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a. Abstract 
Continuing segment of the Colville Tribes overall goal of mitigating for as much of the wildlife losses suffered from Grand Coulee and Chief Joseph Dam Projects as is possible.   This project will add additional land to the existing mitigation base by acquiring management rights to adjacent or similar lands within the project area.   Approximately 2,000 to 4,000 acres will be acquired depending on the cost of agreements.

These lands will enhance and buffer current efforts.   They will be managed to protect, enhance and partially mitigate for habitat losses due to hydropower developments as provided under the Northwest Power Act of 1980 and the 1994 FWP.   Primary emphasis is on deer winter range and sharp-tailed grouse habitat.   However, a large number of species will receive benefit due to habitat protection and enhancements, which will lead to overall, increased bio-diversity.

b. Technical and/or scientific background
The completion of Grand Coulee and Chief Joseph hydropower facilities brought cheap electricity and started the flow of irrigation water to a large portion of the Pacific Northwest.   It brought an end to a way of life and a culture that had existed continuously in the area for thousand of years.   It stopped the movement of salmon to the Upper Columbia and destroyed critical habitat of deer and other species relied upon by the native peoples.   In 1980, forty years later, the Northwest Power Act made it possible to at least begin to address the losses to wildlife caused by the construction and operation of Grand Coulee and Chief Joseph Dams.   Over 24,000 acres of critical, low elevation wildlife habitat were lost on the Colville Reservation.   In addition the sub-basin summaries for the Intermountain Province identify habitat loss, fragmentation and isolation from land use practices as the primary limiting factor for wildlife.   The problem simply put, is that we lost wildlife habitat due to hydropower development.   This project will address the problem in the following ways:  The project proposes to acquire the management rights to approximately 2,000 to 4,000 acres of land this year for the purpose of protecting, enhancing, and managing these lands in perpetuity.   The actual acreage acquired will depend upon the final cost of acquisition, which is based on fair market value appraisals, negotiations, and the amount of funding actually awarded to the project for FY2001.      Management rights may be acquired through leases, easements, and land trades or land purchase.   The properties being considered are presently used for range and forest production and some agriculture.   Many have high potential for sub-division into ranchettes and recreational properties.   The sub-division of these properties would destroy the bulk of their wildlife habitat value and would seriously degrade the habitat values of adjacent lands.   These high wildlife value properties are the ones we are after.   The amount of land we acquire will depend on two things; the amount of mitigation funding we receive and the cost of the property.   It is all in place and in kind mitigation.   It will enhance our previous efforts by increasing the overall size of core project areas.   It will give protection to additional wildlife habitat and buffer existing sites.   It will aid in “blocking up” project areas, protecting large areas, creating corridors, improving connectivity, and leading to overall watershed and ecosystem management.   Project lands are and will be managed to provide long-term protection and enhancement to Big Game Winter Range, primarily deer, sharp-tailed and forest grouse habitat.   In addition, habitat for a wide variety of species that are of cultural significance to the region and the Tribes will be protected, enhanced and managed in perpetuity.   Following are criteria used by the Tribe when selecting property for wildlife mitigation action: 

1.  Protect and enhance wildlife values.

2. Importance to wildlife-assure management control of property that is currently providing or is capable of providing good to high potential for wildlife habitat in its existing state or through enhancement.

3. Current winter range or other critical habitat that is subject to loss through development or changes in land use that would take it out of wildlife habitat.

4. Proximity to other lands owned by the Tribes or presently used and needed for wildlife habitat.

5. Proximity to Lake Roosevelt or Lake Rufus Woods.

6. Value for fish as well as wildlife.

7. Size of property-it in itself is large enough to be a core area.

8. Property that provides unique wildlife habitat values that is key to the survival of a species (may be connected to other project lands or a disjunctive parcel).    

c. Rationale and significance to Regional Programs
Grand Coulee and Chief Joseph hydroelectric projects destroyed, essentially forever in excess of 88,000 acres of critical low elevation wildlife habitat.   This was largely composed of riverine, island, riparian, shrub-steppe, mixed, and conifer habitats.   This was habitat, rich in bio-diversity, which supported a large number and abundance of wildlife species.   Existing conditions throughout the region very likely preclude management entities from ever being able to fully mitigate these losses.   However, this project and other similar ones around the basin provide partial mitigation leading towards fulfillment of the fish and wildlife program goal of full mitigation for losses due to hydropower.   In addition, the regions primary limiting factors for wildlife are habitat loss, fragmentation and isolation from past and current land use practices.   This project is and will protect and maintain some of the few remaining portions of shrub-steppe and upland wildlife habitat that are still in fair to good condition in the region.   Large areas of land are needed to protect larger species with greater habitat requirements and the need for relatively undisturbed habitat.   It is important that these areas be integrated into the mitigation program to suit the current and future needs of different species and communities while protecting them against the different kinds of environmental threats that exist today.   

d. Relationships to other projects 
 This project is closely related to other projects within this and adjacent provinces.   Considerable emphasis is placed on mule deer and sharp-tailed grouse habitat protection and enhancement.   We are working closely with the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife and the Spokane Tribe to maintain and expand existing sharp-tailed grouse populations.   We hope to collectively, through our mitigation projects and others, restore enough habitat that we can re-establish sharp-tailed grouse populations in areas where they formerly existed.   By establishing healthy populations around the basin we hope to remove the threat to their existence.   

