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ABSTRACT

This programmati c nanagement plan describes nitigation strategi es and
obj ectives for managing pygny rabbits wthin the proposed Douglas County pygny
rabbit mtigation project area

The plan focuses on the managenent of pygny rabbits and shrub-steppe habitat
relative to livestock grazing and perpetual conservation easenents. In
addition, the plan describes habitat types and wildlife species that occur on
the project site as well as addresses how issues such as crop depredation,
predator control, taxation, noxious weeds, fire control, recreation and access
will be managed on project |ands.

The pygny rabbit managenent section contains |ife history data, Wshington
Departnment of WIdlife managenent standards and gui delines; and generic
managenent objectives for the species. Managenent objectives are identica
under perpetual conservation easenents and fee title land purchases; however
grazing regimens may vary because nost perpetual conservation easenents wll
include sone level of livestock grazing, whereas grazing may be excluded from
fee title acquisitions.

The range managenent section describes various grazing systems that coul d be
used to manipulate habitat to acconplish wildlife management objectives
Habi tat devel opment/ mani pul ation techniques are also outlined within the plan.

The Habitat Eval uation Procedure (HEP) was used to determ ne base |ine habitat
conditions and to estinmate existing Habitat Units (HUs) at the Douglas County
sites (one HU is equivalent to one acre of optimmhabitat).

Al'l technical information for this plan was provided by intra-agency technica
groups, scientific literature, personal comunications, and other federal and
state agenci es.
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| NTRCDUCT! ON

This project was proposed by the Washington Departnent of Wldlife (WW as
partial mtigation for the hydropower share of wildlife habitat |osses from
construction of Gand Coulee Dam The project is funded by Bonneville Power
Admi ni stration (BPA) and carried out in cooperation with the WOW the Bureau of
Land Managenent (BLM, U S. Fish and Wldlife Service (USFWs), Gand

Coul ee/ Chief Joseph Wldlife Mtigation Steering Conmttee, Colunbia Basin Fish
and Wldlife Authority (CBFWA), Northwest Power Planning Council (NPPC), Bureau
of Reclamation (BOR), and others. The project will be consistent with Section
1003(b)(7) of the Council's Wldlife Rule, which addresses mtigation for
wildlife losses due to the Federal Colunbia R ver Power System

The NPPC and BPA approved the pygny rabbit project as partial mtigation for

I mpacts caused by the construction of Grand Coulee Dam  The focus of this
project is the protection and enhancement of shrub-steppe/ pygny rabbit habitat
in northeastern Washi ngton.

In conformance with the NPPC Wldlife Rule, the BPA will explore the use of

per petual conservation easenments (Alternative 1) before considering the
outright purchase of land (Alternative 2). Under both alternatives the

bi ol ogi cal requirements of the pygny rabbit will take precedence over all other
consi derations including recreational opportunities and |ivestock grazing.

Perpetual conservation easenents must achi eve biological objectives in a cost-
effective manner when conpared with the fee title acquisition option.

Land or easenents will be purchased only fromwlling sellers. Land
condemmation will not occur for this project.



BACKGROUND

M tigation Process Under the Northwest Power Act

Gand Coulee Dam was built on the Colunbia River in the 1930s. Its reservoir,
Lake Roosevelt, flooded 151 mles of river including nearly 83,000 acres of
wildlife habitat. Even though Gand Coul ee Dam contributed significantly to
the prosperity of the region, scne native wildlife populations suffered as
critical habitats were flooded or converted to agricultural uses. Until
recently, nothing was done to make up for or "mtigate" wldlife |osses.

In 1980, Congress passed the Pacific Northwest El ectric Power Planning and
Conservation Act (Northwest Power Act) requiring the region, with BPA's
support, to "protect, mtigate, and enhance" wldlife to the extent it was
af f ect ed by hydroel ectric, devel opnent and operation. This legislation also
created the NPPC

Through the 198Cs, the NPPC worked with federal and state agencies and Indian
Tribes to develop reservoir mtigation plans. The NPPC considered wildlife

| oss estimates, methods of restoration, private versus public land use, |easing
versus willing seller only acquisition, inpacts to local econonmes, the role of
| ocal government in the planning process, and other concerns.

In 1989 the NPPC amended the Col unbia Basin Fish and Wldlife Program and
created the current Wldlife Rule. The resultant Wldlife Rule included a
series of criteria to be used to ensure that public ccncerns are addressed in
each mtigation project proposal made by wildlife nmanagement agencies (Appendix
A).

Both in 1990 and in 1991, the Washington State Legislature, together with the
VWDW provided funding to develop mtigation strategies on private lands in the
Lake Roosevelt area to address the needs of sharp-tailed grouse and pygny
rabbits.

In March 1990, the Grand Coulee Wldlife Mtigation Advisory Goup was forned
by the WDWto help advise in the mtigation process. The advisory group is
conprised of about 50 individuals primarily fromthe counties bordering Lake
rRoosevelt (FDR). A six menber Steering Conmittee, representing |ocal
governnent, utilities, |andowners, conservation groups, environnentalists, and
Indian tribes, was selected by the advisory group to work closely with WW
NPPC, and BPA officials. In 1991, additional representatives from the
Cattlenen's Association, the Weatgrowers Association, the Upper Colunbia River
Counties (UCRC), and a local sportsman's organization were added bringing the
steering committee up to 13 nenbers (Appendix B).

In 1990 the WDW in concert with the steering coomttee, devel oped several
shrub-steppe nmitigation project proposals to begin addressing inpacts caused by
Gand Coul ee Dam  These proposals were approved by BPA and NPPC and determ ned
to be consistent with the Council's WIldlife Rule.

A Pre-design Contract, between the WOWand the BPA, was inplemented in My
1991. The agreenent called for devel opnent of programatic management plans



for sharp-tailed grouse and pygny rabbits, perpetual conservation easement

| anguage ternms and conditions, and a Menorandum of Agreenent (MOA) between the
WOW and the BPA.  The WWDW was responsible for acconplishing the agreenent

obj ectives while funding for the Pre-design Contract was provided by the BPA

General Project Environment

The two proposed Douglas County project sites enconpass approximtely 960 acres
in eastern Douglas County. Figure 1 depicts the general project area and the

i mredi ate vicinity. The northern site is referred to as the Dcrnmier property,
while the southern project area is known as Coyote Canyon.

The area is sparsely populated. Primary land uses include |ivestock grazing
and the production of small grains such as wheat and barley. In addition,
grass fields have been established in Coyote Canyon in conjunction with the
United States Departnent of Agriculture’s (USDA) Conservation Reserve Program
(CRP).

The proposed project lands are conprised of three private ownerships: David
Decrmaier in the Jamscn Lake area, and Don Roberts and Charles Ain at Coyote
Canyon (Figure 2).
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FIGURE 1. Proposed Douglas County project area and vicinity.
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FIGURE 2: Land Ownership of Proposed Project Sites..

Physi cgraphy and Relief

Dougl as County is located in the central part of Washington in the great bend
area of the Colunbia R ver.

During the Pleistocene Epcc, glacial ice noved south mxing pre-existing soils
with material that was carried along and ground up by the ice sheets. This

glacial till material was left on the surface as the glacier receded. In sone
areas it was nodified by water; however, in nost places the till is an
unconsol i dated mixture of silt, clay, gravel, sand, cobbles, and a few | arge
boul ders or "haystack rocks." Were no till was deposited, there are
occasional basalt or granite bedrock outcrops

A layer of till, up to 50 feet thick, covers the northern half of the county
This till is covered by Icess to a depth of one to three feet in nost places
Drumins (I), kames (2), kettles (3), and eskers (4) are found in this part of
the county. In the southern portion of the county, lcess is the predom nant

soil material.

Up to 20 feet of |cess was deposited as a result of volcanic eruptions; the
average depth was four to five feet. In the central part of the county, in the

1. Drummins are long ridges or oval-shaped hills forned of
glacial drift.

2. Kanes include hills or short, steep ridges of stratified
sand or gravel deposited in contact with glacial ice.

3. Kettles are the depressions in glacial drift remaining
after the nelting of an isolated mass of buried ice.

4. Eskers are winding, narrow ridges of sand or gravel, probably
deposited by a stream flowing in or under glacial ice



vicinity of the proposed project sites, |oess was deposited over hardpan to a
depth of 20 to 40 inches (USDA, 1980).

As its name inplies, the topography of the Coyote Canyon project area is a
typical canyon site and is conprised of a drainage extending fromthe northeast
to the southwest. Slopes range fromnearly level to 45% (Kehne, 1992).
Topography on the Dormaier site ranges from 0 to 20% (Wite, 1992).

Soi | s

Soils in Douglas County were formed in material weathered from glacial till
and outwash, |oess, volcanic ash and pumice, basalt, granite, sedinentary
and net anorphi ¢ rocks, alluvium eolian sand, and | ake sedi ment.

In 1991, soils within the proposed project areas were classified and mapped by
the USDA. They were forned fromeither glaciated material, as is the Dornaier
property, Or like in Coyote Canyon, loess and nmaterial weathered from basalt.

The Dornmaier site is conprised of the follow ng seven soil types: DelRio,
Heyt ou, Strat, Stubblefield, Tagear, Touhey, and Tubspring. Bare rock outcrop
is also present.

In addition to rock outcrop, the following soil types are found at Coyote
Canyon: Al stown, Argabak, Benwy, Cheviot, Ginrod, Horseflat, Rails, Renslow,
Sel ah, and Zen.

dimte

Douglas County lies in the rain shadow of the Cascade Muntains. In addition,
the Rocky Mountains partly shield the county fromharsh Arctic w nds during the
wi nter (Beieler, 1981). The sem-arid climte includes winters that are
generally cold but not too severe, and summers that are hot during the day and
cccl at night.

In winter the average daily mninum tenperatures at Waterville and Vnatchee
are 17 and 25 degrees F, respectively. The average daily naxinmum tenperature
in sumer is 83 degrees F.

Precipitation ranges from6 to 15 inches with 65 percent conposed of snow.
Prevailing winds are from the west-northwest.

Ceneral WIldlife/Habitat Type Descriptions

WIldlife resources within the project area consist of two najor categories:
manmal s and birds. Major manmmal groups include deer, furbearers, and rodents.
Maj or bird groups include native and introduced upl and species, song birds, and
raptors. Reptiles and anphibians, such as snakes and |izards, are also
present.

Wldlife distribution depends on the presence or absence of suitable habitat.
Wldlife habitat is defined by ccver type, that is, the variety and relative



abundance of plants found within a defined area and the type of cover the
plants provide for wildlife. Two general cover types exist within the project
area: shrub-steppe and agriculture.

Shrub-steppe

Both project areas consist primarily of the shrub-steppe cover type (Figure 3).
Wyoming Big Sagebrush is the primary shrub species. Other shrub species that
may be present include three-tipped sagebrush, stiff sagebrush, rabbitbrush,
chokecherry, serviceberry, and currant. The primary grass species are

Idaho fescue, blue-bunch wheatgrass, needle and thread, cheat grass, basin wild
rye, Cusick bluegrass, and Sandberg bluegrass. Forbs found in this cover type
are represented by buckwheat, yarrow, balsamroot, and tumbling mustard.

Typical wildlife species found within the shrub-steppe cover type include
black-tailed jackrabbit, white-tailed jackrabbit, Nuttall's cottontail rabbit,
mule deer, badger, coyote, and northern pocket gopher. Other species, such

as sage grouse, pygmy rabbit, Swainson's hawk, Merriam's shrew, and sagebrush
vole may also occur. In areas that have rock outcrops the bobcat, bushy-tailed
woodrat, rattlesnake, rock wren, and yellow bellied marmot may be present.

Where shrub-steppe is found adjacent to croplands ringneck pheasant, Hungarian
partridge, and California quail can be observed.

FIGURE 3: Shrub-Steppe Cover Type Example.



Ri pari an

Riparian habitat consists of a single spring in the Coyote Canyon area. No
riparian habitat occurs on the Dcrmaier project site. As a result, this
habitat type was not considered separately from the shrub-steppe cover type.

Agricul ture

The agriculture cover type consists primarily of dryland wheat and barl ey
crops. Recently, inplementation of the USDA's CRP has resulted in additional
perennial grass fields within the proposed project area. The reinvasicn of
sagebrush into CRP fields may enhance opportunities for pygny rabbits and ot her
sage- dependent wildlife species to inhabit new areas.

