the majority of this vehicular/motorboat use would occur during
the winter, when use along the roads and reservoirs is lower (particularly true at NOCA, where
Highway 20 is closed during the winter), these uses would have a negligible, short-term, adverse impact
on the acoustic environment surrounding the road corridors in both parks and the southern half of
Ross Lake in NOCA. If fishers are released during the fall or spring, when there is more vehicle use in
MORA and NOCA, the vehicles and motorboats used for the release efforts would not generate noise
above existing levels.

Based on the distance that fishers traveled during the reintroduction effort at Olympic National Park
(OLYM) in 2008-2010 — where fishers were documented traveling up to approximately 67 miles from
release sites — fishers that would be released directly in MORA and NOCA under Alternative B are
expected to disperse throughout suitable habitat in both parks (see Figure 2.2). The associated
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monitoring with this dispersal, in particular the use of fixed-wing aircraft for telemetry purposes, would
both increase the number of annual flight hours and the noise typically generated by aircraft over
MORA and NOCA. As discussed previously under Wilderness, these flights could increase the annual
administrative flight hours at MORA and NOCA by as much as 111.9 percent and 57.28 percent (based
on five year average of administrative flights at both parks), respectively, for three years during and
following reintroductions in the SW and NW Cascades. In addition, these fixed-wing flights would be
almost twice as loud as other noise associated with aircraft in the parks. Typically, a small fixed-wing
aircraft, such as a Cessna 172, emits approximately 74 dBA at about 1,500 feet agl (FAA 2006). However,
when flying at lower elevations, such as 500 feet agl (as proposed under this alternative), a fixed-wing
aircraft would be almost twice as loud, emitting approximately 83 dBA. This increase in noise generated
by fixed-wing aircraft, as well as the increased use of fixed-wing aircraft associated with implementing
this alternative, would result in adverse, short-term, minor impacts on the acoustic environments at
MORA and NOCA as these flights and their associated noise would likely be measureable but limited in
extent. Such low elevation flights of 500 feet agl would only be associated with a strong, localized signal,
indicating that the transmitter is very close. Most flights, when signals from fishers are not detected,
aerial telemetry flights would be at higher, more standard, elevations.

Opverall, noise impacts to visitors would vary based on the source of the noise, its location and visitors’
proximity to the source, and the likelihood of exposure (timing, etc.). In general, natural sounds would
prevail under this alternative. Noise related directly to fisher releases would be infrequent or absent and
mostly immeasurable, resulting in adverse, short-term, negligible impacts on soundscapes, as activities
associated with releases would occur outside the high visitor use season. The increased use of aircraft
and increased noise associated with monitoring efforts would also be limited and transient and would
somewhat be mitigated by noise attenuation factors (particularly distance). However, as these activities
would occur throughout the visitor use season (even though limited primarily to weekdays), they would
result in adverse, short-term minor impacts on soundscapes for visitors at MORA and NOCA.

Cumulative Impacts

Impacts to the acoustic environment and soundscapes in MORA and NOCA would continue to occur
from other uses, such as sounds from traffic and construction on roads, motorboats on reservoirs
(NOCA only), and flights from commercial airlines, tour operators, military aircraft, private aircraft, and
NPS administrative uses. These current and ongoing uses cumulatively have an adverse, short-term,
minor impact on the acoustic environment and soundscapes in both parks.

Conclusion

Noise impacts from fisher reintroduction efforts would be adverse, short-term, and negligible to minor.
These impacts would be localized, primarily resulting from the use of aerial fixed-wing flights.
Cumulative impacts would be adverse, long- and short-term, and minor.

VISITOR USE AND EXPERIENCE

Issues and Concerns

Fisher reintroduction could beneficially affect visitor experiences in MORA and NOCA by enhancing
opportunities to experience a rare, forest dwelling species in a national park and wilderness setting.
Similarly, fisher reintroductions could increase interpretative opportunities to enhance visitor
experiences in both parks. As both parks are known for their ecosystem diversity, fisher reintroductions
could also beneficially impact experiences for visitors and non-visitors alike as the public would know
that a missing component of the ecosystem had been restored.
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As a state-listed species, short-term restrictions on public use of the parks may be necessary to enable
successful release and establishment of a founding population. However, fishers are not expected to den
in locations of high visitor use, reducing the likelihood of impacts to visitors.

Affected Environment

Visitation Trends

Visitation to MORA and NOCA has fluctuated annually over the past forty-plus years, mirroring trends
throughout the national park system. During the 1990s, the average annual recreation visits to MORA
and NOCA were about 1.33 million and 420,000 visitors, respectively. In the early 2000s that average
decreased to approximately 1.21 million annual recreational visits to MORA (a nine percent decrease)
and increased to approximately 480,000 annual recreational visits to NOCA (a 16 percent increase)
(NPS n.d.a). While MORA provides access and recreational opportunities throughout the winter
(although NOCA remains open to the public in the winter, access is limited due to the state closure of
Highway 20 from October/November through April/May) most of this annual visitation to both MORA
and NOCA is seasonal in nature, with 80 percent of all visits to MORA occurring between May and
October and 82 percent of all visits to NOCA occurring in June through September (Johnson et al.
1991). Considering projected population growth, particularly in the Pacific Northwest, visitation to
both parks is projected to grow over the next 10-15 years as these parks continue to serve as recreational
destinations for local communities, including the Seattle-Tacoma metropolitan area.

In addition to annual visitation, MORA, in particular, is highly visible throughout the nation and
beyond. As the fifth addition to the national park system, MORA is recognized as an American icon,
known throughout the world for its prominent, snow-capped active volcano and world class climbing
opportunities. (Approximately six percent of visitors to MORA in 2000 came from foreign countries
(Simmons et al. 2001)). Although significantly younger than MORA (MORA was designated in 1899;
NOCA designated 69 years later, in 1968), the visibility of NOCA has also increased substantially over
the last decade, particularly as the regional population grows. Because of this visibility, the size of the
parks’ landbases, and the work that each park is involved in, both MORA and NOCA have a large public
constituency and a number of partnerships that extend beyond their borders. In completing the public
scoping phase of writing this Plan/EA, MORA and NOCA specifically reached out to a known
constituency of over 1,100 individuals, businesses, and other agencies, and received approximately 525
emails or letters in response.

Recreation Resources

Park visitors to both MORA and NOCA participate in a wide array of recreational activities, including
scenic driving, wildlife viewing, walks to nearby viewpoints, fishing and boating (in NOCA), hiking and
backpacking, camping, horseback riding, mountaineering, climbing, skiing, snowshoeing, and
snowmobiling (along Highway 20 in NOCA). For the majority of visitors to MORA and NOCA, who
are day-users, popular destinations in the parks include primarily front-country locations such as:
Paradise, Longmire, Ohanapecosh, and Sunrise at MORA and the North Cascades Visitor Center,
Diablo Overlook, Gorge Overlook Trail, and Newhalem trails in NOCA. While there are a number of
front country camps and indoor lodging opportunities in both parks, visitors who venture into the
backcountry and spend the night have over 260 miles of trails to explore in MORA, including the
historic 93-mile Wonderland Trail, and over 390 miles of trails and 130 backcountry camps to explore in
NOCA, many of which lead visitors through lower elevation forest habitat to higher elevation alpine
environments. All overnight backcountry use in the parks requires a backcountry permit which is free of
charge; reservations, for a fee, can only be made at MORA. The busiest visitor use season in the
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backcountries of MORA and NOCA falls between July and September. For example, of the permits
issued for the Wonderland Trail between 2009 and 2013, 98.5 percent were within these three months
(NPS files). Periodically, trails or camps can be closed by the superintendents of MORA and NOCA out
of consideration for visitor and/or resource protection. However, these closures are infrequent, short-
term (closures longer than 90 days require notification in the Federal Register), and most often linked to
storm damage rather than the protection of wildlife. Since 2009, MORA has temporarily closed a trail
only twice for wildlife, which were both related to human safety. At NOCA, a portion of the Hozomeen
Lake Trail has been closed between April 1 and May 31 every year since the early 1990s to protect
potential nesting loons; and periodic multi-week camp closures have happened over the past 20-plus
years to protect and deter bears from sites such as Rainbow Bridge, Big Beaver, South Fork, North Fork,
Fireweed, Thunder Basin, Hidden Hand, and Tumwater (36 CFR, Part B; Christophersen, pers. comm.,
2014; Braaten, pers. comm., 2014).

While hunting is allowed in Ross Lake and Lake Chelan National Recreation Areas (NRAs), as managed
by WDFW in accordance with 36 Code of Federal Regulations, Sec. 2.22, it is not considered a
prominent activity, particularly in Ross Lake NRA where hunting represented only 0.1 percent of total
activity on average between 2001 and 2009 (NPS 2012b). (Socioeconomic impacts to hunters and
trappers have been dismissed as an issue in this Plan/EA for a number of reasons. Please see Impact
Topics Dismissed from Detailed Analysis on page 17).