Regional concerns about mule deer habitat and populations are also being collectively addressed.   As the title of this project indicates, big game winter range is a priority.   Considerable critical deer winter range occurs on current project lands and is a key criterion for acquiring additional lands.   A cooperative study involving WDFW, CCT, Chelan County PUD, and others is currently underway to assess mule deer needs in our Province.   The contribution that project lands are making to wintering mule deer in the area will be determined to some extent by this study.

Overall this project is very similar to a lot of other wildlife mitigation projects throughout the Columbia Basin.   We are mitigating in place and in kind habitat that was lost due to hydropower development.     

e. Project history (for ongoing projects) 

The Hellsgate Big Game Winter Range project actually got on the ground in 1993 with the acquisition of 4,814 acres of land.   This was made possible through a short-term agreement between BPA and the Washington Wildlife Coalition.   Under the agreement BPA provided 45 million dollars over a five-year period.   The Colville Tribes share of this was 9.1 million.

Over the course of the five years, 1993-98 we acquired an additional 16,450 acres of critical wildlife habitat (see attached map).   Most of this was through fee title acquisition.   However about 2,300 acres were brought into the program under a 50 year lease with the Tribes to manage the area for sharp-tailed grouse breeding and brood-rearing.   The property is the best remaining piece of its type for sharp-tailed grouse in Washington and possibly in the northwest.

By 1998 we had spent the bulk of our funds from the agreement and were eligible to again apply for additional funds for FY99.   We requested 1.5 million for continuing acquisition.   Because of the CBFWA prioritizing process and BPA funding constraints we only received $150,000.   This caused us to entirely loose out on a large land transaction.   We scaled back by 90 percent and started working on another acquisition.   

In 1999 we applied for funding for FY2000.   Again we requested 1.5 million dollars; we received an allocation for $400,000.   Once again our plans were changed and then the deal we were putting together for the FY99 funds fell through.   At this writing the FY99 funds, $150,000, are currently in escrow along with FY2000 funds.   We are in the process of negotiating a purchase of between 2,400 to 3,400 acres of key mule deer and sharp-tailed grouse habitat from a rancher.

All of the lands acquired to date have had baseline habitat assessments completed for them.   Project lands were cover typed using aerial photos, USGS topographic maps and field surveys.   Project vegetation was classified into cover types to facilitate use of the Habitat Evaluation procedures (HEP) (US Department of the Interior, 1980).   Baseline HEP surveys show a total of 13,107    Habitat Units (HU’s) present for project properties.   The results of these assessments as described by vegetative cover types and acreage for the Hellsgate Big Game Winter Range Project lands are as follows:              

Shrub-steppe, a total of 6,992 acres are protected and will be enhanced for shrub-steppe obligate species with sharp-tailed grouse and mule deer the main management species for this cover type.

Grassland, a total of 6,076 acres are protected and will be enhanced for guild species represented by sharp-tailed grouse.

Conifer Forest, a total of 2,691 acres are protected and will be enhanced for guild species represented by blue grouse.

Agricultural land, a total of 2360 acres will be converted back to native habitat types based on soil types.   These areas will be protected and managed for guild species represented by those native habitat types.

Conifer Woodland, a total of 2201 acres are protected and will be enhanced for guild species represented by Lewis woodpecker.

Riverine, a total of 361 acres are protected and will be enhanced for guild species represented by mink.

Forested Wetland, a total of 208 acres are protected and will be enhanced for guild species represented by mink.

Rock, a total of 220 acres are protected and will be enhanced for guild species represented by bobcat.

Shrub Wetland, a total of 95 acres are protected and will be enhanced for guild species represented by yellow warbler.

Shoreline, a total of 60 acres are protected and will be enhanced for guild species represented by spotted sandpiper.

Several target species of wildlife were used to aid in evaluating the losses from hydropower development and to determine the HEP values for each cover type.   Target species represent guilds of species with similar habitat requirements; these are also used to evaluate mitigation project lands and management effectiveness.   Primary target species we are using and the guilds they represent are as follows:

Mule deer, species benefiting include sharp-tailed grouse, downy woodpecker, northern oriole, burrowing owl, short-eared owl, Washington ground squirrel, upland sandpiper, golden eagle, badger, coyote, and cougar.