Wldlife species that occur in the dryland farmed areas include Geat Basin
pocket mce, deer mce, northern pocket gopher, badger, Nuttall's cottontail
rabbit, neadow arks, horned |ark, barn swallow, ringneck pheasant, and
Hungarian partridge. Were there is suitable adjacent shrub-steppe habitat,
mul e deer and white-tailed deer may also be present.

HABI TAT EVALUATI ON

A HEP anal ysis was performed to deternine baseline habitat conditions and to
estimate the nunber of potential habitat units (HJUs) gained by purchasing
perpetual conservation easements or buying lands in fee.

Sharp-tailed grouse, sage grouse, pygny rabbit, and nule deer were selected as
i ndicator species to represent shrub-steppe dependent wildlife. Unpublished
HEP nodel s (Appendi x C) were devel oped to reflect |ocal habitat conditions.
Project sites were evaluated primarily for pygny rabbit habitat.

An inter-diciplinary HEP team (Appendi x D) eval uated habitat conditions based
on the habitat variables within species nodels. The field team estinated
habitat variables using ocular neasurenent techniques. Results of the HEP
eval uation can be found in Appendix E

Even though the HEP process was used to deternmine the initial |oss assessnments
and subsequent base-line habitat estimates for the Douglas County project
sites, future mtigation crediting, nonitoring, and evaluations may be
acconpl i shed on an acre-for-acre basis, or other suitable neasure, instead of a
habitat unit basis.



PYGW RABBIT BI OLOGY AND MANAGEMENT CBJECTI VES

Distribution/Current Status/Limting Factors

Pygny rabbits are found in western Mntana, southern Idaho, northern U ah,
northern Nevada, southeastern Oregon, northeastern California, and eastern
Washington.  The popul ation in Washington is disjunct fromthose in other
states (Figure 4).

H storically, the pygny rabbit occupied shrub-steppe habitats throughout all of
the southern arid regions of Washington (Booth, 1947). Pygny rabbits were
fairly common in the coulees and slopes of Adams County (Taylor and Shaw, 1929)
and also occurred in Gant and Lincoln counties in limted nunbers (Figure 5).

The present range of the pygny rabbit consists of small isolated pockets of
habitat in Douglas County (Figure 6). Surveys conducted by the WDW indicate
that only five active sites exist. Even though there are no confirned recent
observations, scattered populations may also still occur in Lincoln and Gant
Counties as well as other areas of Douglas County.

Montana

Wyoming

Colorado

California

New Mexico

Arlzona

FIGURE 4: Geographic Distribution of Pygmy Rabbits (Green
and Flinders, 1980)




FIGURE 5: Historical Range of the Pygmy Rabbit in Washington
(adapted from Green and Fliners, 1980).
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FIGURE 6: Present Range of Pygmy Rabbits in Washington State.
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Pygny rabbit popul ati ons have declined considerably since the turn of the
century. The primary factor responsible for the decline of the species was the
conversion of its habitats to agriculture (Buechner, 1953). Overgrazing and the
use of herbicides to alter pristine shrub-steppe vegetation (Daubenmre, 1970)
also contributed to the decline of pygny rabbit nunbers. Due to the highly
speci alized habitat requirenents of this species, the pygny rabbit is not
adaptabl e to habitat changes caused by man.

In areas of limted habitat, food conpetition between the pygny rabbit, the
white-tailed jackrabbit, and the black-tailed jackrabbit could be a limting
factor for the | ess aggressive pygny rabbit (Ingles, 1973). Friesz (1991)
believes that the Nuttall's cottontail rabbit presents the nost severe species
conpetition.

According to Green (1979) weasels, coyotes, nmarsh hawks, and ow s prey upon
pygny rabbits. He also reports that starvation and environmental stress
accounts for some |oss; however, the primary cause of nortality is due to
predation. Likew se, Friesz suggests that badgers may be the nost significant
predators affecting \Wshington pygny rabbit popul ations

Unli ke predation, nost researchers agree that disease is probably not a
significant nortality factor (Geen, 1979).

Anot her potential limting factor may be hunter identification problens.

Di scussions with hunters in the Colunbia Basin indicate that most hunters are
not able to distinguish pygny from cottontail rabbits (Lloyd, 1979). As a
result, some pygny rabbits are probably being harvested by hunters

Consi dering hunter identification problens with this species and its nature not
to immediately flush, this species may not be very resistant to hunting
pressure.  Dobler and Friesz, however, suggest that nortality from hunters is
very slight and probably not a limting factor to Washington popul ations

The direct ramfication of the |oss of the few remaining pockets of habitat is
extirpation of the species from Washington Stats. The popul ation decline is so
severe now that imediate action nust be taken to preserve active pygny rabbit
sites and to investigate potential new site locations

Life History

Pygny rabbits are, as their name inplies, very small rabbits. They are the
smallest in North America. Adults weigh froml/2 to one pound. The pelage is
primarily slate-gray on top, buff colored on the belly, with cinnamon col oring
on the legs, chest, and nape of the neck. Tail and legs are notably small.

The pygny rabbit is distinguished fromthe cottontail rabbit by its smaller
size, pale gray pelage, short rounded ears, small legs and lack of a large
whi t e surface on the tail when running.

Unlike other species of rabbits, pygny rabbits usually dig their

own burrows. Not nuch is known about the breeding habits of pygny rabbits, but
studies in Idaho suggest that pygny rabbits are sexually active

in the month of January (Geen, 1979).
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Larrison (1970) indicated that the breeding season is probably simlar to other
rabbit species, extending fromearly spring into the hotter part of the summer

Pygny rabbits have 5 to 8 young per litter, with 6 young being the average

The gestation period is simlar to the cottontail rabbit lasting from26 to 28
days (Bradfeld, 1974). Geen (1979) reported that under favorable conditions
multiple litters are possible, with 3 litters per year the maxi mum nunber of
litters for this species.

Habitat Requirenments

Pygny rabbits are found primarily in areas where dense clunps of sagebrush and
rabbi tbrush grow in soft soils, deep enough to excavate burrows, and where
mcro-relief is greatly varied (Dobler, 1991). Wthin the proposed project
area, nost active burrows are |ocated in dense stands of Womi ng bi g sagebrush
with soft soils deeper than 2 feet (Dobler, 1990).

Pygny rabbits are seldom found in sparsely vegetated areas (Bradfield, 1974).
Geen (1979) indicated that the pygny rabbit in Idaho sel ects habitat where the
sagebrush approaches 50 percent canopy closure. Qher research suggests
contrary to previous literature, that tall sagebrush is not a habitat
requirenment, but that soft earth for digging was. The general concensus of the
various authorities, however, is that the nmost critical habitat requirement of
this species is areas of dense sagebrush vegetation.

Burrows are another inportant habitat requirenent. They provide protection
during periods of severe weather conditions, safety from predators and a secure
place for raising young (Bradfield, 1974). In addition to digging their own
burrows, pygny rabbits have al so been observed utilizing abandoned badger and
yel | owbel ly marnot excavations, as well as natural cavities (Geen, 1979)

Burrow systens usual ly consist of 2 to 7 openings with the main entrance being
sonewhat conceal ed at the base of a sagebrush plant (QOterman, 1972). Davis
(1939) indicated burrow entrances to be 5 inches in diameter with well defined
runways and "scrapes" outside thd burrow entrance in which the rabbits Iay.

During the winter nmonths pygny rabbits excavate extensive snow burrows which
are heavily utilized for foraging (Bradfield, 1974).

Sagebrush is a major food itemfor the pygny rabbit, conprising 99 percent of
its winter food supply. During the spring and summer nonths, its diet consists
of 39 percent grasses and 10 percent forbs, with the majority of the diet still
conprised of sagebrush (Geen, 1979). In Washington, forbs may make up a
greater proportion of the pygny rabbit's spring and summer diet.

The pygny rabbit feeds on sagebrush, rabbit brush, Sandberg bl ue grass,

squirrel tail, lupine, phlox, aster, balsomroot, galiumand other forbs wthin
its hone range, usually within 30 yards of its burrow. During the winter

mont hs snow tunnel s are excavated, for foraging purposes, to |lead fromone
sagebrush plant to another.
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Habi t at Managenent

Conversion of shrub-steppe habitat to agricultural crops, coupled with
intensive livestock grazing, have resulted in pygny rabbit popul ation declines
in recent years. Land managenent practices aimed at enhancing conditions for
pygny rabbits nust address these two factors.

Managenent of Agricultural Areas

The conversion of land fromnative habitats to agriculture should be curtailed
in areas specifically managed for pygnmy rabbits. This coul d be done by

pur chasi ng perpetual conservation easenents fromprivate | andowners, enrolling
land into or extending CRP contracts, and fee title acquisitions. In addition,
native vegetation shoul d be reestablished on croplands included wthin
mtigation efforts.

The revegetation of croplands shoul d include seeding forbs and perennia
grasses and planting big sagebrush. A conbination of grasses, forbs, and
shrubs are needed by pygny rabbits to satisfy habitat needs throughout the
year. Annual grasses and noxi ous weeds such as cheatgrass and knapweed may be
detrimental to pygny rabbits because they conpete with nore inportant
vegetation. \Weed control neasures and vegetation managenent should focus on
reducing the dom nance of these weeds in the |andscape.

Managenment of Gazing Areas

Several authors have docunmented the degradation of habitat that acconpanies
livestock grazing. Light grazing can be used to manage vegetation, but must
often be conbined with other techniques.

Most of the shrub-steppe habitat in Washington has been intensively grazed
since the late 1800s. Habitat that is managed for pygny rabbits may initially
require a no-grazing regimen in order to allow the vegetation to recover
sufficiently for pygny rabbit use. In some areas range seedings may also be
needed to inprove the ecol ogi cal condition of rangel ands that have been
severely overgrazed by |ivestock.

Grazing coul d be resumed once the vegetation has recovered enough to neet the
needs of the rabbit. Gazing will only be used when found to be consistent
with the biological needs of the rabbit.

General Managenent

The first managenent priority should be the preservation of all active pygny
rabbit sites through fee title acquisition or perpetual conservation easenents,
followed by an intensive search throughout eastern Washington for additional
pockets of rabbits.

Soi | data/parameters fromknown pygmy rabbit sites should be digitized and

used in conjunction with Geographical Information Systens (GS) mapping to
identify potential reintroduction sites and isolate areas where unknown
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popul ati ons may exist.

This technique could also be used to docunent the

amount of suitable habitat still remainining throughout eastern Vshington.

The ownership of habitat presently used by the rabbit should be docunented.

Private property owners and public |and nmanagement agencies that own/manage
pygny rabbit habitat should be advised as to the unique habitat requirenments
of this species.

VWDWwi | dl i fe managers shoul d consult with SCS range conservationists, public

land stewards and private |andowners to develop |and managenent

and/or inplement range manipulation practices that wll benefit pygnmy rabbits.

reconmendat i ons

Publi ¢ education regarding this species should be enphasized in order to
pronote its aesthetic value as part of Washington's natural wldlife heritage
and to prevent further harvest of the pygny rabbit by hunters due to

m si dentification.

The following table lists habitat standards and guidelines for pygny rabbits.

Table 1. PYGW RABBI T MANAGEMENT ZONE STANDARDS
OPTI MUM CONDI TI ONS
HABI TAT COVPONENTS OF PYGW RABBIT
FOR PYGW RABBI TS HABI TAT COVPONENTS

Soil's Coarse silty, ash, coarse |oany, Cobble free soils 20 to
cobble free soil. Cay content 40 inches deep. Mund/
|l ess than 18%  Twenty inches intermound or disected
deep or nore. Usually nound/ t opogr aphy.
internound or heavily disected
t opography, or alluvial
(thr?e,aplgm) :

Vegetation Big sagebrush with fair or better Dense patches of mature
condition grass and forb under- sagebrush consisting of
story.  Mature sagebrush in 20 to 30% canopy cover.
dense (>15% cover) in stands or G asses include bl ue-bunch
pat ches. G asses include bl ue- wheat grass, Needl e-and
bunch wheat grass, Needl e-and t hread, Thurber's needle-
thread, Thurber's needl egrass, grass, Sandberg bl ue grass.
Sandberg bl ue grass. Forbs Forbs include |upine, Phlox,
inclucde | upine, Phlox, Aster, Aster, Achilles, Lomatium
Achilles, Lomatium Erigeron, Eri geron, Galium Balso-
Gal i um Bal sonor hi za, Hi eraci um nor hi za, Hi eracium and
and Astragal us. Astragal us.