Education and Outreach

MORA and NOCA both provide a variety of interpretive/educational opportunities to park visitors, and
both parks host a number of volunteer and youth programs to engage visitors in the stewardship of park
resources.

Mount Rainier operates a year-round visitor contact station at Longmire; a year-round visitor center at
Paradise, with limited winter hours; and summer only visitor centers at Ohanapecosh and Sunrise. The
park also maintains an extensive collection of informative wayside exhibits and bulletin boards
throughout the park. In 2013, the Jackson Visitor Center at Paradise served 420,401 visitors, and the
Sunrise Visitor Center served 64,874 visitors. Approximately 80,000 visitors use the Ohanapecosh
Visitor Center annually; however, it did not open in 2013 due to sequestration. The number and kinds
of ranger-led programs offered vary throughout the year at MORA, from guided snowshoe hikes in the
winter to guided hikes and walks, children's programming, and illustrated campground programs in the
summer. Through the park's active Junior Ranger program, over 4,000 young visitors earn their Jr.
Ranger badges each year, and adults can become Citizen Rangers by completing self-guiding quests. In
2013, the park reached 25,951 visitors through 881 ranger-led programs offered primarily in the summer
months, and 4,271 kids became Jr. Rangers and many more adults became Citizen Rangers.

MORA also operates their own Education Center out of Tahoma Woods that offers both in-classroom
and in-park experiential curriculum-based education programs throughout the school year and youth
education programs during the summer months, and the park is currently partnering with the
University of Washington to create Mount Rainier Institute, a multi-day immersive program that
provides nature-based education rooted in science and aimed at nurturing the next generation of
environmental stewards and leaders. In 2013, about a hundred students participated in Mount Rainier
Institute pilot programs, part of 6,616 youth who were served by 212 education programs throughout
the year. The park also maintains an active presence on the world-wide web through its website,
webcams, and main social media outlets: Facebook, Twitter and Flickr. As of July 2014, the park reaches
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over 22,100 people on Facebook, over 8,700 on Twitter, and the park has over 1,100 photos on its Flickr
page.

NOCA has several visitor contact stations, including: joint visitor contact stations with the USFS in
Sedro-Woolley, Glacier, Chelan, and Winthrop; the Wilderness Information Center in Marblemount;
the North Cascades Visitor Center and Skagit Information Center (operated by Seattle City Light) in
Newhalem; and the Golden West Visitor Center in Stehekin. The park also operates a small visitor
contact station in Hozomeen in partnership with British Columbia Parks. While backcountry
information and permitting are primarily offered at the centers in Marblemount, Glacier, and
Winthrop, the park also provides interpretive opportunities out of the visitor centers in Newhalem,
Hozomeen, and Stehekin. These opportunities include interpretive displays, wayside exhibits and
kiosks, exploration tables, audio-visual programs, junior-ranger programs, ranger-led programs,
interpretive roves, and self- and ranger-guided walks such as Skagit Tours that are offered in
partnership with Seattle City Light and the North Cascades Institute. The park also posts a large amount
of information on the park’s website that is available for visitors and non-visitors alike. In 2013, the park
served over 60,000 visitors and offered 51 weekly programs (July-August) to approximately 17,114
visitors in Newhalem and Hozomeen alone. The North Cascades Institute, a non-profit and partner
with NOCA, also offers educational programs in NOCA at the Environmental Learning Center (ELC)
on Diablo Lake. In 2013, the ELC provided 12 unique educational programs, from Mountain School for
fifth graders to Youth Leadership Adventures for high school students and the Sourdough Speaker
Series for adults, to over 7,766 visitors. These programs range from no charge to $203.00 per person, per
night (Brown, pers. comm., 2014).

Both MORA and NOCA also provide volunteer opportunities and operate youth programs. In 2013,
1,784 volunteers contributed 62,736 hours of service to MORA and 492 volunteers contributed 31,898
hours of service to NOCA. MORA and NOCA also supported 12 and 17 youth programs in 2013,
respectively, most of which included a service work component. These opportunities and programs are
designed to connect the park with members of the surrounding communities by making them aware of
the park and its opportunities for recreation and stewardship.

Public Values Concerning Fisher Reintroduction at MORA and NOCA

Wildlife resources and their habitats are managed for the benefit of the general public; thus, the human
dimensions of wildlife conservation are important for understanding how and why these resources are
managed. As relayed in Table 3.8 below, the public has a number of distinct attitudes toward wildlife,
some of which are positive and others of which are negative. Most people typically hold more than one
attitude toward an issue and react differently in different situations. Nonetheless, it is possible to
identify in most people predominant characteristics of a primary attitude toward an issue. For example,
ranchers tend to have a utilitarian (value measured in terms of usefulness) attitude towards animals,
while scientists tend to take a scientific view (Kellert 1976).

Table 3.8: Wildlife Values

Definition Characteristics
Positive Values
Aesthetic Related to an animal’s inherent Difficult to assess or measure, but important to
natural beauty or artistic conservation. Wildlife in their native habitats have
appreciation of a species. aesthetic value.
Recreational  Assigned to wildlife-related sports ~ Subdivided into consumptive and nonconsumptive.
or hobbies. Hunting is the most common consumptive use of wildlife;
birdwatching and photography are nonconsumptive uses.
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Value Definition Characteristics

Ecological Related to the relationship of a Every species plays a role in its natural community and
species to its environment, ecosystem. For example, deer and elk have the ability to
community, or ecosystem. influence successional patterns of plant communities.

Educational, Related to learning and teaching Wildlife can be used to teach principles of population

Scientific about wildlife. dynamics, ecosystem management, harvest management,

and endangered species management.

Utilitarian Characteristics that make wildlife  Wildlife is used for food, clothing, and fiber. Wildlife is also

useful to humans. used for medical purposes and biomedical research.
Commercial  Qualities that make wildlife Commercial markets include meat, fur, leather, parts, and
economically valuable. exotic pet trade; often leads to a decline in the species.
Negative Values
Accidents Related to accidents involving Automobile collisions with animals such as deer usually
wildlife. result in the death of the animal and substantial property
damage and injury to drivers.
Property Related to crop, livestock, and Birds and mammals cause damage to crops in rural, farm,
Damage property damage caused by or developed areas. For example, predators kill livestock
wildlife. and deer eat vegetation and landscaping.
Disease Related to diseases transmitted to  Wildlife can act as reservoirs for diseases that affect both
Transmission humans. livestock and humans, such as Lyme disease.

Source: Edge, n.d

During the public scoping process for this Plan/EA, a number of people expressed ecological,
recreational, and/or aesthetic values related to fisher reintroduction, and a few expressed concerns
related to property damage values.

Ecological - Numerous comments from the public expressed a desire to enhance the area’s ecosystem
by restoring fishers, such as: “Bringing fisher back to the Cascades will help restore ecological function
to the forests of the region. Fishers are an important predator, and their presence will shape and drive
ecosystem and food chain dynamics.” However, a few also raised concerns about the impact fishers
would have on other species, particularly the pine marten and red fox populations.

Recreational and Aesthetic - Many commenters also expressed the importance of fishers from a
recreational viewpoint, such as: “Having the opportunity to see this animal from the back of a horse as1
have seen most of the other North West wildlife would be a great experience.”

Property - Some members of the public expressed concern about fishers preying on small domestic
animals and pets (this issue is addressed under Neighboring Landowners, Land Use, and Socioeconomics
in this chapter) and raised concern about the need to enhance food storage practices in the
backcountry.

Impacts of the Alternatives
Past visitor use data, comments from the public, and personal observations of visitation patterns were
used to estimate the effects of the alternative actions on visitors to MORA and NOCA.

Alternative A - No Action Alternative

Direct and Indirect Impacts
Visitation Trends. Because the NPS would not take action to restore fisher to MORA or NOCA and

would not be participating in the effort to restore fisher to the SW Cascades, there are no anticipated
impacts to visitation at either NOCA or MORA from implementing this alternative, and there would be
little to no opportunity to increase the visibility of these two national parks.
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Recreation Resources. No recreation resources would be impacted in NOCA under Alternative A
because fishers would be not reintroduced within the NW Cascades. However, assuming fishers
immigrate into MORA from surrounding lands following WDFW’s efforts to reintroduce fisher in the
SW Cascades, recreation resources in MORA could be adversely impacted if area closures are needed to
enable successful establishment of a founding population. As no closures are expected at this time,
similar to Alternative B, these adverse impacts are extremely unlikely to occur, but would be negligible
and short-term if they did occur.