Sharp-tailed grouse, species benefiting include mule deer, yellow warbler, downy woodpecker, northern oriole, burrowing owl, short-eared owl, Washington ground squirrel, upland sandpiper, golden eagle, badger, coyote, and cougar.

Blue grouse, species benefiting include ruffed grouse, white-tailed deer, sharp-shinned hawk, Copper’s hawk, goshawk, pileated and black-backed woodpecker, western bluebird, boreal and flammulated owl, small mammals.   

Mourning dove, species benefiting include pheasant, quail, cottontail rabbit, western kingbird, meadowlark, northern harrier, Swainson’s hawk, and meadow vole 

Lewis and downy woodpecker, species benefiting include ruffed grouse, white-tailed deer, sharp-shinned hawk, Copper’s hawk, goshawk, pileated and black-backed woodpecker, sapsucker, white-headed woodpecker, western bluebird, boreal and flammulated owl, small mammals.

Yellow warbler, species benefiting include hairy woodpecker, great blue heron, white-tailed deer, elk, turkey, red-tailed hawk, spotted frog, beaver, muskrat, raccoon, red-winged blackbird, long-toed salamander, meadow vole, tree frog, bats, and winter wren. 

Canada goose, species benefiting include white pelican, Columbia River Tiger beetle, gulls, Caspian, forester’s common and black terns, shorebirds, mallards, and common loon.    

Mink, species benefiting include beaver, long-eared owl, flicker, pallid bat, western pipistrelle bat, long-eared bat, lesser goldfinch, ash-throated flycatcher, yellow-billed cuckoo, great egret, black-crowned night heron, Sylvan hairstreak and Viceroy butterfly, otter, water shrew and black bear.

Bald eagle, species benefiting include those listed under Canada goose and spotted sandpiper. 

Bobcat, species benefiting include yellow-bellied marmot, pika, bushy-tailed woodrat, cotton-tailed rabbit, quail, golden eagle, and rattlesnake. 

Spotted sandpiper, species benefiting include osprey, snipe, bats, western toad, rubber boa, rattlesnake, raccoon, coyote, river otter, killdeer, bank swallow, merganser, coot, water shrew, common garter snake, leopard frog, and stripped skunk.   

In addition, white-tailed deer, small mammals, passerine birds, and others are or will be monitored.

Completions of portions of the assessment allowed us to begin work on a site-specific management plan.   The draft plan was completed in 1999 and submitted to BPA.   Both a hard copy and one on CD ROM of the plan are included with this proposal.   Following is a short summary of the site-specific management plan.    

The site-specific management plan has been developed for the project lands prior to 1999.   It is in the final draft stage.   Site-specific management plans will be developed and added to this plan as new lands are acquired.   Within the plan, the project properties are described as management units based on their location and the objectives by species for the unit, i.e., sharp-tailed grouse breeding area, mule deer winter range, etc.   These management units are then inventoried and mapped based on the soil polygons and vegetative habitat types, that occur there as per vegetation classification system Daubenmire 1968 and 1988.   This gives you the ability to predict what the site is capable of.   A management unit may contain a few or many different soil and habitat types.   The current vegetative communities and their condition are then described for each stand or cover type.   Then the desired future condition is developed for the stand based on the management objective for the management unit.   An example would be a unit that is managed for mule deer winter range.   The stand in question is a stand of brush that is being invaded by young pine trees.   The site-specific management plan recommendation for this stand would specify that it is to be maintained as a foraging area for deer.   Thus, when the invading pines reach a certain stem density and canopy closure, they will be thinned in order to perpetuate the stand of desirable browse species.   Thus, the plan describes not only the current and desired future conditions of the units, but methods and measurable milestones to attain the desired future condition as well.   This plan is not designed as a static document.   It will be continuously updated as data is accumulated and as new lands are added to the project.          

f. Proposal objectives, tasks and methods
When the Grand Coulee and Chief Joseph Dam Projects went in we did not loose our mammal and bird populations, as was the case with Salmon and other resident fish species.   What we lost was land and the critical habitat it contained.   This prevented our mammal and bird populations from achieving their previous (pre dam) populations.   Other land uses such as agriculture, logging and urbanization further altered our remaining habitat.   Our overall wildlife mitigation plan is rather simplistic.   In order to mitigate for losses due to hydropower development we need to acquire the management rights to enough suitable land, which with proper management and enhancement, can replace the lost habitat values.   Our populations of animals will then have a better chance of approaching the pre dam levels.   This in turn will provide benefits, both consumptive and non-consumptive, to the Tribes and other residents of the area originally affected by the losses.   The goal for this project is to fully mitigate for all wildlife losses caused by the Grand Coulee and Chief Joseph hydropower projects.