Source :  Dobler, 1991.
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Habi t at and Popul ati on Mnitoring

The WOW's current strategic plan calls for increasing pygny rabbit popul ation
level s as the primary objective for that species. Strategies include:

L Habitat inventory and nonitoring.

2. Devel opi ng enhancenent techni ques.

3 Coordination of mtigation projects; actions of |and managenent
agencies, and land use planning to enhance and protect habitat.

4, Wrking with private |andowners to encourage pygny rabbit habitat
i mprovenment and protection.

5 The acquisition and protection of critical habitat through fee
purchase or perpetual conservation easements.

6. | nproving basic know edge of pygny rabbit habitat needs,

popul ation status, and nonitoring techniques and data managenent.

A systemto nonitor whether habitat managenent objectives are being achieved is
inportant to the devel opnent and inplenentation of a successful and cost-
effective nitigation program Initially, the vegetation of the area should be
mapped and neasurenments taken in each vegetation type. A subsanple can be
collected if the managenent area is large (refer to range nonitoring for
habitat measurenent techniques). Permanent vegetative transacts should be
established and nonitored to identify and quantify habitat changes.

Fl ushing surveys and docunentation of active burrowing sites could be used to
estimate pygny rabbit densities, as well as nonitor population trends.

Mtigation Objectives

The following mtigation objectives provide a framework from which

i mpl ementation plans will be devel oped. The objectives focus on the

bi ol ogi cal / habitat requirenents of pygny rabbits and are consistent under both
conservation easenent and fee title strategies. An attenpt was nade to display
a full range of actions that could be considered under different easement

opti ons.

Alternative 1 - Conservation Easenents

Qbj ective 1: Preserve Existing Pygny Rabbit Sites
Qbj ective 2: Enhance Pygny Rabbit Habitat

Qbj ective 3: Ensure Cenetic Flow Between Popul ations
Qbj ective 4: I ncrease Public Education

The actions associated with each objective follow
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Alternative 1 -~ Conservati on Easenents

oj ective 1. Preserve Existing Pygny Rabbit Sites.

Actions: L L|mt l'ivestock grazing.
Develop a site specific grazing management plan that will
ensure that critical habitat structure is maintained.
Fence project boundaries and provide additional fencing
as required to acconplish management objectives.
Control noxious weeds.

2. Control wi | dfires.

Reduce ground litter with livestock grazing.

Renove wind bl own weeds from draws.

Mai ntain water punp trucks at project sites during fire
season.

Construct road and perineter fire breaks through
mechani cal and/or chenical means

Plant fire break "green belts" around project

boundaries and adjacent to roads.

bj ective 2: Enhance Pygny Rabbit Habitat

Actions: L Establish grass/forb comunities with sagebrush overstory.
Plant grasses and forbs.
Plant and/or encourage the regeneration of sagebrush.

2. Manipulate existing habitat to encourage optinum grass/forb
production and obtain suitable sagebrush canopy densities.
Mani pul ate with grazing.

Qbj ective 3: Ensure Cenetic Fl ow Between Popul ations.

Actions: 1. Establish corridors to adjacent popul ations.
Conservation easements
- Land purchases.

2. Exchange rabbits between geographical |y separated Washi ngt on

popul ati ons.

bj ective 4: I ncrease Public Education.

Actions: 1. Educate the agricultural comunity and general public
regarding the uniqueness of the species and VWDW nanagenent
obj ecti ves.

Draft articles for the news nedia and agricultura
publ i cations.

Conduct public involvenment neetings

Present |ectures to local schools and other
or gani zati ons.
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2. FErect interpretive boards at project sites as appropriate.

3. Develop brochures, posters, slide presentations, and video
prograns on pygny rabbits and shrub-steppe ecosystens.

4, Meet with local fire districts and DNR fire protection

crews. Discuss the need for pronpt fire response on project
lands to protect sensitive and unique pygny rabbit habitats.

Alternative 2 - Fee Title Acquisitions

Qbj ective 1: Preserve Existing Pygny Rabbit Sites
bj ective 2: Enhance Pygny Rabbit Habitat

Qbj ective 3: Ensure Cenetic Flow Between Popul ations
Qvj ective 4: I ncrease Public Education

The actions associated with each objective follow

(bj ective 1: Preserve Existing Pygny Rabbit Sites.

Actions: 1. Suspend livestock grazing except es needed to maintain
vegetative structure.
Fence project boundaries and provide additional
fencing as required to acconplish nmanagenent objectives.
Control noxious weeds.

2. Control wildfires.

- Reduce ground litter with |ivestock grazing.

- Renove wind bl own weeds from draws.

- Maintain water punp trucks at project sites during fire

- Construct road and perineter fire breaks through
mechani cal and/or chenical neans.
Plant fire break "green belts" around project
boundaries and adjacent to roads.

bj ective 2: Enhance Pygny Rabbit Habitat.

Actions: L Establish grass/forb comunities with sagebrush overstory.
Plant grasses and forbs.
- Plant and/or encourage the regeneration of sagebrush.

2. Manipulate existing habitat to encourage optimumgrass/forb
production and obtain suitable sagebrush canopy densities.
Mani pul ate with grazing.
- Alter vegetative structure with chemical or
mechani cal neans.
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bj ective 3: Ensure Cenetic Flow Between Popul ations

Actions: 1. Establish corridors to adjacent populations.
Lend purchases.

2. Exchange rabbits between geographically separated Washington

popul ati ons.

Qobj ective 4: | ncrease Public Education.

Actions: 1. Educate the agricultural community and general public
regarding the uniqueness of the species and WDW nanagenent
obj ecti ves.

Draft articles for the news media and agricultura
publ i cations.

Conduct public invol vement meetings

Present lectures to |local schools end other
or gani zations.

2. FErect interpretive boards at project sites as appropriate

3. Develop brochures, posters, slide presentations, and video
prograns on pygny rabbits end shrub-steppe ecosystens.

4, Meet with local fire districts and DNR fire protection

crews. Discuss the need for pronpt fire response on project
lands to protect sensitive and unique pygny rabbit habitats

Mtigation Enphasis

Substantial control/protection of pygnmy rabbit habitat is essential to
maintaining existing populations. Vegetation nanagement for pygny rabbits
typically elimnates or greatly restricts common income-producing practices
like grain production and livestock grazing. Land purchase and restrictive
conservation easenents are two techniques that can provide the level of contro
needed for habitat protection and enhancements. The use of perpetua
conservation easenments will be explored before pursuing fee title acquisition
in order to provide protection end enhancement of key shrub-steppe habitats.
Easenent | anguage to address the vegetative management needed by pygny rabbits
will need to be sufficiently restrictive, but flexible.

Habi t at enhancenent woul d al so be pronoted through extension progranms, |and

resource agencies, land use planning, and agriculture set-aside and
conservation programs. Such efforts could affect |arge acreages
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RANGE  MANAGEMENT

| ntroduction

Managi ng habitat for pygny rabbits in Douglas County may include using

| ivestock grazing as one tool for achieving desired habitat enhancenent
objectives. If this mnagenent option is selected as the appropriate
enhancement tool, |ivestock managenent plans will be devel oped within the
context of site specific wildlife nmanagement objectives and to ensure/inprove
the ecological integrity of each site. In sone cases, |ivestock grazing may be
inconsistent with wildlife needs and precluded from consideration.

If grazing is seen as the best managenent option to create the desired habitat
conditions, all ecological inpacts nust be considered prior to selecting a
managenment plan that will produce the desired conditions on a site. This
includes the effects of a program on non-target wildlife species and potentia
inmpacts to adjacent |andowners, current grazing |ease holders, and recreationa
users

Leased public lands (federal or state owned) |ocated within the project area
may be included in site specific managenent plans. The WDWBPA will coordinate
with both the current |essee and the public agency responsible for managenent
of the Iand before initiating any nmanagement agreenent which coul d inpact the
current |essee’s lease or land use options

Federal and state owned rangel ands currently within a “good” or “excellent”
ecol ogi cal condition may be sub-leased fromthe present |essee and managed to
reflect wildlife habitat objectives. Qher publicly-owned |ands may undergo
treatments to inmprove the ecol ogical condition of the range and then |eased
back to private |andowners for livestock grazing or other agricultura
practices as required to meet wildlife management goals. The BPA will assist
in relocation of |essees as stipulated by provisions within the Relocation
Assi stance Act.

Grazing may occur on |lands protected by perpetual conservation easements or
through fee title purchases; however, in either case the biol ogical

requi rement s/ habitat needs of the pygny rabbits will supersede all other uses
The remainder of this section will focus on defining range conditions
identifying grazing reginmens, and adjusting animal-use-nonfh |evels.

Range Ecol ogy

In general, a site in a “poor ecological condition may have a plant comunity
with no nmore than 25 percent of the plant cover characteristic of undisturbed
natural plant communities. A “fair” condition indicates that 26-50 percent of
the present vegetation is characteristic of the potential natural plant
community.  “Good” condition represents 51-75 percent potential native
vegetation while “excellent” means that 76-100 percent of the natural plant
community is present.

Rangel and pl ant comunities should be managed to reflect “good” or “excellent”
ecol ogi cal conditions.
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G azing Systens

Sel ective range managenent is a continuous process whereby annual |ivestock
grazing allotnments are based on:

Present range conditions

Site potential and the current plant comunity's potential

for change

WIldlife habitat objectives

Resource use conflicts

Landowner desires

Grazing systems

A grazing treatment/systemis the application of livestock grazing to a pasture
at a specific intensity with specific timng in relation to the annual growh
cycle of key range plant species. Specific elements of a grazing system
include the season of use, |ivestock stocking rates, and range inprovenents
and treatnments needed to nmeet resource managenent objectives.

The type of grazing systemto be inplemented will be based upon the follow ng
consi derati ons:

WIldlife habitat objectives

Vegetation potential and water availability

Season of use

Landowner needs

| npl enentation costs

Topogr aphy

o TR

There are six general treatnents/systens. These include:

L Early grazing - Gazing occurs prior to the beginning of the
critical growth period. Livestock utilize primarily the previous
year's growh. Some use of the new early green growth occurs.

2. G owi ng season grazing - Grazing occurs during the critical
growi ng period, usually fromApril 1 until seed ripe for
key grass species.

3 Deferred grazing - Grazing occurs after seed ripe and may include
any period until growth begins next spring.

4, Wnter grazing - Gazing occurs during late fall nonths while
plants are dormant.

5 Rest rotation - Qccurs on en area with multiple pastures where et
| east one pasture is left ungrazed for one year.

6. Rest grazing alternative - No grazing.

A grazing systemmay include one or nore planned |ivestock grazing treatnents
to bring about change or maintain the conposition of key plant species. Key
species are those plants which serve as indicators of community stability
and/ or change and can be used to nonitor objective acconplishnments.

| npl enenting grazing systens which allow key species to conplete their growth
cycles generally result in increases in or maintenance of those species. In
the target area, the critical part of the grow ng season usually occurs from
late March through June (Madsen, 1991).
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Early Spring Gazing System

Grazing occurs early in late winter and/or early spring before the critica
growing period for major perennial grass species. FEarly spring grazing
maxi m zes the use of early maturing grasses that are not as palatable later in
the season, such as cheatgrass and Sandberg bl uegrass. The previous year's
growth of perennial plants is also utilized. Under this reginen, grazing
ceases Wwhile adequate soil noisture is available for continued plant growh
Therefore, nost perennial plants are able to produce seed and repl eni sh
carbohydrate reserves. Early spring grazing would permt seeding
establ i shnent (Stoddart et.al., 1975) and may increase key herbaceous species
conposi tion.

Only very light utilization of upland woody species is expected under early
spring grazing. Consequently, a long-term increase in conposition of these
species woul d likely occur in areas where a potential for increase exists as
plant vigor and reproduction would be maintained. Key woody upland and
herbaceous riparian vegetation should increase under this systemas better
distribution of Iivestock caused by cool weather, green upland forage, and

maxi mum wat er sources pronote dispersed grazing. Regrowh after grazing should
occur with soil noisture remaining in both riparian areas and uplands

Spring/ Surmer Grazing System

Grazing occurs each year during the critical part of the grow ng season.
Stocking rates are designed to achieve levels of utilization on nost areas.
Rough terrain, location of fences and water, and the type of forage often
prevents or limts uniform grazing patterns. Heavy grazing occurs on Sone
portion of the range while light use often occurs in other areas.