Education and Outreach. Although this alternative would not increase funding for interpretive
programs, additional educational and interpretive measures (e.g., brochures and websites) could be
developed at MORA, and the implementation of this alternative and the resulting presence of fishers in
MORA could focus interpretation efforts on species restoration and forest carnivores, a negligible, but
beneficial impact to visitors and other constituents of this park.

Similarly, although the NPS and NPS visitors would not be participating in fisher releases on NPS lands,
MORA could seek opportunities to involve citizens in monitoring fishers following WDFW’s fisher
reintroduction in the SW Cascades. Opportunities could include assisting field crews in locating fishers
from the ground, identifying the location of den sites, and conducting follow-up measurements of den
site characteristics after females have left the site. These types of activities would provide visitors and
local residents an opportunity to directly participate in and learn more about the fisher, resulting in
beneficial, short-term (based on the duration of the activity) impacts. Although only a few visitors
would be involved in these efforts (in comparison to overall visitation at MORA), given the level of
involvement that these opportunities would require and the unique experience they would offer, the
intensity of this impact is expected to be minor on overall education and outreach opportunities at
MORA.

There would be no impact to education and outreach opportunities in NOCA under this alternative.

Public Values. Some visitors and other members of the public, particularly those who value a restored
ecosystem, would benefit from the knowledge that an extirpated species was being restored to the SW
Cascades. These visitors would experience beneficial, long-term, negligible to minor impacts,
depending on their individual beliefs. Other visitors, who value the recreational/aesthetic values of
fisher restoration would also experience beneficial, long-term, negligible impacts from an increased
(though slight) likelihood of experiencing a rare, forest dwelling species in a national park and
wilderness setting. As no restoration would occur in the NW Cascades, these visitors, who know of the
fisher’s absence and value its restoration, would continue to be negatively impacted by its absence from
the ecosystem.

Some people may regard fisher reintroduction as undesirable and associate negative aesthetic,
ecological, and recreational values with the program. These visitors would experience adverse, long-
term, negligible to minor impacts from reintroduction efforts in the SW Cascades.

Cumulative Impacts
MORA and NOCA'’s past, current, and ongoing activities to protect species and their habitat in the SW

and N'W Cascades, as well as their efforts to provide visitor access, education, and outreach, would
beneficially affect park visitors. Ongoing park management and operations activities, including trail
maintenance and hazard tree management would be expected to have a combined adverse, short- and
long-term, negligible to minor impact on visitor use and experience, as the impact would be barely
detectable and/or would affect few visitors. In certain cases, visitors would be aware of the effects
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associated with management actions. The overall cumulative result would primarily be beneficial, as any
short-term restrictions would give way to long-term preservation of resources and values at both
MORA and NOCA. The intensity of these beneficial impacts would range from negligible to minor,
depending on an individual’s visitation goals, personal values, and exposure to these activities.

Conclusion

No impacts to visitor use and experience in NOCA would occur under Alternative A as the NPS would
not take any management actions to restore fishers to the NW Cascades. Those visitors who are aware
of the fishers’ absence and would value the addition of this species to the park’s ecosystem and
wilderness could be adversely affected by the fishers’ continued absence, resulting in adverse, long-
term, negligible impacts to their recreational experience or social values. Cumulative impacts would be
primarily beneficial, long-term, and negligible to minor.

Impacts to recreation resources at MORA would be short-term and negligible. Impacts to education
and outreach in MORA would be beneficial, long-term, and negligible to minor; and impacts to public
values would be both adverse and beneficial, long-term, and negligible to minor. Overall, cumulative
impacts from other park management activities, both adverse (maintenance activities) and beneficial
(ecosystem restoration or improvements in visitor services) would combine with fisher restoration
activities and would be beneficial and adverse, short- and long-term, and negligible to minor.

Alternative B — Reintroduce Fishers into MORA and NOCA Using Translocation

Direct and Indirect Impacts

Visitation Trends. No impacts to visitation at either NOCA or MORA are anticipated from this
alternative; however, the implementation of this alternative would increase the visibility of these two
national parks as press releases are issued and efforts are made to inform and engage the public in
reintroduction efforts. This would have a negligible, short-term, beneficial impact on visitor use and
experience as impacts would not be measurable or measurable but within the normal range of
variability.

Recreation Resources. As a state-listed endangered and federal candidate species, fisher
reintroductions may require area closures or other short-term constraints on public use near active den
sites in order to enable successful release and establishment of a founding population. However, as 1)
knowledge of future den sites should be rare, particularly following the initial monitoring period, 2)
fishers occur at low densities and are not expected to den in locations of high visitor use (i.e. there are
plenty of suitable denning locations), 3) the level of disturbance caused by hikers would likely be small,
and 4) closures related to wildlife protection are currently rare at MORA and NOCA, area closures are
not anticipated at this time. Even if closures would occur, these would likely align with the denning
period which falls during the spring and early summer and would not align with the high visitor use
season. Therefore, impacts to recreational access and resources form this alternative, although adverse,
would be negligible and short-term.

Education and Outreach. Although this alternative would not increase funding for interpretive
programs, additional educational and interpretive measures (e.g., brochures and websites) would be
developed and the implementation of this alternative and the resulting presence of fishers in MORA
and NOCA could focus interpretation efforts on species restoration and forest carnivores, a negligible
to minor, but beneficial impact to visitors and other constituents of these parks.
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Similarly, the NPS and the WDFW would seek opportunities to involve citizens in reintroduction
efforts and monitoring of the fisher reintroduction process. Opportunities would include, but not be
limited to, participating in public release of fishers in the parks, assisting staff with monitoring camera
stations, deploying and checking hair snare sites, assisting field crews in locating fishers from the
ground, identifying the location of den sites, and conducting follow-up measurements of den site
characteristics after females have left the site. As the reintroduction program developed, opportunities
could be expanded to include working with NPS and WDFW coordinators for outreach and education.
These types of activities would provide visitors and local residents an opportunity to directly participate
in and learn more about the fisher reintroduction process, resulting in beneficial, short-term (based on
the duration of the activity) impacts that would be available throughout the life of the plan. Although
only a few visitors would be involved in these efforts (in comparison to overall visitation at MORA and
NOCA), given the level of involvement that these opportunities would require and the unique
experience they would offer, the intensity of this impact is expected to be minor on overall education
and outreach opportunities at both parks.

Public Values. Some visitors and other members of the public, particularly those who value a restored
ecosystem, would benefit from the knowledge that an extirpated species was being restored to the
ecosystems within the SW and NW Cascades. These visitors would experience beneficial, long-term,
negligible to minor impacts, depending on their individual beliefs (some visitors would be affected and
would be aware of the management actions, resulting in slight but detectable changes in visitor
experience). Other visitors, who value the recreational/aesthetic values of fisher restoration would also
experience beneficial, long-term, negligible impacts from an increased (though slight) likelihood of
experiencing a rare, forest dwelling species in a national park and wilderness setting.

However, some people may regard fisher reintroduction as undesirable, and associate negative
aesthetic, ecological, and recreational values with the program. These visitors would experience
adverse, long-term, negligible to minor impacts.

Cumulative Impacts

MORA and NOCA'’s past, current, and ongoing activities to protect species and their habitat in the SW
and N'W Cascades, as well as their efforts to provide visitor access, education, and outreach, would
beneficially affect park visitors. Ongoing park management and operations activities, including trail
maintenance and hazard tree management would be expected to have a combined adverse, short- and
long-term, negligible to minor impact on visitor use and experience, as the impact would be barely
detectable and/or would affect few visitors. In certain cases, visitors would be aware of the effects
associated with management actions. The overall cumulative result would primarily be beneficial, as the
short-term restrictions would give way to long-term preservation of resources and values at both
MORA and NOCA. The intensity of these beneficial impacts would range from negligible to minor,
depending on an individual’s visitation goals, personal values, and exposure to these activities.