Wildlife Objective 1.

Acquire the management rights to enough property to mitigate for lost wildlife habitat.

Task1.1   Acquire land.

Wildlife Objective 2.

Protect and enhance acquired properties to attain and maintain their habitat values.

Task 2.1 Determine the habitat potential of project property.

a. Conduct a baseline HEP.

b. Determine and map habitat types using a classification system similar to that of Daubenmire and others correlating with soil types on site.

Task 2.2 Develop site-specific management plans for new acquisitions.

a. Determine past, current and desired future conditions of properties.


Task 2.3 Determine methods for achieving desired future conditions, i.e. passive                                                                          restoration, seeding burning, etc.

Wildlife Objective 3.

Define the desired wildlife target species, habitats and management direction for the various project lands and implement actions to accomplish this.

      Task 3.1  Implement site-specific management plan.

Wildlife Objective 4.

Manage project lands to maintain current and enhanced habitats for the life of the project (or in perpetuity) for wildlife benefits.


Task 4.1 Maintain boundary fences to prevent livestock trespass.


Task 4.2 Control and/or eliminate noxious weeds.

Task 4.3 Maintain and enhance the desired vegetation for each cover type by planting and/or seeding, through prescribed burns, thinning or other means of, maintaining the desired successional stage.


Task 4.4 Monitoring and Evaluation of project activities, habitats and species                                populations.


Task 4.5 Analyze data from 4.4 and where necessary apply adaptive management principals to management actions.


Task 4.6 Report results, findings, etc, in appropriate forums. 

Monitoring and Evaluation, Task 4.4 is currently in place for some aspects of project activities.   As new lands are acquired and as enhancement projects are implemented, monitoring plans will be developed for them.   We are monitoring both habitats and species populations.   

Habitats being monitored are classified in two different ways.   Habitat types are classified according to the Daubenmire system of habitat succession (Daubenmire, 1968 and  1988).   Monitoring vegetation community stability or changes within these habitat types will be our primary emphasis.   This is being done by establishing permanent transects to measure community responses to management activities.   These are basically line intercept transects, and will be run on a three to five year basis depending on the type of management activity being done.   We are also establishing permanent photo points in conjunction with transects and at independent sites where it is felt they will reflect changes over time.   

Vegetation communities are also being classified by cover type that includes NPPC priority habitats.   Cover types for most of the Hellsgate project lands have been mapped and described using aerial photos, USGS topographic maps, and field surveys.   The actual vegetation covering a site determines the “cover type’ for the purpose of HEP studies, resulting in general descriptions of the cover over an area comprised of a particular vegetative cover.   “Cover type is defined as an area of land or water that meets a specific homogeneity (US Department of the Interior, 1980).   Foe example, the grassland cover type includes all areas comprised of grass and forbs having less than five-percent shrub canopy closure, five-percent being the standard of homogeneity.   HEP is used to evaluate and measure baseline habitat conditions.   It will be used periodically (every 5 to 10 years) to help monitor vegetation and habitat quality changes.   It is also used to provide updated crediting to BPA.

Enhancement activities such as planting and prescribed burns will be monitored annually for three years to determine survival rates and other success criteria.   Then they will be monitored at three to five year intervals to access the overall results of the activity.

Target species or groups of species are being monitored to measure their response to management activities.   Monitoring of certain species can also be used to indicate changes in habitat condition.   Following are current or planned population monitoring activities.

We have set up a baseline survey for small mammals (shrews, mice, gophers, etc.) to access what species are present and their relative abundance.   Sampling will be done in representative habitat types throughout the project area.   This survey will be run at two-year intervals for approximately 10-15 years.   Changes, if any in small mammal species composition and abundance should provide a more sensitive indicator to short-term changes in vegetation communities than will some other species or methods.

On project lands managed for deer, survey routes have been established to gather production data (doe/fawn counts).   A late fall deer herd composition count is also conducted annually.

Sharp-tailed Grouse populations are monitored annually through counts of breeding birds at leks, during the spring.

Point count surveys to monitor breeding populations of songbirds on project lands were initiated in FY2000.                       

g. Facilities and equipment
This project is for the acquisition of management rights to property.   Specialized facilities and equipment are not particularly pertinent for this phase. 
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Work Background:

· Currently Senior Wildlife Biologist for the Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation.   Has been a Wildlife Biologist with the Tribes for 21 years.

· Five (5) years with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service on the Interagency Grizzly Bear Study Team, Bozeman, MT.

· About one and half years with Minnesota Department of natural Resources as a Big Game management Specialist.

· About seven (7) years with Idaho Department of Game as a Wildlife Biologist.    
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