A decrease in native upland herbaceous and woody species occurs wthin areas
experiencing heavy grazing, prinmarily adjacent to water, riparian areas, and
flat valley bottoms. Also, heavy grazing under a spring/sumer systemusually
results in lowered plant vigor and a decrease in nost key herbaceous and woody
upland plants. If only the herbaceous understory is heavily grazed, |owering
the conpetition and al |l ow ng woody seedlings to become established, shrubs
often increase.

Moderate grazing levels may al so reduce plant vigor, but the conposition of
most key species would be maintained. If grazing during critical growh
periods reduces plant vigor, annuals or woody species will invade the stand

Deferred G azing System

The deferred systemallows grazing after nost of the key upland herbaceous
speci es have reached the seed ripe stage and replenished carbohydrate reserves.

Moderate utilization of upland woody species encourages growh of additiona
twigs, if not grazed at the same tinme each year, resulting in increased forage
production. Plant reproductive capacity is slightly decreased over tine
because increased twi g growh di scourages the devel opment of flowers and
fruits; however, long-termconpostion is not expected to change unless
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heavy grazing occurs (1985 - BLM Resource Managenment Plan). Under the deferred
grazing option, livestock will concentrate on accessible riparian areas in late
spring and summer when the weather warnms and plants begin to mature and go
dormant, as green forage, shade, and water are available here. This
concentration results in heavy utilization of riparian herbaceous and woody
species alike. Wody riparian species wll decrease because grazing occurs
during the critical growth period for these species.

Wnter Gazing System

Gazing occurs during late fall and winter nonths while range plants are
dormant. Wnter grazing encourages the use of shrubs which are nore avail abl e
and have a higher value in the wnter than herbaceous species. (This may vary
dependi ng upon ares, precipitation, snow depth, and anmount of forage remaining
after growh.)

This results in a decrease of the shrub conponent under noderate or heavy
grazing pressure. Under light to noderate grazing, shrubs may actually
increase as conpetition to seedling establishment may be reduced.

Since livestock grazing woul d cease prior to the initiation of herbaceous
species growh, an increase in the conposition of perennial forbs and grasses
woul d result under all levels of livestock use unless heavy hoof action
physically renmoves or dislodges perennial plant root crowns.

Deferred Rotation G azing System

Under this systemone or nore years of grazing use during the critical grow ng
period are alternated with a year or nmore of grazing after the seeds of the key
her baceous species ripen and carbohydrate reserves have been restored. At
noderate grazing levels, an increase in key herbaceous species should occur.
Under heavy utilization levels, root storage during the year of deferment nay
not be adequate to offset depletion that would occur during the year of use

If plant vigor is reduced significantly, it may take several years to recover
when growh conditions are favorable. Herbaceous species conposition would not
be expected to change. Wody species conposition in upland areas woul d not
change significantly under noderate utilization but woul d decrease at heavy
utilization levels unless at least two years pass between deferred treatnents.

I npacts to woody and herbaceous vegetation in riparian areas are simlar to
those under a deferred grazing system

Rest Rotation Gazing System

Rest rotation grazing alternates one or nore years of conplete rest with other
treatments. The length of the rotation cycle and nunber of grazing treatnents
depend on site specific wildlife habitat managenent objectives and the nunber

and size of pastures in the grazing system A discussion regarding the three

primary rest rotation grazing systems follows.
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The first type of rest rotation alternates spring/sumer grazing with rest.

Her baceous and woody upl and plant conmunities will probably change in
conposition with any intensive grazing use, even with rest, because plants
usual Iy require several years to recover from heavy use. At light or noderate
grazing levels, these species may increase in abundance. On the other hand,
key species in riparian areas would renmain at existing | evel s because

the heavy utilization made on these plants would be offset by the year of rest.

The second type of rest rotation alternates early spring grazing one year with
rest the next. This systemhas the advantages of an early spring grazing
treatment every other year with the area rested on alternate years. No grazing
occurs during the critical grow ng period.

The third rest rotation systemalternates deferred grazing use one year after
seed ripe with conplete rest the next. Under this system upland herbaceous
species would not be grazed during the growing period. This should result in
i nproved vigor, increased seed production, and possibly seeding establishnent.
However, livestock will tend to concentrate in wet areas and riparian

zones during the grazing treatnent year. Depending on the condition of the
plant comunity and degree of grazing use of both herbaceous and woody plants,
grazing inpacts may not be overcome with one year of rest.

No Gazing Aternative

A pernmanent or tenporary no-grazing policy may be adopted to protect critical
wildlife habitat such as pygny rabbit sites, sage sparrow habitat, and prairie
grouse leks. The no-grazing policy does not preclude the application of
alternative habitat/manipulation techniques.

Al ternative habitat managenent/mani pul ation treatnents will be applied in
accordance with the objectives outlined within site specific management plans.

Adjustments to AUMs

Determ ning ani mal -use nonths (AUMs) requires the consideration of wildlife
habitat objectives, forage production, and livestock managenent goals. Annual
vegetative production will vary by range site and environmental conditions.
Regardl ess of the amount of forage produced in any given year, sufficient
reserves nust remainafter |ivestock grazing to provide for plant vigor,
vegetative structure, and wildlife needs under the nost severe environnental
condi tions.

Range conditions will be nonitored to neasure changes resulting fromlivestock
grazing. AUMs will be adjusted accordingly to ensure that wildlife managenent
obj ectives are nmet.

In order to ensure that grazing systens are conpatible with current SCS

technical guidelines and practices, WDWwildlife managers will consult with SCS
range conservationists and |andowners prior to inplementing a grazing reginen.
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Summary

If consistent with wildlife management objectives, |ivestock grazing could be
used as a tool to meet wildlife habitat objectives.

Alinmted, closely controlled and monitored grazing program m ght be used to
enhance habitat; however, grazing noratoriuns may be needed in sonme areas for
several years to offset the inpacts of drought and continuous |ivestock use

Years of |ivestock grazing at various intensities may have caused pernanent
changes to plant communities throughout the project area. Likewise, fire and
her bi ci des have also altered plant comunities.

Invader plant species such as cheatgrass have replaced native grasses and forbs
in many areas. As a result, grazing regimens and grazing noratoriuns al one may
not inprove the ecological condition of rangelands

Encouragi ng the reestablishment of big sagebrush along with reseeding grasses
and forbs may be necessary to inprove habitat conditions for pygny rabbits.

W LDLI FE HABI TAT AND POTENTI AL SI TE DEVELCPMENTS

The fol Il owi ng discussion focuses on the potential design of habitat
mani pul ation practices, range inprovenents, and site devel opment proposed in
this plan. Additional design features, not specifically discussed in this
section, will be included in site specific managenent plans.

Habi t at devel opnent and range inprovenments will focus on maxi m zing benefits
for wildlife and, whenever possible, w |l be consistent wth applicable SCS
technical standards, local conservation district nandates, and state/county
| and use designations. WDWwi ldlife managers will coordinate with SCS and
conservation district technicians and | andowners, if required, prior to

i mpl enenting nanagenment activities.

SCS and conservation district technical assistance should be requested during
the planning phase of all projects. Likew se, projects managed by other
resource agenci es shoul d include WDW representation when such projects inpact
adj acent WDW efforts.

The following items will be discussed in this report:

1. Fences

2. \ter devel opnent

3. Dug-outs and water holes

4, Springs

5 Existing water resources

6. Vegetation manipulation practices

7. Existing agricultural fields

8. Brush control and enhancenent neasure
- Burning
- Chai ni ng
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- Seedi ng
- Shrub and tree plantings
9. Information and regulatory signs

Fences will be constructed/ maintained to delineate project boundaries,
control |ivestock, protect wildlife habitat devel opnents and riparian
zones, establish parking and view ng areas, control access, and provide
privacy and physical security for landowners residing wthin the project
area.

Fences may be built with snmooth wire or barbed-wire. Smooth wire is
preferred because it is less detrimental to wildlife and can be
electrified. Solar powered charging units may be used to electrify fences.

| f used, barbed-wire fences will be constructed using steel posts and four
strands of barbed-wire with internediate wire stays. GCates and/or cattle-
guards will be installed es needed. Gates will be chained and | ocked in
cooperation with |andowners and/or |ivestock ranchers. Renovable fences,
snow fences, and tenporary nodifications to pasture fences wll be
constructed es needed to acconplish habitat management objectives. Fence
stiles may also be built to facilitate access where appropriate

Bi ds for new boundary and pasture fence construction should be solicited
through area newspapers, conservation district offices, and other public
locations.  This shoul d encourage | ocal comunity involvenment as well es
reduce initial construction tinme schedules. Bids nust be obtained in
accordance with WDW BPA bi ddi ng procedures.

VDW per sonnel / | andowners wi || delineate pasture fence |ocations and ensure
that all fences are built in accordance with technical specifications and
management plan objectives. The locations of boundary fences may require
the use of certified surveyors, either currently enployed by the WDW BPA
or obtained on a contract basis. Boundary fence posts may be painted a
specific color in order to make identification of project |ands easily

di stingui shabl e from adj acent privately-owned property, or signs

may be posted to identify project |ands

Annual fence naintenance will be the responsibility of WOWwi ldlife
managers and/or |andowners. Fence nmaintenance materials will be purchased
by VWDW personnel with Operations and Mintenance (G&V funds supplied by
the BPA

Wt er devel opnents such as dug-outs, water holes, catchnents, springs, and
wells will be constructed as required to acconplish managenent objectives

Dug-outs and water holes will be fenced and water piped to a trough for
livestock consumption. WIldlife water guzzlers may al so be installed and
fenced.

Springs will be devel oped or redevel oped using a buried collection system
consisting of drain tile or perforated pipe and a collection box. The
spring area and overflow will be fenced to exclude livestock. \Water will
be piped to a trough es required for wildlife and/or livestock use. In
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addition, ranps, rocks, or floatboards will be provided in all troughs for
small birds and manmal s to gain access to and escape fromwater. Additiona
fencing will be used to encourage and protect new riparian vegetation
resulting from spring overflows.

Wherever possible, water pipelines and new power lines wll be buried.
Vel l locations will be selected based on geologic reports and | oca
experts. Al applicable federal, state, and county laws and regul ations
w |l be observed.

Exi sting water resources and associated riparian areas will be fenced and
otherwi se protected in concert with site specific management plans
Consideration will be given to livestock water and shade requirements.

Veget ation mani pul ation practices such as brush control or enhancenent,
range seedings, and shrub and tree plantings will be conducted to achieve
site specific wildlife habitat mtigation objectives.

Existing agricultural fields included in perpetual conservation easenents
or purchased under Alternative 2 will be converted to and maintained as
shrub-steppe grasslands for perpetuity unless WDOWwi | dlife managers
determne that other cover types are nore conducive to neeting wildlife
managenent obj ectives.

Cost-sharing opportunities, such as the CRP, will be used whenever possible
to offset the cost of converting agricultural fields to shrub-steppe
grassl ands.

Landowners and/or WDWwi | dlife managers will establish and maintain shrub-
steppe grasslands. Habitat devel opment and mai ntenance responsibilities
will be specified within individual perpetual conservation easenents or
purchase agreenents.

Fields that are currently enrolled in the CRP will be naintained as
grasslands for perpetuity unless wldlife managenent objectives can be
better served by replacing the established vegetation with other suitable
habitat. Landowners/WDWwildlife managers will follow all CRP

regul ations, restrictions, and guidelines.

Brush control and enhancenment neasures designed to inprove wildlife habitat
conditions nmay be enployed to acconplish habitat managenment objectives.
Brush control methods include burning, chaining, plow ng, grazing, and
chemcal treatnents. Brush enhancenents may include scarification,
planting, and fertilization.