Conclusion

Impacts to visitation (beneficial) and recreation resources (adverse) in both MORA and NOCA would
be short-term, and negligible. Impacts to education and outreach would be beneficial, long-term, and
negligible to minor, and impacts to visitors’ social values would be beneficial or adverse, long-term, and
negligible to minor. Overall, cumulative impacts from other park management activities, both adverse
(maintenance activities) and beneficial (ecosystem restoration or improvements in visitor services)
would combine with fisher restoration activities and would be beneficial and adverse, short- and long-
term, and negligible to minor.
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NEIGHBORING LANDOWNERS, LAND USE, AND SOCIOECONOMICS

Issues and Concerns

Impacts to neighboring landowners, land use, and socioeconomics from proposed fisher
reintroductions are tied primarily to logging and the timber industry. Under current conditions, private
timber lands could be beneficially impacted from fisher predation on mountain beaver and porcupines,
which can damage commercial trees and seedlings, but could experience some negative impacts from
restrictions on forestry activities to protect this state-listed species. As a state-listed species, it is
possible that restrictions could be placed on landowners in order to protect fishers and their habitat,
particularly if the land is used for resource extraction, such as timber harvesting. For example, seasonal
buffer zones from mechanized activity around known active den sites may be required on neighboring
USEFS lands to protect fishers. While these restrictions could temporarily impact landowners, the
likelihood of a fisher using a forest stand that is subject to harvest is low as fishers are closely associated
with late successional forests (which are most commonly found on USFS and NPS lands and are
protected from harvest under current conditions).

In addition, fisher biologists and furbearer program managers have documented occurrences of fisher
predation on pets and poultry in the Midwest and Northeast, particularly near homes that are in remote
settings in forested habitats. While local residents of the SW and NW Cascades could experience fisher
predation on small domestic animals and livestock, especially if they are not confined, this is likely to be
less common than predation from more common predators (e.g., coyote, bobcats, raccoons).

Affected Environment

Although lands in the SW and NW Cascades are owned by a complex network of management agencies,
Native American reservations, and private landowners, MORA and NOCA are almost entirely
surrounded by public lands, most of which are federal lands managed by the USFS and a large
percentage of which are designated wilderness — where the provisions of the Wilderness Act prohibit
commercial enterprises and permanent roads (see Figure 1.1: Project Area on page 4).

According to the Habitat Assessment completed as part of the Feasibility Assessment for Reintroducing
Fishers to Washington, the Cascade Mountain Range (approximately 12.4 million acres) supports
approximately 1.6 million acres of suitable fisher habitat, about 1.1 million acres of which is found on
the west side of the Cascade crest and makes up about 17 percent of the western Cascades ecosystem
(Lewis and Hayes 2004:22-23) (see

Table 3.4: Suitable Fisher Habitat in the Cascades on page 58). Of this suitable habitat, the NPS owns
eight percent, the USFS owns 68 percent, tribes own 2.6 percent, and the remaining habitat is owned by
the Washington Department of Natural Resources (WDNR) and private landowners (Hayes and Lewis
2006).°

National Forests

The Mount Baker-Snoqualmie National Forest (over 2.5 million acres) and Okanogan-Wenatchee
National Forest (over four million acres) border both parks. The Mount-Baker Snoqualmie National
Forest borders MORA to the north and southwest and NOCA to the west and southwest; the
Okanogan-Wenatchee National Forest borders MORA to the east and surrounds NOCA to the

% These numbers are calculated for suitable habitat in the SW and NW Cascades. The estimates within the Southwestern
and Northwestern Reintroduction Areas are slightly different as these areas exclude some suitable habitat in the regions.
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southwest, south, and east. The Gifford-Pinchot National Forest (close to 1.4 million acres) also
borders MORA to the south. Together, these three national forests protect almost 2.5 million acres of
designated wilderness. See Table 3.9 Designated Wilderness Acreage in USFS Lands Surrounding MORA
and NOCA for a list of these wildernesses and their individual acreages.

Table 3.9: Designated Wilderness Acreage in USFS Lands Surrounding MORA and NOCA

Wilderness in USFS Lands Acreage

Wilderness in USFS Lands Acreage
Surrounding MORA and Surrounding MORA and
\[o]@: NOCA

Alpine Lakes 393,416 acres Mt. Adams 47,208 acres
Boulder River 49,132 acres Mt. Baker** 117,528 acres
Clearwater* 14,598 acres Noisy-Diobsud** 14,443 acres
Glacier Peak** 570,973 acres Norse Peak 52,315 acres
Glacier View* 3,080 acres Pasayten** 531,539 acres
Goats Rocks 105,600 acres Tatoosh* 15,700 acres
Henry M. Jackson 103,100 acres Trapper Creek 6,050 acres
Indian Heaven 20,782 acres Wild Sky 106,577 acres
Lake Chelan-Sawtooth** 153,057 acres William O. Douglas* 166,603 acres

*Wildernesses that border MORA
**\\ildernesses that border NOCA

While commercial activities and permanent roads are prohibited in designated wilderness, the USFS
manages timber production and forestry on non-wilderness USFS lands surrounding MORA and
NOCA. In 2013, the Okanogan-Wenatchee National Forest completed 16 timber sales in the forest,
totaling 3,177 acres and amounting to over $790,000, and the Gifford-Pinchot National Forest
completed nine timber sales, totaling 1,608 acres and amounting to over $6.61 million (USFS 2013,
USFS n.d.(d)). The Mt. Baker-Snoqualmie National Forest completed no timber sales in 2013, but
currently has one sale out for bid, totaling 343 acres (USFS n.d.(a)). The only anticipated timber sale
near the park boundaries is the Nisqually Thin EA#1 on the Cowlitz Ranger District, Gifford Pinchot
National Forest, totaling 500 acres (USFS n.d.(d)).

Although the USFS manages the lands surrounding NOCA, the wildlife populations within the Mt.
Baker-Snoqualmie, Okanogan-Wenatchee, and Gifford-Pinchot National Forests are administered by
WDFW (NPS 1995b). The Northwest Forest Plan (see Chapter 1- Introduction for more details)
committed the USFS to a framework and system of standards and guidelines for forest management
based on an ecosystem approach to address resource management. These standards and guidelines
were apart of the 1994 “Record of Decision for Amendments to Forest Service and Bureau of Land
Management Planning Documents within the Range of the Northern Spotted Owl”. The document
specifies that resource management and the quantity of timber offered for sale “will reflect the
implications of these standards and guidelines and the land allocations.” It presents a combination of
land allocations managed primarily to protect and enhance habitat for late-successional and old-growth
forest related species and standards and guidelines for the management of the land allocations (REO
2005). For example, to protect federally listed threatened and endangered species, such as the northern
spotted owl and the marbled murrelet, ground-disturbing activity (including timber harvests, road
construction, and other activities that generate above-ambient noise during the nesting season of
federally listed species) in national forests often have area and seasonal operation restrictions to reduce
the effects of these activities on listed species. As a result, activities can only occur during certain times
of day and year (such as non-nesting periods), so it may take longer to complete some timber harvesting
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projects. The continuation of these timing restrictions would most likely continue to affect project
implementation, which can reduce the volume of timber harvesting that is carried out on USFS lands
(USES 2006).

Provincial Parks

British Columbia Parks (BC Parks), under the Ministry of Environment, also protects several provincial
parks across the international border from NOCA, in Canada. The Chilliwack Lake, Skagit Valley, and
EC Manning Provincial Parks together protect an additional 267,032 acres north of NOCA. These lands
are managed for “world class conservation, outdoor recreation, education, and scientific study” (BC
Parks Mission Statement).

State Lands

No state lands border MORA or NOCA. However, major parcels of land owned by the Washington
Department of Natural Resources (WDNR) are south and west of MORA's Nisqually entrance, and
additional WDNR lands are within in the five counties in which MORA and NOCA are located. These
lands are managed for timber harvesting to earn income to help fund local services in many counties
and build public schools, universities, state mental hospitals, and other institutions (WDNR 2014b).

In accordance with the Policy for Sustainable Forests (WDNR 2004), WDNR calculates, by county, a
sustainable timber harvest that “balances revenue production with ecological values such as healthy
forest ecosystem and habitat for threatened and endangered species” (WDNR 2014a). This “sustainable
timber harvest” is the volume of timber to be scheduled for sale during a planning decade (WDNR
2014a). In 2013, WDNR publically auctioned 21,720 board feet in Skagit County, 17,870 in Whatcom
County, 2,044 in Pierce County, and 50,235 in Lewis County, for a total of 39,590 board feet in areas
west and south of NOCA and 52,279 board feet in areas north, west, and south of MORA (WDNR
2014c). See Table 3.10: 2013 Timber Sales on WDNR Lands in Counties including MORA and NOCA for
the values of these sales of board feet. There were no timber harvests in Chelan County in 2013. WDNR
lands within the South Puget Habitat Conservation Plan Planning Unit (which include Pierce and Lewis
Counties) are certified as being in compliance with the Forest Stewardship Council (FSC) Pacific Coast
Regional Standard.

Table 3.10: 2013 Timber Sales on WDNR Lands in Counties including MORA and NOCA

County Board Feet Value
MORA

Lewis 50,235 $14,578,740
Pierce 2,044 $459,000
NOCA

Chelan 0 0

Skagit 21,720 $5,719,000
Whatcom 17,870 $5,259,810

Source: WDNR 2014c¢

As noted in chapter 1, WDNR has developed a multispecies habitat conservation plan to continue forest
management activities on state trust lands (including protection for the private timber companies to
whom the state leases land for timber harvest) while complying with the federal Endangered Species Act
(WDNR 1997). This habitat conservation plan (described also under “Private Lands” below) defines,
among others, mitigation measures to ensure the reproductive success of breeding adult fishers on
WDNR-managed forests. This includes restrictions on WDNR contracts for sales of timber and other
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valuable materials, as well as grants, rights-of-way, and easements, and the prohibition of activities
within 0.5 mile of a known active fisher den site between February 1 and July 31 where such activities
would appreciably reduce the likelihood of denning success (WDNR 1997, 1V. 169). WDNR-managed
roads are also routinely closed for cost-effective forest management and protection of public resources,
including wildlife (WDNR 1997).

Other Government Lands

Seattle City Light (SCL), Seattle’s publically-owned electric power utility, operates four hydroelectric
dams within NOCA under the Skagit River and Newhalem Creek Hydroelectric Project. As part of these
operations, SCL owns a number of acres in the park, not to mention a significant amount of
infrastructure on NPS lands, and operates two company towns, Newhalem and Diablo, where a number
of Seattle City Light employees live and work.

Private Lands

MORA is located in Pierce and Lewis Counties, which, as of 2010, have a combined population of
870,680; NOCA is located in Chelan, Skagit, Whatcom Counties which, as of 2010, have a combined
population of 390,494 (US Census Bureau 2010). Within these five counties, several small cities, towns,
and villages dot the outskirts of each park and are located within the SW and NW Fisher
Reintroduction Areas, including Packwood and Randle outside of MORA and Marblemount, Rockport,
Concrete, and Darrington outside of NOCA. Chelan County, which includes the small community of
Stehekin in Lake Chelan NRA, is located outside of the NW Fisher Reintroduction Area. NOCA
includes two inholdings.

Much of the privately held lands near MORA and NOCA, including the private lands in Stehekin, are
zoned by the counties within their respective comprehensive plans as rural reserve or rural residential,
with densities averaging between one residential unit per five acres to one unit per 20 acres (Skagit
County 2007; Whatcom County 2014, Lewis County 2002, Pierce County 2014). Some lands are also
open for mineral development near the park boundaries. These designations, and the applicable
development regulations and comprehensive plan policies associated with them, help manage growth
and maintain the rural character of the communities adjacent to the parks.

Under Washington State’s Growth Management Act (GMA), Pierce, Lewis, Skagit, and Whatcom
Counties have also zoned a number of private lands around MORA and NOCA for industrial forest
practices (Skagit County 2007, Whatcom County 2014, Lewis County 2002, Pierce County 2014),
recognizing the importance of these resource lands of long-term commerecial significance (WAC 36.70A
RCW). Whatcom and Skagit Counties, in particular, have zoned most of the unincorporated, non-
public lands near NOCA as Industrial/Commercial Forest lands for the purpose of ensuring that “forest
lands of long-term commerecial significance are conserved and managed to provide sustainable forest
yields, job stability, ecological values and the continuation of a viable commercial forest industry”
(Skagit County 2007, Whatcom County 2014).

While no private timber lands border NOCA due to the surrounding USFS lands, Rainier Timber
Company, LLC, owns approximately 120,000 acres near MORA and shares approximately six miles of
the park's western boundary. Plum Creek Timber Company shares 2.5 miles of the park boundary, with
approximately 1,920 acres in four sections adjacent to and near the Carbon River area and one on the
western boundary. Timber sales are planned along the Nisqually River and adjacent to the park
beginning in 2014-2015. In addition to harvesting activities, Rainier Timber Company's lands are open
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for public recreation such as camping, hiking, hunting, and mountain biking, for a fee. Access is by foot,
bicycle, or automobile. All-terrain vehicles, horses, motorcycles, and snowmobiles are not allowed.

While the economic health and stability of many Washington counties has long been dependent on the
products reaped from forest lands, the amount of forestry employment,’ as a share of the total
employment in each county, has decreased in Pierce, Skagit, and Whatcom Counties since the late 1960s
by as much as 63 percent, and today, accounts for two percent or less of total employment in each
county. In Lewis County, employment in forestry has increased by 30 percent since 1969, but reached a
high of 1,559 jobs in 2002. Since then, this employment sector has decreased by about 14 percent.
Today, forestry accounts for almost four percent of Lewis County’s approximate 33,500 jobs (BEA n.d.).
Similarly, the earnings within forestry and forestry-related industries in Pierce, Skagit, and Whatcom
Counties have decreased since 2001 by as much as 21 percent. Earnings from forestry in Lewis County
grew by almost six percent since this time. Today, earnings from forestry and forestry related industries
accounts for less 2.5 percent of the earnings in Pierce, Skagit, and Whatcom Counties and just over nine
percent of the earnings in Lewis County (BEA n.d.).

As noted in chapter 1, the habitat conservation plan developed by WDNR allows private landowners to
develop land occupied by listed species under the federal Endangered Species Act provided that they
undertake conservation measures. The “No Surprises Policy” assures participating landowners that they
would incur no additional mitigation requirements beyond those they agreed to in their habitat
conservation plans, even if circumstances change or additional species are subsequently listed (USFWS
n.d.a). Habitat conservation plans can include conservation measures for candidate species, proposed
species, and other species of concern at the time a plan is developed, and the fisher is covered under
WDNR'’s plan (WDNR 1997; Lewis and Hayes 2004). The combination of conservation strategies
included in the WDNR habitat conservation plan is expected to provide forest conditions suitable for
fisher breeding, foraging, and resting habitat by ensuring the development of large landscapes of mature
and old-growth forest. To meet the plan’s objective of providing habitat to support fishers, additional
mitigation was necessary to ensure the reproductive success of breeding adults in WDNR-managed
forests. In particular, special management was identified to minimize human disturbance around active
den sites and to eliminate trapping mortality. This includes restrictions placed by the department on its
contracts for the sale of timber and other valuable materials, as well as in its grants and rights-of-way
and easements, to prohibit activities within 0.5 mile of a known active fisher den site between February
1 and July 31 where such activities would appreciably reduce the likelihood of denning success (WDNR
1997,1V. 169).

Tribal Lands

There are no tribal lands located within the Southwestern Fisher Reintroduction Area. However, the
Yakama Reservation is immediately to the east of the Southwestern Fisher Reintroduction Area and
includes suitable fisher habitat.

There is one reservation in the Northwestern Fisher Reintroduction Area, belonging to the Sauk-
Suiattle Indian Tribe. Current membership of this tribe numbers around 200 individuals (Sauk-Suiattle
Indian Tribe 2007).

" Data from 1969-2000 is based on the U.S. Standard Industrial Classification system which groups agricultural services
with fishing and forestry. Since 2000, the employment numbers are based on the North American Industry Classification
System which groups only forestry, fishing, and related activities.
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Fisher Predation on Domestic Animals

Fisher biologists and furbearer program managers have documented fisher predation on pets and small
livestock in the Midwest and Northeast. These events typically occur where homes are in remote,
forested habitats. In these situations, fishers might prey on feral cats or house cats that spend time
outdoors. Small dogs may also be vulnerable, but less so than cats. Fishers may also prey on small
livestock, such as chickens, ducks, geese, and rabbits that range outside a predator-proof coop or barn.
In Wisconsin, where fisher densities are extremely high (one fisher per two square miles),
approximately ten damage reports per year are attributed to fishers. While some of these problems are
actually caused by fishers, some are likely to have other causes. Biologists and managers indicate that
while fishers may opportunistically prey on pets (especially cats) and small livestock, these events are
uncommon because fishers tend to avoid people and developed areas, even when their numbers are
high (Lewis, pers. comm., 2006).

Farm earnings for the four counties that could be most affected by this plan include earnings related to
both livestock and crops. Farm earnings for 2012 for these counties comprised less than one percent of
total earnings in Pierce and Lewis Counties and less than 2.5 percent in Skagit and Whatcom Counties
(BEA n.d.). Fishers would not impact crops; therefore, the amount of livestock represented by these
figures would likely be lower, particularly since only small livestock would be affected.

Predation by other predators, such as mountain lions and coyotes, on pets and small livestock has
occurred in the past on the NW and SW Cascades. For example, in 2011, a cougar attacked livestock
near Sedro-Woolley in Skagit County (The Herald of Everett 2012).

Impacts of the Alternatives
Alternative A - No Action Alternative

Direct and Indirect Impacts
There would be no impacts to neighboring landowners, land use, or socioeconomics in the N'W
Cascades from Alternative A as no fisher would be reintroduced in the region.