Burning will tenporarily reduce big sagebrush abundance because it does
not resprout following fire (Pellant, 1989). The inpacts of burning on
perenni al bunchgrass varies with the intensity of the fire, season of
the burn, and the effected grass species. The amount of cheatgrass will
increase on burned areas. (Qther perennial grass species may increase in
productivity because of the fertilizer effect of fire and reduced shrub
conpetition, but may not increase in abundance (nunber of plants)
because of conpetition fromcheatgrass relative to slow establishing
perennial seedlings (Perry, 1991). Studies in Idaho indicate that fal

26



burni ng does not harm nost perennial herbaceous species depending on
fire intensity and the amount of litter accunulated on the ground and
under individual plants

Chai ning consists of dragging a |large chain (ship anchor chain), each
end of which is attached to a track-type tractor, through the brush
This inexpensive method is effective only on |arge brush and snall trees
with rigid trunks. Chaining will reduce the density of sagebrush and
wi Il encourage the growth of bitterbrush seedlings on disturbed
bitterbrush sites. New bitterbrush plants nay al so develop from | ower
branches that remain attached to root crowns after the tops are renoved
The disturbance of the soil and renoval of some conpetition favors the
establ i shnent of a new stand of brush fromseed as well as encourages
the growth of grass, forbs, and |egumes (Box, Smth, Stoddart, 1975).
Range seedings should follow chaining to mnimze the invasion of

noxi ous weeds such as knapweed, skel eton wood, spurge, toadfl ax,
cheatgrass, and ot hers.

As with other treatment methods, proper timng is inportant. Sprouting
shrubs are nore affected by nechanical control at |ow stages in their
food storage cycles and when conditions for regrowh are |east

favorable.  Smaller shrubs are nore susceptible to nmechanical contro

met hods that crush and pul verize the stens when they are nost brittle in
late fall or early winter. Reinvasion may be increased if treatnent

i's acconplished after seed formation.

Seedings, if required, wll be acconplished with a rangeland drill
t hrough broadcast seeding, aerial seeding, or by hand-planting
i ndi vidual plants.

Preparations for seedings will vary and range from brush and cheatgrass
control through controlled burns, herbicide applications, or nechanica
treatments to no preparation. Seeding establishment and conposition,
following any treatment, will depend on the success of pre-seeding
preparations, seed mx conposition, post germnation survival

reinvasion of native and introduced plant species, and the amount of
precipitation in the year follow ng seeding.

Seed mxes will consist of native and other acceptable grasses, forbs,
and |egumes as described in site specific management plans. scs

pl anting date recomendations and technical guidelines should be
fol | owed.

Seedi ngs may be acconplished by WDWwi | dl i fe managers or through
sharecrop agreenents/contracts with local farmers. Project managers
wi Il coordinate with SCS/ASCS representatives to determne if federa
cost-sharing programs such as the CRP are available to help defray part
of the seeding and maintenance costs.

Shrub and tree plantings will be established to provide forage, browse
and permanent cover for wildlife. They will be planted with nechanical
planters and/or by hand. Vegetative conpetition will be controlled
prior to planting and, if required, for a mninum of three years
thereafter. Conpetitive vegetation and noxi ous weeds will be controlled
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by nechanical/chemical neans. Al federal, state, and county
regul ations and laws will be followed during the application of
her bi ci des.

Shrub and tree plantings will be fenced to exclude livestock. Seedlings
will be irrigated with drip irrigation systens or hand watered to
increase plant survival, vigor, and growh. Irrigation wll continue
for a mnimumof two years or until shrubs and trees are able to survive
wi thout supplemental water.

Native shrubs such as big sagebrush may be planted to enhance pygny
rabbit habitat.

VWDWwi | dl i fe managers will be responsible for planning, coordinating, and
conducting planting activities.

The survival of shrubs will vary depending on planting nethodol ogy, species
adaptability, soil parameters, control of vegetative conpetition,
precipitation, and wldlife/livestock depredation.

9. Information and regulatory signs will be posted to control public access,
delineate project boundaries, and provide additional information/guidance
as required.

WEED CONTROL

Wed control will be acconmplished as required by state and county regul ati ons
through biological, mechanical, and/or chemcal control neasures. Federal,
state, and county regulations governing the use of pesticides will be observed.

VWDWwi I dlife managers will annually conduct surveys and coordinate with
| andowners to detect and control new invasions of noxious weeds.

WDW managers and/or |andowners will identify, inventory, and map existing
noxi ous weeds on project |ands and devel op a control plan for each weed
species. The plan will include the follow ng:
1. Status of the weed as defined by State/County Noxious Wed Control
Boar ds/ Laws.
2. A map showing current weed locations as a reference to planning control
work and to monitor its spread or reduction in coverage with treatment.

3. ldentification of preferred/alternative control methodol ogies.

4. Selection of primary control measure(s) that will provide the necessary
level of weed control and still meet wildlife/habitat managenment
obj ecti ves.

5. Tine table for initial and followup treatnents.

6. ldentification of management practices/treatments required to mnimze
establ i shnment, reinvasion, and dispersion of noxious weeds.

7. Inplenmentation of control strategy.

8. Plan to nonitor the effects of the treatnent(s) on targeted weed

species, habitat, and wldlife.
9. Strategy to coordinate noxi ous weed control neasures wth adjacent
| andowner s.
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Constant plant comunity nonitoring should be enphasi zed and, whenever
possi bl e, weed control neasures should be initiated while the infestation is
small. If a noxious weed is established over a wide area, control measures
will be done to neet community standards. Mre extensive control practices may
be applied under the follow ng conditions

1. Control measures will not negatively inpact wldlife/habitat

2. Control measures will significantly enhance wildlife habitat/

popul ati ons.

Alternative weed control practices will be evaluated and sel ected based upon
the follow ng considerations:

Costs/ benefits

Location of weed concentration

Difficulty of control

Treatnent effectiveness/|evel of control required

Labor and equi pment constraints

Availability of biological control options

Timng of treatnents.

NoahkwNE

VWDW Managenent Standards and Guidelines include the following prioritized
weed control measures
1. Biological contro
| nsect s/ di seases
-- Accept abl e/ desirabl e conpeting vegetation

2. Mechanical contro

-- Hand pulling
-- Mwing or cultivation
-- Gazing

3. Herbicide Control - Herbicide selection will be based upon the follow ng
criteria
Herbicide use limtations (registered uses)
-- Selection of chemcal(s) of lowest toxicity that is effective on
target weed species and mnimzes the need for reapplications
Application/chenm cal costs

Herbicides will be applied in such a manner as to avoid spray drift and contact
with non-target plant species. \Wenever possible, annual herbicide
applications will be limted to sites with high seed dispersal potential such
as road sides, access areas, parking areas, etc. This does not preclude the
appl i cation of herbicides to rangelands and cultivated fields on an as-

needed basis.

Al herbicide label directions and safety precautions will be followed. The
lowest chem cal concentration feasible to acconplish weed control objectives
will be used. Furthernore, WOWwildlife managers, in conjunction with

| andowners, should review and nodify nanagenent to minimze reinvasion of

noxi ous weeds.

Once weed infestations have been controlled, WDWwi | dlife managers and
| andowners shoul d consider planting conpeting vegetation. Habitat/range



managenment mani pul ati on practices should be applied during the control phase to
di scourage the reinvasion of weed species (maxinm ze desirable plant
conpetition, mnimze the condition that allowed weed establishnent).

Weed control neasures will be nonitored and adjusted as required to acconplish
wildlife managenent objectives.

Weed control measures will be nonitored and adjusted as required to obtain
speci fi ¢ managenent objectives.

FI RE CONTROL

WIldfires on lands managed by the WDW will be suppressed. Responsibility for
wildfire protection and suppression rests prinmarily with local fire protection
districts and/or the DNR

Fire protection on project lands will be included as part of annual O&M costs.
WDW currently uses the followng system for land it manages:

1. Lands within the boundaries of a fire protection district: An
assessment or the cost of suppression efforts is paid.

2. Lands outside of, but adjacent to, the boundaries of a fire protection
district: The costs of fire suppression is paid to adjacent fire
district.

3. Unprotected lands: Contract with the DNR and/or county fire
districts, or use WDW personnel to control the fire (Beckstead, 1991).

VWWw | dlife managers will elimnate fire hazards on project |ands whenever
possible. In the event of a wildfire, WDW personnel will notify the
appropriate fire control agency, advise adjoining |andowners and recreational
users, and if directed, assist with suppression efforts as needed.

The WDWmay elimnate all public access to project Iands during periods of high
fire danger. Lands will be posted and patrolled whenever a closure is
i npl ement ed.

The control of wldfires does not preclude the use of prescribed burns for

habi tat manipul ation purposes; however, WDW personnel nust have the appropriate
training and proper equipment to use fire as a managenent tool. In addition,
prescribed burns should be planned and conpleted with the assistance of WW and
SCS range/forestry specialists. Al applicable permts will be obtained and
state/local regulations conplied with.
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MANAGEMENT OF SENSI TI VE W LDLI FE

Depart nent owned/ managed | ands will be managed for pygny rabbits, threatened

and endangered wildlife, and other species of concern. ~Cpportunities to enhance
potential habitat to aid in the recovery of sensitive wildlife species will be a
high priority. \Were conflicts between the habitat needs of species of concern
and any species not so designated occur, habitat wll be maintained to support
the sensitive species.

WDW nongane bi ol ogi sts wil| devel op nonitoring/ managenent plans for sensitive
wildlife species occurring on project lands. Management plans will be
inplenented by project wildlife nmanagers. WWrevenues, if available, as well
as other funding sources will be used to conplenent nmitigation habitat
enhancement efforts for threatened and endangered wildlife species and ot her
sensitive wildlife species.

VWOWwi | dlife managers will report observations of threatened and endangered and
ot her species of concern occurring on project lands to the WDWnongane data
system Mnitoring plans shoul d be devel oped to ensure that the habitat

occupi ed by a species of concern is regularly exam ned for occupancy and t hat
habi tat naintenance or enhancenent activities are effective.

The following table lists the sensitive wildlife species that may occur on
proposed project |ands.

TABLE 2. SENSITIVE WLDLIFE SPECIES THAT MAY OCCUR
NEAR OR FREQUENT THE PROPCSED PRQJECT AREA

Common  Nane Scientific Nane

Bi rds

Tynpanuchus phasi anel | us
Centrocercus urophasi anus

Sharp-tailed grouse
Sage grouse

Sage sparrow

Sage thrasher
Ash-throated fly catcher
G asshopper sparrow
Brewer's sparrow
Lark sparrow
Burrowi ng ow

Snowy owl

Ferrugi nous hawk
Swai nson's  hawk
Prairie falcon
Oyrfal con

Gol den eagle

Bal d eagle

Anphi spi za bel ['i

Or eoscopt es nont anus
M/i archus ci nerascens
Ammodr anus savannar um
Spi zella breweri
Chondest es granmacus
At hene cunicul aria
Nyctea scandica

Buteo regalis

But eo swai nsoni

Fal co mexi canus_

Fal co rusti col us

Aqui la chrysaetos

Hal i aeet us | eucocephal us
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Table 2 (Cont.)

Mamal s

Pygny rabbit Brachyl agus i dahoensi s
Wiite-tailed jackrabbit Lepus townsend

Sagebrush vole Lagurus curtatus
Anphi bi ans

Long-toed sal amander Anbyst oma nmacr odact yl um
Ti ger sal amander Ambyst onma_tigrinum
Horned Iizard Phrynosoma dougl ass
Sagebrush Iizard Scel oporus graci osus
Spotted frog Rana preti osa

source: Hi ckman, VWDW 1991

A conmplete list of federal and state species of concern can be found in
Appendi x F.

RECREATI ON MANAGEMENT

Public recreation opportunities are inportant, but subordinate to wldlife/
habi tat managenent goals and objectives. The biological and habitat
requirements of the pygny rabbit, threatened and endangered species, and other
species of concern nust take precedence over recreation programs on project

| ands.

Recreation managenent prograns will be devel oped and nonitored by the WDWon al |
mtigation [ ands whether purchased through fee title or nanaged wth perpetua
conservation easenents.

VWDWwi | dlife managers will determne the type and scope of access prograns and
recreational opportunities that will be allowed on specific sites. Activities
must not conflict with wildlife goals and objectives and be consistent with WW
mandat es.

Al'l public access and recreational opportunities will be regul ated throughout
the year by WOW wildlife managers to protect sensitive habitats and mnim ze
disturbance to wildlife species.

Landowner /VDW | i ability will be in accordance with RCW 4.24.200 and 4.24.210
(Appendi x G which "encourage owners of land to nake |and and water available to
the public by limting their liability for persons who enter that |land and may
be injured or otherw se damaged by acts of om ssions of others."
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MANAGEMENT OF CULTURAL, GECLOGE CAL, AND BOTANI CAL FEATURES

Cultural sites on WDW owned or controlled lands will be protected. It is
unlawful to alter any historic or prehistoric site or to renove artifacts from
state owned/controlled property. The BPA will identify paleontological,
archeol ogi cal, and historical resources and Native Anerican sites through the
National Environnental Protection Assessnment (NEPA) process.