However, impacts to neighboring landowners, land use, and socioeconomics in the SW Cascades would
be similar to those from Alternative B as fishers are anticipated to be present in MORA and the
surrounding lands under this alternative. Considering the potential need to place restrictions around
fisher dens, particularly on USFS lands which contain the most suitable fisher habitat, neighboring land
owners could individually experience long term, adverse, negligible to moderate impacts from WDFW
actions to restore fisher in the SW Cascades under this alternative, and other neighbors with domestic
animals or livestock could experience negligible adverse impacts from potential fisher predation. That
said, lands managed for forestry in the SW and N'W Cascades could also experience long-term,
beneficial, negligible impacts to land use and socioeconomics from fisher restoration due to fisher
predation on other mammals that can decrease the productivity of forestry lands. See impacts to
Alternative B for more discussion.

Cumulative Impacts
A large percentage of USFS lands would continue to be protected as designated wilderness under the

Wilderness Act which prohibits commercial timber production and harvesting on these lands. On non-
wilderness federal and state lands, the USFS and WDFW would continue to complete timber sales
which would bring in income for each agency (a minor beneficial impact), and implementation of the
Northwest Forest Plan and multispecies habitat conservation plan would continue to have adverse,
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minor to moderate impacts on timber operations on respective USFS and WDNR lands for the
protection of state and federally listed species. Local county zoning regulations would continue to apply
to Pierce, Lewis, Skagit, Whatcom, and Chelan Counties which would have long-term, minor, beneficial
impacts in helping to manage growth and maintain the rural character of the communities adjacent to
the parks.

Conclusion
There would be no adverse impacts to neighboring landowners, land use, and socioeconomics in the
NW Cascades. Cumulative impacts would be adverse and minor to moderate.

Neighboring landowners, land use, and socioeconomics could individually experience long-term,
negligible to moderate, adverse impacts and long-term, negligible, beneficial impacts from fisher
reintroduction in the SW Cascades. Adverse cumulative impacts would be minor to moderate in this
region while beneficial impacts would be minor.

Alternative B - No Action Alternative

Direct and Indirect Impacts

Neighboring landowners (including the land use on their property and the earnings derived from the
property) could individually experience long-term, negligible to moderate, adverse impacts and long-
term, negligible, beneficial impacts from fisher restoration in the NW and SW Cascades.

The USFS, which manages the majority (68 percent) of suitable fisher habitat in the SW and NW
Cascades and contains all non-NPS candidate release sites under this alternative, would be the most
likely neighboring landowner to be impacted by fisher restoration because USFS lands would be the
most likely to contain this state-listed species. Under their own management guidance, the USFS treats
federal candidate and state listed species, such as the fisher, as “sensitive”, whose management “must
not result in a loss of species viability or create significant trends toward federal listing” (FSM 2670.32).
Given that fishers would likely inhabit USFS lands under this alternative, the USFS may apply seasonal
restrictions on certain activities that have the potential to adversely impact fisher. Such restrictions
would likely be placed only in close proximity to known, active fisher denning sites and would likely be
tied to fisher denning periods (early March through the end of July). While these restrictions could
delay activities such as timber harvesting and associated activities (e.g. felling, yarding, and road
building), the potential for and impact from any restriction would be largely reduced by fisher behavior
and limited monitoring. Female fishers may move kits during the denning season, reducing the length of
time seasonal restrictions would be needed in any one location, and do not use the same den site in
consecutive years, reducing the potential to impact the same stand for multiple years in a row. Similarly,
once the individual tracking device on a fisher fails (VHF radio-transmitters are projected to last
approximately two years after the release), locations of denning fishers would generally be unknown,
and the USFS would therefore be unlikely to place any seasonal restrictions tied to such activity on their
land. During and following the fisher reintroduction on the Olympic Peninsula, the USFS did not
implement any restrictions on forestry activities, furthermore confirming the unlikelihood of this
occurring (Happe, pers. comm., 2014b). Based on the above discussion, forestry activities on USFS
lands could be adversely impacted long-term (i.e. so long as fisher are present and listed) by successful
fisher restoration; however, any impacts to specific areas and individual landowners would be unlikely
and negligible to moderate if they occurred, depending on the precise location of the known den and
plans for timber harvesting in that location at the time.
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WNDR and private lands account for more than 21 percent of suitable fisher habitat in the SW and NW
Cascades. However, because there is no critical habitat rule (WAC 222-16-080) for the fisher under the
State Forest Practices Act (RCW 76.09), there are currently no mandatory restrictions on forest practice
activities to protect fisher habitat on state or private timberlands (Lewis and Hayes 2004) and forestry
activities on WDNR and private lands would not likely be impacted by fisher restoration in the SW and
NW Cascades. That said, private land owners are prohibited from hunting/trapping, possessing, or
harming a state endangered species, and knowingly cutting down or disturbing an occupied fisher den
tree would be a violation of state law. Therefore, if alandowner knew of an existing den site, they may
experience adverse impacts from delayed harvesting activities out of protection for a den site. While this
impact would likely be perceived by the individual as minor to moderate, the potential for this impact to
occur is minimized by the lack of monitoring after two years following release (see discussion on USFS
above) and the limited high quality fisher habitat on private lands surrounding the parks. Therefore,
adverse impacts to forestry activities on WDNR and private lands from this alternative could be long-
term and negligible to moderate under existing conditions.

Is it important to note that if the fisher population in the state of Washington recovered to the point that
it met the state recovery objectives (Hayes and Lewis 2006), as is intended under this alternative, the
Washington Fish and Wildlife Commission could delist the species to state sensitive status and manage
the species as protected wildlife (WAC § 232-12-011). While this would be a step in the recovery process
for the fisher, regardless of its federal conservation status, this down-listing would not substantially
change the impacts neighboring landowners, landuse, or socioeconomics discussed above as 1) the
species would still be at least a federal candidate species, meaning the USFS would still manage the
fisher as “sensitive”, and 2) the current state-listing already does not place any restrictions on forest
practice activities to protect fisher habitat on state or private timberlands. Similarly, regardless of the
fisher’s listing, the USFS and WDNR would likely continue to protect and enhance suitable fisher
habitat through forestry practices outlined in their respective Northwest Forest Plan and multispecies
habitat conservation plan, such as thinning to promote the future development of late-successional
habitat for species such as northern spotted owl and marbled murrelet and prohibiting activities within
0.5 mile of a known active fisher den site between February 1 and July 31 (WDNR 1997).

Regardless of landowner, lands managed for forestry in the SW and NW Cascades could also
experience long-term, beneficial impacts to land use and socioeconomics from fisher restoration due to
fisher predation on other mammals that can decrease the productivity of forestry lands, such as the
mountain beaver and porcupine. Following the reduction of fisher populations on much of the forested
lands in the U.S., porcupine populations climbed to extremely high densities and were blamed for much
timber damage (Powell and Zielinski 1994). Although it is difficult to quantify the damage caused by
porcupines because they also beneficially prune trees, damage did occur in areas with very high
porcupine populations (Powell and Zielinski 1994). Because the fisher is one of the only species that
preys on porcupines, many states and provinces reintroduced fishers in the late 1950s and 1960s to
reduce high porcupine population densities, as well as reestablish a native mammal (Powell and
Zielinski 1994). Specifically, logging companies reintroduced fishers into northern New England in the
1950s to control porcupines which were decimating seedlings that had been planted by the timber
companies for reestablishing trees in logged areas. Given the current absence of this native predator-
prey relationship, the restoration of fishers in the SW and NW Cascades may have a beneficial, long-
term economic impact on timber harvesting. However, due to the anticipated low densities at which
fisher are expected to occur in the Cascades and the unknown damage that these other mammals have
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on forest lands in the SW and NW Cascades, these beneficial impacts from fisher restoration would
likely be only negligible.

The reintroduction of fishers at MORA and NOCA might also result in long-term, adverse impacts to
local domestic and farm animals such as house cats, rabbits, poultry, and small mammals on adjacent
lands. However, these events are uncommon, even where fishers are abundant, because fishers tend

to avoid people and developed areas. Similarly, considering that pet and small livestock owners who
may be susceptible to loss of animals from fisher predation already need to protect their pets and small
livestock from more common predators that occur at higher densities such as coyote, raccoon, skunks,
bobcats, and weasels, the addition of fishers to the SW and N'W Cascades regions would not cause any
changes to management and animal husbandry. Although individual prey animals could suffer injury or
fatality, the overall adverse impact on the pets and livestock would be negligible given the anticipated
low densities at which fisher are expected to occur in the Cascades and the presence of more common
predators.