The location(s) of all sites will be reported to the Department of Community
Devel opnent (DCD). The DCD wi |l be consulted prior to initiation of activities
that may inpact a known site. If a site is inadvertently disturbed, all
activity shall stop and the DCD shall refer to the appropriate authority
responsible for supervising site restoration

Geol ogical and sensitive botanical sites will also be protected. Managenent
activities occurring near these sites will not be done so they threaten the
integrity of the feature. \WDW managers/specialists shall coordinate with DNR
Natural Heritage Programstaff before inplenenting activities near or on a
sensitive botanical site.

Al'l special features of interest should be periodically monitored to ensure that

the resurce is maintained inits present condition. Likewse, a plan should be
devel oped to restore damaged or destroyed features of special interest.
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MONI TORI NG

Habi t at

A resource nmonitoring plan should provide wildlife nmanagers with enough
information to make sound decisions regarding the inplenmentation and adjustnent
of management activities.

The effects of inplementing habitat management strategies will be eval uated and
nonitored for the life of the project. WWwildlife nanagers will develop a
monitoring and evaluation program to acconplish the follow ng:
1. To determine if an activity is fulfilling the purpose and
need for which it was designed, or if there is a need for
modi fication or termnation of current management.
2. To identify unanticipated and/ or unpredicted inpacts, positive
or negative.
3. To ensure that decisions are being inplemented as schedul ed.
4,  To provide consistency with federal, state, and local plans,
programs, and regul ations.
5  To nonitor mitigation program benefits (environnmental, social,
bi ol ogi cal , economic), as well as cost.
6. To evaluate the inpacts of grazing on plant conmunities in
order to forma basis for nodifying pasture rotations,
seasons of use, grazing intensities, or possible elimnation
of this managenent practice.
7. To ensure that terms and conditions of conservation
easenents are inplenented and conplied with by all parties.

Base |ine information concerning range conditions and wildlife popul ations nay
be avail abl e through SCS/| andowner farm pl ans, WDW personnel, and the USFW5;
however, additional sanpling nmay be required to docunent present conditions.
WDW range specialists, SCS range conservationists, and | andowners shoul d be
consulted to facilitate the collection of base line data.

Monitoring techniques shoul d be consistent with methodol ogi es used in studies
conducted in Idaho and other states/provinces.

I nformation obtained through nonitoring will be used to evaluate wildlife
habitat conditions, AUMallotnents, pasture grazing rotations, forage use
patterns, and to detect changes in plant comunities. Table 3 lists exanples
of methodol ogi es that may be used to nonitor vegetative trends, forage
utilization, plant parameters, and other environnental variables.
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10.

11.

12.
13.

TABLE 3.

Habitat Variable

Canopy Cover (grass/forbs)

Canopy Cover (shrubs/small trees)

Canopy Cover (trees/brush piles)
Canopy Di aneter

Horizontal Foliar Density
Vertical Vegetation Cover

Hei ght of Plants

Plant Density
Frequency of Herbs/ Shrubs/ Trees

Plant Diversity

Sl ope and Aspect

Water Depth
VWater Velocity

Source @ Hays, 1991.

HABI TAT VARI ABLE MEASURI NG TECHNI QUES

Measuring Techni que

Mcro Plot

Line Intercept

Spheri cal Densi oneter

Di aneter Tape

Vegetation Profile Board
Cover Pole

G aduated Rod
Optical Range Fi nder

Cal cul ated Cover
Quadr at

Cal cul ated Community
Doni nance

Cinonmeter and Conpass
Topo Maps

G aduated Rod

Aver agi ng

The met hodol ogy and nonitoring intensity that is chosen for a site will be
determ ned by the nature and severity of the resource conflicts that are

present at that site.
used to determne habitat

The Ceographi cal

Wlidlife

Information System (G@S) can also be
vari abl es/ measur ement s.

Wldlife mnitoring efforts within the project area will focus on indicator
threatened, endangered, and sensitive wldlife species; and related
biotic resources using both tenporary and pernmanent study techniques.

speci es;

Lek surveys, brood routes, and flushing counts are a few of the techniques that

can be used,

in conjunction wth habitat

vari abl e neasuring nethodol ogies, to

monitor wildlife responses to habitat conditions and trends; browse/forage
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availability, utilization, conposition, and vigor; changes in cover and habitat
ef fectiveness; and general habitat conditions.

A "presencel/ absence" survey will be utilized to docunent nonganme response to
habi tat managenent.

An effective nonitoring process shoul d detect qualitative and quantitative
changes in habitat and/or wildlife populations. Information obtained through
the nonitoring and eval uati on process should be anal yzed and fed back into the
managenent plan review process in order to evaluate the inpacts of land use
decisions as well as the adequacy of nmitigation neasures.
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ADDI TI ONAL | SSUES

Property Taxes

The use of perpetual conservation easements will be exercised prior to pursuing
fee title acquisitions. Landowners will be responsible for property taxes under
Alternative 1, Perpetual Conservation Easenents. Conversely, property taxes
under Alternative 2, Fee Title Acquisitions, may be paid by the WDWw th annual
&M funds. In addition, BPA may explore with, effected counties, alternative
forms of conpensation other than property taxes.

Exotic Wldlife

Exotic wildlife introductions will not be allowed on mtigation lands. This is
necessary to protect as well as encourage the recovery and mai ntenance of native
wildlife species.

Exotic wildlife includes pheasants, gray partridge, quail, turkey, game farm
reared upland birds along with any other non-native wildlife species.

O f-Road Vehi cl es

Of-road vehicles (ORVs) will not be operated onproject |ands except by WW
personnel /| andowners as required to conpl ete habitat nanagement/nonitoring
activities. Privately-owned vehicles will be restricted to county roads and
designated parking areas in order reduce the spread of noxious weeds,

protect fragile habitats and agricultural fields, and to reduce disturbance to
wildlife populations.

Tribal Needs

Tribal subsistence and cerenonial needs will be addressed in accordance with
current federal treaty provisions and state/county regulations.

Crop Depredation

Landowners adjacent to the project area may suffer crop danage due to increased
wildlife populations. Hunting will be used toelimnate crop depredation
whenever possible; however, if crop damage still occurs, |andowner damage clains
and specific problem situations will be dealt with in the foilow ng manner.

Response to Damage Conplaints: Following a report of danage, a WDW
representative will contact the | andowner and/or respond to the conplaint
wi thin 48 hours.

Di shursing/ Eli m nati on: The WDWwi || provide | andowners with propane
guns, firecrackers, cracker shells, and shotgun shells for disbursing and
redistributing depredating wildlife.
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Wien no other practical neans of damage control is feasible, selected big
gane animals may be killed out of season. An assessment will be nade by
VWW field personnel to determine the effectiveness of renedial nethods.
Consideration will be given to such factors as time of year, extent of
damage, potential for future damage, and whether season adjustnents are
necessary.

The number of big game aninals elimnated will be the nininum necessary
to hel p landowners disperse them froma crop that is being damaged.

The preferred method of out-of-season elinmnationis to permt |icensed
hunters the opportunity to harvest the animals. The presence of hunters
associated with the killing of a mninum nunber of animals has proven to
be an effective means of disbursement.

Hot spot damage control hunts may be considered when the val ue of the
potential claim exceeds $1,000. Authority for the hot spot hunt rests
with the WDWregional manager. Hunters will be randonmy selected by
conput er.

If hot spot damage control is not effective or cannot be used, WDW
regional nanagers may authorize kill pernits

Trappi ng and/or relocating nuisance wildlife may be considered if other
control nethods are ineffective or inappropriate

Conpensation:  Landowners suffering crop danage may choose to receive hay
as replacenment for lost crops. The advantages to the |andowner are

al nost immediate settlement, no requirenent to file a formal damage

claim and quality (alfalfa) hay available at their convenience. This

met hod of conpensation would apply in the follow ng situation and manner

- Landowner and | ocal WDWrepresentative agree on a dollar value of
damage

- Cost of replacement hay will not exceed $2,000 based on average |oca
price at time of agreement. Both parties agree that the exchange
hay for damages, is full and final paynent.

Formal Damage Claims: \Were damage does not exceed $500, and the
| andowner and the WDW representative agree on the anount of |oss,
settlenment will be at the local |evel

Cains in excess of $500 and |ess than $2,000 will be processed and the
claimant notified of the disposition within 60 days of receipt of the
claimin Oynpia. However, if a crop value cannot be established within
60 days, the claimant will be advised and the claimwll be processed as
soon as possible. Nothing will prohibit the claimnt and the WDW

from agreeing on a reasonabl e extension.

Cains that are denied by the WoWdirector, or paynent amount refused by
the claimant, nust go to the legislature for consideration.
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Landowner Cooperation: Landowners will allow encourage hunting on their
property. \Wenever practical |andowners will assist in preventing damage
by allow ng public hunting during schedul ed hunting seasons.

Predat or Contr ol

Predatory birds and manmal s may be controlled on project |ands and adjacent
areas. Predator control may also be warranted in conjunction with wildlife
reintroductions and instances of |ivestock depredation.

Control measures will be acconplished by WDWwi | dl i fe managers in accordance
with federal, state, and county regulations. At the discretion of the WDW
ot her individuals may be authorized to conduct predator control activities on
proj ect |ands.

Control measures will not exceed that which is necessary to obtain a mninmm
| evel of control over offending predators.

VWOWwi | dl i fe managers shoul d advi se | andowners and consult with the USFW5, | ocal

county extension agents, and the Department of Agriculture prior to initiating
predator control activities.
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APPENDI X A

NORTHVEST POAER PLANNI NG COUNCI L W LDLI FE M TI GATI ON' STANDARDS

Al mtigation projects will be evaluated on how well they:

L Compl ement the activities of the region's state and federal wildlife
agencies and Indian tribes;

2. Be the least costly way to achieve the biological objective

3. Protect or enhance special habitat or species that would not be

avail able unless pronpt action is taken: such proposals should only be
impl enented with the consent of the Council

4, Encourage the formation of partnerships with other persons or entities
which woul d reduce project costs, increase benefits and/or elimnate
duplicative activities;

5. Have neasurabl e objectives such as the restoration of a given nunber of
habi tat units;

6. Not inpose on the BPA the funding responsibilities of others, as
prohi bited by section 4(h)(10 (A of the Northwest Power Act;

1. Address special wildlife [osses in area that fornerly had sal non and
steel head runs that were elimnated by hydroel ectric projects (for
exanple, societal and tribal wildlife |osses);

8. Protect high quality, native, or other habitat or species of special
concern, whether at the project site or not, including endangered
threatened, or sensitive species;

9, Provide riparian or other habitat that may benefit both fish and
wildlife
10. Address concerns over additions to public Iand ownership and inpacts on

I ocal communities, such as reduction or loss of local government tax
base, special district tax base; or the local economc base, or
consi stency with local governnents' conprehensive plans

11, Use publicly-owned land for mtigation, or managenent agreements on
private land, in preference to acquisition of private land, while
provi di ng permanent protection or enhancement of wildlife habitat in the
nost cost-effective manner;
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12.

13.

14.

Mtigate |osses in-place, in-kind, where practical. Wen a wldlife
measure is not directly related to hydroelectric caused |oss, the
habitat units protected, mtigated, or enhanced by that measure wll be
credited against mtigation due for one or nore hydroelectric projects,
including power-related storage or regulatory dans;

Hel p protect or enhance natural ecosystens and species diversity over
the long term and

Use the best available scientific know edge.
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APPENDI X B

GRAND COULEE/ CHI EF JOSEPH W LDLI FE
M Tl GATI ON STEERI NG COW TTEE

The Steering Cormittee was established to represent local input and concerns
wi th the pl anning and inpl ementation process.