Cumulative Impacts

Alarge percentage of USFS lands would continue to be protected as designated wilderness under the
Wilderness Act which prohibits commercial timber production and harvesting on these lands. On non-
wilderness federal and state lands, the USFS and WDFW would continue to complete timber sales
which would bring in income for each agency, and implementation of the Northwest Forest Plan and
multispecies habitat conservation plan would continue to have adverse, minor to moderate impacts on
timber operations on respective USFS and WDNR lands for the protection of state and federally listed
species. Local county zoning regulations would continue to apply to Pierce, Lewis, Skagit, Whatcom,
and Chelan Counties which would have long-term beneficial impacts in helping to manage growth and
maintain the rural character of the communities adjacent to the parks.

Conclusion

Although rare and unlikely, neighboring landowners could individually experience long-term, negligible
to moderate, adverse impacts and long-term, negligible, beneficial impacts from fisher reintroduction in
the SW and NW Cascades. Adverse cumulative impacts would be minor to moderate in these regions
while beneficial impacts would be minor.

PARK MANAGEMENT AND OPERATIONS

Issues and Concerns

Restoration of fisher on NPS lands would require funding and personnel to implement initial
restoration actions and conduct associated monitoring programs. These actions would impose an
operational and financial burden on the parks and could require diversion of resources away from other
priorities due to current and projected budgetary shortfalls in the agency.

Affected Environment

Both MORA and NOCA operate wildlife programs within their respective Division of Natural and
Cultural Resources which are each led by a division chief that is overseen directly by the park’s
superintendent (NOCA) or deputy superintendent (MORA). Both programs were, until recently,
managed by career-seasonal wildlife biologists (i.e. positions that are permanent but subject to furlough;
the wildlife biologist at NOCA is guaranteed only 9.25 months of work each year) who implemented
inventory and monitoring work associated with the North Coast and Cascadia Network of the NPS and
completed park-specific work such as short-term research studies and compliance surveys for park
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proposed projects. Both lead biologists have retired in the last year and a half, and NOCA has hired the
position which should be filled in October 2014. It is unknown at this time if MORA will fill the position
as it has existed in the past.

Depending on funding, both wildlife programs have also been supported by a number of permanent,
term, and/or seasonal staff over the years. In addition to the park’s lead wildlife biologist, NOCA
employs another career seasonal wildlife biologist who is primarily responsible for field work —
monitoring primarily large carnivores and threatened and endangered species in the park, and a number
of seasonal staff who assist with other inventory and monitoring work. MORA has also employed a
couple of term biotechs in the last five years and a number of seasonal staff who have assisted with
monitoring species of interest in the park such as marmots, bats, and spotted owls.

Impacts of the Alternatives
Alternative A - No Action Alternative

Direct and Indirect Impacts

Because the NPS would not be involved in any reintroduction efforts, there would be no impact to NPS
staff or budgets from implementing this alternative. However, if fishers recolonize MORA during
WDFW reintroduction efforts, MORA would assist WDFW as resources permit to support recovery.
According to NPS Management Policies, MORA would also continue to protect the fisher and fisher
habitat as it does for several species that share habitat with the fisher, such as the spotted owl.
Therefore, this alternative could have a negligible, short-term and long-term, adverse effects on park
operations at MORA as it might require staff time to assistant with WDFW efforts during and
immediately following reintroductions and as more oversight may be required with planning projects
within the park in order to ensure the protection of fisher and fisher habitat in to the future. There
would be no impact to NOCA from this alternative beyond existing conditions.

Cumulative Impacts

Other impacts on operations include implementation of other plans, such as the Nisqually-Paradise
Road Rehabilititation in MORA and the Stehekin River Corridor Implementation Plan in NOCA.
Potential future budgetary restrictions could also impact the ability to effectively manage wildlife,
including state and federally listed species, within and adjacent to both parks.

Conclusion
This alternative would not impact NOCA; however impacts to MORA would likely be short- to long-
term, adverse, and negligible.

Alternative B — Reintroduce Fishers into MORA and NOCA Using Translocation

Direct and Indirect Impacts

While fisher restoration is estimated to cost a total of $1.1 million for both the SW and NW Cascades,
the NPS would not be responsible for the full cost of implementation, which is expected to be shared
with WDFW and other interested parties. As of fall 2014, the NPS has identified $470,992 from national
funds (non-park base) that could be made available for the project as early as FY2016 (October 1, 2015),
and a number of other sources of funding have been identified. In addition to funding, restoration of
fisher on NPS lands would require personnel to implement initial restoration actions and conduct
associated monitoring programs. Specifically, this alternative would necessitate the involvement of all
park wildlife biologists, as well as support from the management team and interpretation staff, for the
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implementation of fisher restoration. Wildlife biologists would be responsible for helping to obtain
additional funding for the reintroductions; organizing releases of fisher; implementing the monitoring
program within the parks such as monitoring camera stations, deploying and checking hair snare sites,
locating fishers from the ground and from the air, and identifying the location of den sites; and
completing reports based on monitoring data. Interpretation staff would be responsible for issuing press
releases for fisher releases in the parks and implementing any changes within interpretive programing to
highlight species reintroductions and/or forest carnivores; and volunteer coordinators at both parks
would be needed to organize volunteer involvement in the reintroductions and monitoring. These
actions, which would certainly be supported by other staff within the parks, would impose a short-term
operational and financial burden on the parks and could require diversion of resources (particularly
staff time) away from other priorities due to current and projected budgetary shortfalls in the agency.
Considering the leadership (and financial and administrative support) of WDFW within this
reintroduction effort and the allocation of NPS project-funding toward this project (as previously
mention, a substantial amount of the funding has already been identified at the national, not park, level),
these commitments would have a minor, short- to long-term, adverse impact to park management and
operations. Additional oversight may also be required for future NPS planning projects in order to
ensure the protection of fisher and fisher habitat which would have an adverse, long-term, negligible
impact on park management and operations as oversight is already given to species with similar habitat
requirements.

Cumulative Impacts

Other impacts on operations include implementation of other plans, such as the Nisqually-Paradise
Road Rehabilitation in MORA and the Stehekin River Corridor Implementation Plan in NOCA.
Potential future budgetary restrictions could also impact the ability to effectively manage wildlife,
including state and federally listed species, within and adjacent to both parks.

Conclusion
This alternative would have negligible to minor, short- to long-term, adverse impacts on park
management and operations at both MORA and NOCA.
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Chapter 4 - Consultation and Coordination

HISTORY OF PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

The formal public scoping period for the Fisher Restoration Plan / Environmental Assessment (EA)
began on August 15, 2013 and extended through September 30, 2013.

The NPS announced the public scoping period and invited public comment through press releases,
websites, mailings, and information distributed at park visitor centers and the Puyallup Fair. A press
release was distributed to local and regional news media on August 15th, at least eight of whom carried
the story, including The Seattle News Tribune, The Seattle Times, The Columbian, The Herald (out of
Everett, WA), The Bonney Lake Sumner Courier — Herald, The Seattle Weekly, The Olympian, and The
Centralia Chronicle. A few organizations also posted information about the proposed plan on their
websites, including North Cascades Institute, National Parks Conservation Association, Northwest
Hiker, Washington Trails Association, and Wilderness Watch. Information about the planning effort
was posted on Mount Rainier National Park’s and North Cascades National Park Complex’s NPS
official websites, and a project-specific public website (http://parkplanning.nps.gov/RestoreFisher) was
created through the NPS Planning, Environment, and Public Comment (PEPC) website to provide
documents and information about the planning effort. This website also included a venue to accept
public comments. NPS staff produced and mailed/emailed a one-page, double-sided newsletter to
approximately 1,100 individuals, agencies, organizations, governmental representatives, and tribal
governments. In addition to the mailing, this newsletter was distributed at park visitor centers and at the

Mount Rainier National Park’s booth at the Puyallup Fair throughout the month of September.

Throughout the public scoping period, the public was invited to submit comments by regular mail or
online on the project website on PEPC.

During the public scoping period, the NPS received correspondence from approximately 525
individuals, agencies, and organizations. While a number of these correspondences were submitted via
mail or online (~40), the majority of correspondences, including a form letter signed by 393 individuals,
were submitted via the National Parks Conservation Association (NPCA) who collected comment
letters from their members, compiled these electronically, and mailed the NPS a CD containing all
correspondences.

Following the public scoping period, Mason Reid, wildlife ecologist at MORA and project lead for this
Plan/EA, hosted a facebook chat on the proposed fisher reintroduction on March 27, 2014 from 3:00-
4:00pm. At least eleven people participated in this conversation — asking questions about the fisher and
its diet and reproductive behaviors, competition with other predators, other reintroduction efforts, and
information about the proposed reintroduction in MORA.

AGENCIES AND TRIBES CONSULTED

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

The Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (16 USC 1531 et seq.) requires all federal agencies to
consult with the USFWS to ensure that any action authorized, funded, or carried out by the agency does
not jeopardize the continued existence of listed species or critical habitat. The NPS began informal
consultation on this project with the USFWS on June 24, 2013. During an informal consultation
meeting, the NPS obtained a list of federally listed endangered and threatened species that may be
present in the project area and affected by the proposed action from the USFWS. The list was used as
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the basis for the special status species analysis in this EA and the Biological Assessment (BA) prepared for
the proposed action (included in Appendix A). Based on the analysis in this EA and BA, the National
Park Service has determined that the proposed action is not likely to adversely affect federally listed
species or critical habitat within the project areas. The Biological Assessment prepared for this Plan/EA
was submitted to USFWS on September 15, 2014 with a request for their review and concurrence with

this determination.

Washington State Historic Preservation Office
Consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and tribes was initiated on August 15,
2013, with a letter a scoping newsletter distributed to the SHPO and tribes affiliated with MORA and
NOCA. MORA also held an annual meeting with tribes in June 2013 and discussed this Plan/EA and

proposed actions at that time. The NPS has not received any comments on the proposed action from

these parties.

LIST OF RECIPIENTS

British Columbia Aboriginal Fisheries Commission

Okanogan-Wenatchee National Forest

British Columbia Parks, Ministry of Environment

Olympic National Forest

Bureau of Indian Affairs - Portland Office

Olympic National Park

Bureau of Land Management

Port Commissioner

Burlington Parks & Recreation

Port of Chelan County

Chelan County Board of Commissioners

Puyallup Tribe of Indians

Chelan County Department of Natural Resources

Samish Tribal Nation

Chelan County Noxious Weed Board

San Juan National Historical Park

Chelan County Planning

Sauk-Suiattle Indian Tribe

Chelan County PUD

Seattle City Light

Chelan County Sheriff's Office

Seattle District Corps of Engineers, South Puget
Sound Section

Chelan Ranger District

Seattle Office of Sustainability & Envir

City of Anacortes

Skagit County Noxious Weed Control Board

City of Bellingham

Skagit County Parks & Recreation

City of Burlington

Skagit County Public Works Dept

City of Chelan

Skagit County Sheriff's Office

City of Concrete

Skagit County Upriver Services

City of Ferndale

Skagit Environmental Endowment Commission

City of Mount Vernon

Skagit Watershed Council

City of Sedro-Woolley

Squaxin Island Tribe

City of Winthrop

University of Idaho, Dept of Forest Resources

Colville Confederated Tribes

Upper Skagit Indian Tribe

Colville National Forest

US Army Corps of Engineers

Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama Nation

US Department of Justice

Cowlitz Indian Tribe

US DOT, Fed. Hwy Administration

Darrington Ranger District

US Fish and Wildlife Service - Western WA

Ebey's Landing National Historical Reserve

US Forest Service - Pacific Wildland Fire Sciences
Laboratory

Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10

USGS BRD Western Fisheries Research Center

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Portland
Office

USGS Forest & Rangeland Ecosystem Science Center
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Fort Vancouver National Historic Site

Washington Dept. of Archeology and Historic
Preservation

Gifford Pinchot National Forest

Washington State Department of Agriculture

Klondike Gold Rush National Historic Park

Washington State Department of Ecology

Mount Baker-Snoqualmie National Forest

Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife

Muckleshoot Indian Tribal Council

Washington State Department of Fisheries, Ms/Ax-11

National Marine Fisheries Service

Washington State Department of Natural Resources

National Park Service - Fort Collins

Washington State Department of Tourism

National Park Service — Water Resources Division

Washington State Department of Transportation

National Park Service — Environmental Quality Division

Washington State Interagency Committee for
Outdoor Recreation

Nisqually Indian Tribe

Washington State Noxious Weed Control Board

Nlaka'pamux Nation

Washington State Parks

NOAA Fisheries, Washington Habitat Branch

Washington State Parks & Recreation Commission

Nooksack Indian Tribal Council

Washington State Recreation and Conservation Office

NPS, Natural Resource Stewardship & Science

Washington State Seaplane Pilots Association

NPS, Pacific West Region Office - Seattle

Washington Utilities & Transport Commission

NPS, DSC Technical Information Center

Whatcom County Council

Office of Federal Programs

Whatcom County Noxious Weed Control Board

Office of the Governor

Whatcom County Parks

Office of the Regional Solicitor

Whatcom County Planning/Dev. Services

Okanogan County Noxious Weed Control Board

WSU Mt. Vernon Research & Extension Unit

LIST OF PREPARERS

The following NPS and WDFW staff helped to prepare and review this document.

Name Position Responsibility
NOCA

Karen Taylor-Goodrich Superintendent Decision Maker
Jack Oelfke Chief, Natural and Cultural Resources Project Advisor

Denise Schultz

Chief of Interpretation and Education

Project Advisor and Public
Information Officer

Bob Kuntz

Wildlife Biologist, Retired

Project Lead (initial)

Jason Ransom

Wildlife Biologist, beginning October 2014

Project Advisor

Roger Christophersen

Wildlife Biologist

Project Advisor

Roy Zipp Environmental Protection Specialist NEPA Advisor
Jesse Kennedy Cultural Resources Manager, Retired NHPA Advisor
Kim Kwarsick Cultural Resources Manager NHPA Advisor
Elly (Elizabeth) Boerke Environmental Protection Specialist NEPA Lead

Kelly Bush Wilderness District Ranger, Retired Wilderness Advisor

Ken Hires Stehekin District Interpreter Public Information Officer
MORA

Randy King Superintendent Decision Maker

Tracy Swartout

Deputy Superintendent

Project Advisor

Roger Andrascik

Chief, Natural and Cultural Resources

Project Advisor

Mason Reid

Wildlife Ecologist/Project Manager, Retired

Project Lead

Barbara Samora

Aquatics Program Manager/Biologist

Project Advisor
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Name Position Responsibility

Karen Thompson Environmental Protection Specialist NEPA Advisor

Ben Diaz Section 106 Coordinator Technical Specialist

Greg Burtchard Cultural Resources Manager NHPA Advisor

Kraig Snure Wilderness District Ranger Wilderness Advisor

Ingrid Nixon Chief, Interpretation and Education Project Advisor and Public

Information Officer

Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife

Jeff Lewis Mesocarnivore Conservation Biologist Project Advisor (Primary)

Harriet Allen Endangered & Threatened Species Section Project Advisor
Manager, Retired
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Glossary

Augmentation: An augmentation is an attempt to add individuals to an existing population (IUCN
1987, Nielsen 1988).

Candidate Species: “those species for which the Service has on file sufficient information on biological
vulnerability and threat(s) to support issuance of a proposed rule to list [as endangered or threatened]
but issuance of the proposed rule is precluded”. Source:
www.fws.gov/Midwest/Endangered/glossary/index.html

Endangered Species: a plant or animal “in danger of extinction within the foreseeable future
throughout all or a significance portion of its range”. Source:
www.fws.gov/Midwest/Endangered/glossary/index.html

Introduction: An introduction is an attempt to establish a population outside its historical range.

Reintroduction: A reintroduction is an attempt to reestablish a population where it no longer exists
within its historical range.

Threatened Species: “any species which is likely to become an endangered species within the
foreseeable future throughout all or a significant portion of its range”. Source:
www.fws.gov/Midwest/Endangered/glossary/index.html

Translocation: A translocation is the intentional release of animals in the wild to reestablish, augment,
or establish a population (Griffith et al. 1989). Translocations include reintroductions, introductions
and augmentations.
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Acronyms

AGL

BA
BCFLNRO
BCMOE
BLM
CEQ
DPS

EA

ELC

FFA
GMA
IPCC
MORA
NOCA

NPS
NRA
NW
OLYM
PEPC
PILT
RNA
SCL
SW
WDOA
WDFW
WDNR
u.s.
USFWS
USFS
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Above ground level
Biological Assessment

British Columbia Ministry of Forests, Lands, and Natural Resource Operations

British Columbia Ministry of Environment
Bureau of Land Management

Council of Environmental Quality

Distinct Population Segment

Environmental Assessment

Environmental Learning Center

Federal Aviation Administration

Growth Management Act
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
Mount Rainier National Park

North Cascades National Park Service Complex (includes North Cascades National Park and

Ross Lake and Lake Chelan National Recreation Areas)

National Park Service

National Recreation Area

Northwest

Olympic National Park

Planning, Environment, and Public Comment
Payment in Lieu of Taxes

Research Natural Area

Seattle City Light

Southwest

Washington Department of Agriculture
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife
Washington Department of Natural Resources
United States

United States Fish and Wildlife Service
United States Forest Service
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