Local Utilities....covuniii i Ral ph Byre
Wheat Growers (Lincoln County)................... H al Johnson
(Douglas County)................... Lee Hammer
Cattlemen (LincolnCounty)................ .. Keit hNelson
(Douglas County)................... Allan Mller
Colville Confederated Tribes..................... Stev e Judd
Upper Colunbia United Tribes..................... Chris Merker
Conservation G oups (Ephrata Sportsnmen's Club)...Don Gal breath
Sportsman/ Landowner. ... David Stevens
Environmental G oups (WA Environnmental Council)..Lar ry Hanpson
Local Governnent (Stevens County)................ Al'l an Mack
(StevensCounty)................ T omMKern

(Douglas County) .............. .. Jay Weber
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APPENDI X C

UNPUBLI SHED HABI TAT EVALUATI ON PROCEDURE (HEP) MODELS

The following materials are unpublished habitat eval uation nodels used to
determne the habitat suitability indices for the Gand Coulee Dam Wl dlife
Mtigation study.

L. Sharp-Tailed Gouse (Tynpanuchus phasianellus) from Ashley, et al.,
1990.

2, Sage Grouse (Centrocercus urophasianus) fromAshley, et al., 1990.

3. Mil e Deer (Qdocoileus hem onus) fromAshley, et al., 1990,

4, Pygny Rabbit (Brachyl agus idahoensis) fromAshley, et al., 1990.
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Sharp-tail ted GROUSE
(Tynpanuchus phasi anel | us)

CHARACTERTSTICS

The sharp-tailed grouse are of noderate size (17 inches) and color, with

scal ed and spotted underparts, a tail. that is nostly white and pointed, and
yel | owi sh eye conbs.

FOOD AND HABITAT REQUIREMENTS

Sharp-tailed grouse feed prinarily on plant materials, although insects are
al so consuned in spring and summer. G asses and flowers are inportant foods
in spring and sumrer. Qptinumhabitat is 10-25% herbaceous cover. Wnter
foods consist of buds, twigs and catkins from shrubs and trees. Opt i num
winter habitati includes greater than 25%bud produci ng shrubs andtrees.

Pemmant native habitats containing a mxture of native grasses and brush are
most |ikely to support sharp-tailed grouse. Qptinmumhabitats are conposed of
a conbination of grass, shrub and shrub/grass communities rather than pure
stands of any of these community types. Edges between shrubby and grassy
cover types are especially inportant to this species.

Bunchgrass clunmps and woody vegetation are used by sharp-tails for cover from
weat her and predators and for visual isolation of individuals during feeding,
restingand nestingactivities. Wnter roots are established i n snow burrows
when snow i s deep: however, woody vegetation is used when snow is shallow or
crusted. Ri paran areas, conifer forest edges and woody ravi nes al so provi de

i mportant cover for grouse throughout the year.

EREEDING

The breeding season begins in early April wth young dispersed by mid-July.
Mal e birds gather at display grounds, or "leks' follow ng receding snow cover
when fall-grown forb and grass foods becorme avail abl e The nal s's purpl e neck
sacs are inflated during courtship display as he rattles his wing quills to
attract females while perforning a ritualized courtship dance. |ndividual
birds return to traditional |eks and defend the sane territories used in

previous years. Territory sizes may range from 46-558 square feet with
typically 8-12 males present at a lek site.

Sharp-tailed grouse leks are likely to occur in areas of |ow or sparsely
distributed, nixed vegetation. \ashington |eks are established on barren
areas wWith little or no vegetation within native bunch grass prairies. Nests

are built on the ground and any be | ocated beneath a clunp of bunchgrass and
wi thinl0O feet of brushy cover.

STATUS IN WASHINGTON

I'n Washi ngton, sharp-tailed grouse |ive al ong the edges of native bunchgrass
prairies of eastern Washington. The bird was extirpated fromportions of its
former range, which included California, Oregon and Nevada. The maj or

limting factor for sharp-tailed grouse is the availability of undistrurbed
native grass and shrub comuniti es.

46



Sharp-Tailed Grouse

(Tympanuchus phasianellus columbianus)
Summer Range Shrub-Steppe (SS)

Variable 1: % Shrub Crown Cover

V1 Field values:

1.0 1
0 - 10 = 0.7
11 - 50 = 1.0
51 - 75 = 0.5

[+ AN e o]

Suitability Index
: IS

% Shrub Crown Cover

Variable 2: Average Height of Herbaceous Vegetation (in)

V2 Field values:

0 - 10.9 = 0.5 1.0 -
11 - 24.9 = 1.0
25 - 40 = 0.7

Suitability Index
=

: : ; D G
0 6 12 18 24 30
Avg. Ht. Herbs (in)

47

Draft 10/90



Sharp-Tailed Grouse
(Tympanuchus phasianellus columbianus)

Shrub-Steppe (SS)
Summer Range

Variable 3: % Herbaceous Cover

Y3 Field values:

0 - 25=0.5 1.0y
26 - 75 = 1.0 ¢
76 - 100 = 0.5 L 8-
=
> .b 1
=
& .4
[p]
-
A .24

20 40 60 80 100
% Herbaceous Cover

Variable 4: Distance to Winter Range (mi}

V4 Field values:

Q0 - = 1.0

2.1 -3 =20.8
3.1 - 4 = 0.5
4.1 - 5 = 0.2

Suitability Index

1 2 3 4 5
Distance to Winter Range (mi)

HSI = (V1+Y2+V3+v4) /4
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Sharp-Tailed Grouse
(Tympanuchus phasianellus columbianus)
Shrub-Steppe (S§)

Winter Range

Variable 1: % Shrub and Deciduous Tree Crown Cover

V1 Field values:

1- 25%=0.5 1.07
25 - 75% = 1.0 —
75 - 100% = 0.7 & 0.87

0% = 0 =
0.6+
D
= 0¥
s
3 0.2

20 10 60 80 100
% Shrub and Deciduous Tree Cover

Variable 2: Distance to Leks (mi)

V2 Field values:

Q- 2mi = 1.0
2.1 - 3mi = 0.8
3.1 - 4mi = 0.5
4.1 - bBmi = 0.2

5mi = 0

Suitability Index

Il
t

1 2 3 4 5
Distance to Leks {mi)

49

Draft 10/90



Sharp-Tailed Grouse
(Tympanuchus phasianellus columbianus)
Shrub-Steppe (SS)

Winter Range

Variable 3: Avg Height of Shrubs (ft)

V3 Field values:

0'13 0 1.0"'
1.4 - 2 = 0.3 _
2.1 -3=0.5 < 0-8]
3.1-4:0.7 'g
4.1 -5 =0.9 S 0.6 4
>5=1.0 >
= 0.4 1
L
1]
2 0.2 ¢
=3
[}

i 2 3 4 5§
Avg. Height of Shrubs (ft)

Variable 4: % Bud Producing Shrubs and Trees

V4 Field values: .

1.0 7
0 - § = 0

§ - 15 = 0.2 0.8 4

16 - 25 = 0.7 _é
25 = 1.0 2 .

>
= 0.4 4

=
S 0.2

E

20 40 60 80 100
% Bud Producing Shrubs and Trees

HST = (V1xy2xV3)heVsd .
Z
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MULE DEER

CHARACTERI STI CS

Mul e deer are best distinguished by the snmall black tipped tail,

evenly forked antlers, and large (4 inch) scent gland inside the
back | eq.

FOOD AND HABI TAT REQUI REMENTS

The availability of adequate browse is often the liniting factor
for nmule deer popul ations over nmuch of their range (Schneegas and

Bunst ead 1977). Browse often furnishes 75% or nore of the mule
deer's w nter diet. Forbs and grasses are supplenmental winter
foods and their availability will result in an increased food

value for mule deer. Quantity and quality of nutritious forage

in the spring has a major effect on mule deer production and sur-
vival (Wallno et al. 1977).

Therrmal cover is provided by woody vegetation over 5 feet tall
with a crown cover exceeding 50% Hiding cover is defined as
vegetation greater than 24 inches tall that can hide 90% of a
bedded deer at 150 feet or less (Hall 1985). Topographic relief
al so provides hiding cover value as well as thernal protection
from wi nds (Zender, Ashley, pers comm 1990).

STATUS | N WASHI NGTON

Overall deer populations in southeast WAashington are not I|ow now.
However, if an extended series of droughts or severe w nters sig-
nificantIY reduced current nunmbers, many herds could not rebuild
very easily with the existing |ow buck/doe rati os. A ratio of
about 15 bucks for every 100 does is needed for adequate repro-
ducti on. However, nost sout heast Washington nule deer herds have
declined to less than 5 bucks per 100 does.
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- MULE DEER .~ Drafc 10/
(Cdécoileus hemionus ] . Correccted 1
Shrub-Stepre (SS) ’

30
0/90

Winter Habitat

Varizble 1:  Pesrcent Shrub Crown Cover £ 5 £t in height
(do not consider smzll conifers as shrubs)

V1 Tiald values
0% ] 1.0.
< 25% = -2
25 - 40% = .7 % 3.
41 - 60% = 1.0 =
81 .- 100% = .38 =
s, .0
)
s
—
o
=l
-
vt
73]

25 50 75 100
% Snrub Crown Cover

Variable 2: Percent of -shrub component consisting of. preferred foragé spéecies < 5;ft
- in height. = |

V2 Field wvalues:

o

=

4L - 80% = 1.

0
= .2
35 - 40% = .7
0
61 - 100% = .8

Suitability Index

U

25 so 75 100

% "sreferred shrub component*

Preferred shrubs include, but are not limited te:
bitterbrush, servicsherty, nine bark, chokecherry, TosSe spo-,
sguzw current, willew, water birch, aspen.
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Shrub-stepp (SS) Mule Deer (cont.) DRAFT

Yariable 3: Percent herbaceous canopy cover.

1.0 + Y3 Field values:
0% = 0
% .8 T <25% = .2
= 25 - 40% = .7
- .6 4 >40% = 1.0
-
=
Y
]
S
S L2 T
v

25 50 75 100
% Herbaceous canopy cover

yariable 4: Percent of area consisting of woody evergreen vegetation >-6 feet

in height. '

1.0 ' V4 .Field values:

% = 0

« 01 1-10% = .2
= 11 - 20% = .7
— .6 >20% = 1.0
>
=4
L
3
,5. _2.
vy

10 20 30 40 50
% of arez consisting of woody evergreen vegetation > 6ft.
in height.

yariable 5: Percent of arsa cecnsisting of variable topography.

1.0 1 V5 Fieald values:
5 81 <10% = 0
3 10 - 20% = .3
€ ; 21 - 30% = .6
>‘- + 31 - 40% = .8
z >40% = 1.0
~- .4
L3
[ae]
ot
D .2
wy

{ I 1 }
10 20 30 40
¥ of area consisting of variable topography.

—_—
—

HST =1 (V1+V2+4V3) X (v4+v5)J A
2 3 )
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SAGE GROUSE
(Centrocercus urophasianus)

CHARACTERTSTICS

Sage grouse are very distinctive with a black belly, long pointed tail
feathers and large size (28 inches in length). Excluding the recently
introduced turkey, it is Washington's largest upland gane bird, the nales
attaining a weight of over six pounds. The male is |arger and nore col orful
than the female, with yellow eye conbs, black throat and bib, and a |arge
white ruff on its breast. In flight, the dark belly, absence of white outer
tail feathers and its much larger size distinguish this bird fromthe sharp-
tailed grouse.

FOOD AND HABI TAT REQUI REMENTS

The sage grouse has a specialized digestive system |t possesses a thin-

wal | ed stomach adapted to a soft vegetable diet. Al other gallinaceous gane
bi rds have thick-walled gizzards designed for grinding hard seeds. For this
reason the sage grouse is inseparably linked wth the sage brush plant for
food. About 75% of the diet consists of sagebrush |eaves. A mninumof 20%
sagebrush cover is optimum  Forbs and insects are also inportant to the
bird s nutritional requirements. Animal foods conprise up to 10% of the diet.

Typi cal sage grouse habitat consists of lightly-grazed areas of big sagebrush

interspersed with grasses and forbs. Wt neadows and wheat fields adjoining
such areas are extensively used.

Water is used daily when it is available, although sage grouse can go for long
periods without drinking. The best popul ations are usually found near water.

BREEDI NG

The sags grouse is promiscuous in its mating habits. Beginning in early
spring the nales travel up to several miles to a central, open "strutting
ound," where each day at dawn and dusk they strut and display before the
ens. Courting nales fan their tails and rapidly inflate and deflate their
air sacs, emtting a loud popping sound. MNating occurs at the strutting
ground. These areas, sonetinmes tened | eks, are characterized by bare ground
ranging from0.1 to 100 acres. Leks are usually adjacent to nesting and
rearing habitats. The nest is lccated on the ground, under a sagebrush or in
a clunp of ryegrass, and usually contains from7 to 13 eggs. optinum nesting
habitat has a m ni mum of 20%cover of sagebrush ranging from7-30 inches in

height. Sage qrouseuss the same |eks and nesting sites year after year.

STATUS I N WASHI NGTON

The sage grouse was formerly abundant wherever big sagebrush was present in
eastern Washington. The large bird and its eggs were and inportant itemin the
diet of the early settlers of the area. Destruction of its habitat by plow ng
and sagebrush control, cattle grazing, over-shooting and perhaps Unknown
factors have drastically reduced its nunbers, and it is now absent from nost
of its former range.
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Sage Grouse
{ Centrocercus urophasianus )

Shrub-Steppe ( SS )
Winter Habitat

Variable 1: Percent sagebrush canopy.

1.0 ~+
V1 Field Values:
0% =0 % 8 T
1 - 10% = .2 §
10 - 19% = .7 - .6 4
20 - 50% = 1.0 >
= a
=
-
»S _2 i
(¥a)

1 ¥ T L T

10 20 30 40 80
% Sagebrush Canopy

Variable 2: Average sagebrush height (in)

1.0 -+

V2 Field values:

e
0in = ¢ 3 .8 -
1 - 10in.= .5 =
10 - 30in.= 1.0 6 &
31 - 40in.= -7 =
41 - 50in,= =
> 50in =9 o

1=}

o

2 2 04

10 20 30 40 B0
Ave. Sagebrush hi. (in)

HSI = (V1 x V2) %

Draft

10/90



SAGE GROUSE
{(Centrecarcus urcphasianus)
SNTub-stenpe ($3)

DRAFT 10/90

Summer Habitat

VYariable 1: Percant sagebrush canapy. V1 Field values:
1.0 + — <10% = .2
10 - 19% = .7
8 - 20 - 50% = 1.0
=
o8}
=
o ~
Lan B v}
)
=
= 47
5 2L
a

10 20 30 40 50
% Segebrush Canopy

Varizble 2: , Averace sagsebrush height (In)

1.0—
& .8
5
Varizble 3: Percant ¢ > &
gble 3: Percs ancpy Cover of Forbs. D
5 LA
l1=]
1.0 Z .
:?) o ls
48 ] ] ] L3
10 20 30 40 50
Y3 Field Values: Ave. sagebrush ht.(In)
& . )
?”m'ggﬁ = .5 -4 V2 Field valyes:
25% - 50% = 1 <18in. = .5
1% - 754 = .7 2 10 - 30in. = 1.0
75% - 100 = .3 31 - 20in. = .7
1 : , 41 - 50in, = .3
>50in. = Q

25 50 75 100
% Cancpy Cover of Forbs
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Shrub-staope (7SS ) Crait 10/90

2

=

Yarizhla 4: Distancez to Lek or are
tting (Mi)

suitable {or strut:

1.0

Suitabililty Tndex

—
Mo

W
"~
tn 4,

¥4 €ield vzluas;  Miles
1 - 2mi. = 1.0 ) ) :
A HST = T( Visv2svieus)/ax3]h

¥s Fisld Yzlues
Q- 2= = 1.0
2.1 - 3mi = .8
3.1 - émi = .4
&1 - sat = .1
> Emi =40
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Pl GW RABBI T
(Sylvilagus idahcensis)

CHARACTERISTICS

Pygmy rabbits are, as their name implies, very small rabbits, the smallest in
North America. They weigh only 1/2 to one pound. These diminutive rabbits
are slate-gray on top, buff-colored on the belly, with cinhanon col oring on
the legs, chest and nape of neck. Tail and legs are notably small. These
rabbits are nocturnal to crepuscular (dawn and dusk) in their activity
patterns and unlike cottontails, they do not display a white tail when
runni ng.

FOOD AND HABITAT REQUIREMENTS

Fygnyrabpits are found primarily i n areas of sage and where the soil is rcck-
free and soft enough to dig burrows. A three foot depth is optinmm

Undi st urbed areas of big sage (Artenesia tridentata woningensis) are nost
inportant wiht optinumhabitat at a mninum sage density of 20% cover. The
rabbits dig their own burrows but will occasionally use abandoned badger
burrows. burrows usually have nore than one opening, well-defined runways,

and "scrapes" outside the burrow entrance in which the rabbits lay. Because
they are a relatively slow noving rabbit, they do not range very far from
their burrow entrances. The bulk of their diet year-round is sagebrush,

al though in the spring and surmer they eat grasses and forbs as well.

EREEDING

Not much is known about the breeding habits of pygmy rabbits, but it is
bel i eved that the breeding season extends fromearly sprirg to m d-summer.
Fem es can produce nore than one litter per year. Between May and August
females give birth to an average of six young. Young rabbits are i ndependent
at two nonths.

STATUS IN WASHINGION

Pygny rabbits are found in western Montana, southern |daho, northern U ah,
nort hern Nevada, southeastern Oregon, northeastern California, and eastern
Washington.  The popul ation in Véshingtion is disjunct fromthose i n the ot her
states.

In the early part of this century, pygsy rabbits were reported from several
eastern Washington counties. Report vary from common to "rare and of |ocal
occurrene." Their popul ation has declined rapidly and their range has been
drastically reduced in recent times. Mrtality rate is estimted at 70%
Their nunber may be so | ow as to make detection very difficult. Being nost
active dusk to dawn nakes their detection difficult as Vel l.
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DRAFT
PYGMY RABBIT

(Sylvilagus idahoensis)
Shrub-steppe (SS)
Pygmy Rabbit Habitat Thresholds: *
1. Soils must be soft and rock free versus hardpan and stony(>2Ft. deep).
2. Wyoming Big Sage (Artemesia tridentata wyomingenis) is the sage brush
sub-species preferred by Pygmy Rabbits.

* Fach site should be evaluated to determine the presence or absence of
the threshold requisites. If one or both requsites are absent, do not
evaluate further. Conversely, if both requisiteé are present continue
through this draft model to determine baseline SI.

Variable 1: Soil depth parameters.

1.0 T -
81
>
L
E 6L
oy
o AT
=
S 24+
;§
> 4§ . &
"Soil Depth (Ft.)
V1 Field Values: Variable 2: % Sagebrush Canopy
<2' =10
20 - 211 = .5 10
»>3' = 1.0
s < .8
3
el
o .6—-‘
V2 Field Values: fl?
<10% = @ - A
10 - 19% = .5 3
>20% = 1.0 = o4
—_— % -

10 20 30 40
% Canopy
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Pygmy Rabbit DRAFT

Variable 3: Food/Range Conditions,
SV1: Presence of immature Big Sage brush.
Present = 1.0

Absent =0

SV2: Current Range Conditions.

Goed = 1.0
Fair = .5
Poor = 0

SV3: Percent of current year's grass and forb crop remaining.

1.0 —
8 SV3 Field Values:
2T > 50% =1.0
41 - B50% = .9
.6 -+ 31 - 40% = .7
21 - 30% = .5
s 11 - 20% = .3
0 - 10% = .1
2
SIV3 = SV1 + Sv2 + SV3

5 ] 1 1 1
10 20 30 40 50 3
% Grass and Forbs Remaining

i
HST = V1 + (V2 x V32
2

Pygmy Rabbit Habitat Thresholds - Cont.**

3. The minimum size of potential pygmy rabbit re-introduction sites should
consist of a minimum of 640 acres of shrub-steppe which would include
320 acres of soft deep soils.

** Threshold 3 should only be applied to potential re-introduction sites.
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APPENDI X D

GRAND COULEE HABI TAT EVALUATI ON
PROCEDURE FI ELD TEAM

The HEP Team neasured wildlife habitat variables for each of the indicator
species in the study area.

HEP Menber Affiliation
David Stevens Sport sman/ Landowner
Chris Merker ucur

Maur een Mir phy Colville Tribe
Todd Thonpson BLM

Craig Mdsen ScS

M ke Finch Landowner
Bill Rusteneyer Landowner
Andy Rusteneyer Landowner
Mke P. Kuttel WDW

Gnna Correa VDWW

Steve Judd CCT

Chuck Perry VDW

Paul Ashl ey VDWW

Tom Stral ser EWJ

Craig Mdsen Scs

Karen Tayl or-Wodrich NPS

Ji mRonero USBR

Don Schmander Far mer

Ron Friesz V\DW

Jerry Hi ckman VDW

Pet er Paquet NPPC

Joel Bich YIN

WW - Departnment of Wldlife

UCUT - Upper Col umbia United Tribes

BLM - Bureau of Land Managenent

CCT - Colville Confederated Tribes

scs - Soil Conservation Service

NPPC - Nort hwest Power Pl anni ng Counci |
YIN - Yakima Indian Nation

USBR - United States Bureau of Reclanation
NPS - National Park Service

SC - Steering Conmittee

EWJ - Eastern \Washington University

NPS - National Park Service

USBR - United States Bureau of Reclanation
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APPENDIX B

BASE LINE HABITAT EVALUATION PROCEDURE RESULTS OF FROPOSED PRQJECT ARFA

NUMBER TOTAL HABI TAT SHARP- TAI LED SAGE MULE PQOXY
SITE QOUNTY OF ACRES UNITS (HUs) GROUSE HUs GROUSE HUs DEER HUs RABBI T HUS
1 Dougl as 220 552 154 132 79 187
2 Dougl as 180 343 126 108 1 108
3 Dougl as 320 616 160 224 172 160



APPENDIX F

WASHI NGTON DEPARTMENT OF W LDLI FE
List of State areas of recognized Species of Special Concern

The followi ng code explanations pertain to the follow ng species |ist:

STATE STATUS
CODE  EXPLANATI ON

SE  STATE ENDANGERED - Wl dlife species native to the state of
Washington that are seriously threatened with extinction
t hroughout all or a significant proportion of their ranges

within the state. Endangered species are legally designated
in WAC 232-12-014.

ST  STATE THREATENED - Wl dlife species native to the state of
Washington that are likely to become endangered within the
foreseeabl e future throughout significant portions of their
ranges within the state w thout cooperative nanagenent or the

renoval of threats. Threatened species are legally designated
in WAC 232-12-011.

ss  STATE SENSITIVE - WIidlife species native to the state of Washington that
are vulnerable or declining and are likely to become endangered or
threatened in a significant portion of their ranges within the state
wi t hout cooperative management or the renoval of threats. Sensitive
species are legally designated in WAC 232-12-011.

SC  STATE CANDI DATE - Wldlife species that are under review by the
Departnent for possible listing es endangered, threatened, or sensitive.
A species will be considered for State Candi date designation if
sufficient scientific evidence suggests that its status may nmeet criteria
defined for endangered, threatened, or sensitive in WAC 232-12-297.
Currently listed State Threatened or State Sensitive Species may al SO be
designated as a State Candidate Species if their status is in question.
State Candidate Species will be managed by the Departnent, as needed, to

ensure the long- termsurvival of populations in Washington. They are
listed in WDW Policy 4802.

SM  STATE MONITOR - WIdlife species native to the State of Washington that:

1) were at one tine classified as endangered, threatened, or sensitive:

2) require habitat that has |imted availability during some portion of
its life cycle;

3) are indicators of environnental quality;

4) require further field investigations to determne popul ation status;

5) have unresol ved taxonony which may bear upon their status
classification;

6) may be conpeting with and inpacting other species of concern; or
7) have significant popular appeal.

State nmonitor species will be managed by the department, as needed, to
prevent them from becom ng endangered, threatened, or sensitive.

63



CCODE
FE

FT

FP

Species already classified in a category that provides adequate
managenent enphasis, survey work, and data maintenance (e.g., game
animal's, ganme birds, furbearers, etc.) will not be designated as State
Monitor Species. Mnitor species are designated in Wldlife Policy 4803

FEDERAL STATUS
EXPLANATI ON

FEDERAL ENDANGERED - A species in danger of extinction throughout all or
a significant portion of its range

FEDERAL THREATENED - A species which is likely to becone endangered
wthin the foreseeable future

FEDERAL PROPCSED - A species that is the subject of a proposed or fina

rule indicating the appropriateness of listing as threatened or
endanger ed.

FO FEDERAL CANDI DATE CATEGORY | - A species that is a candidate for listing

under the Endangered Species Act. US. Fish and Wldlife Service has

substantial evidence to support listing es threatened and endangered
speci es.

FC2 FEDERAL CANDI DATE CATEGORY 2 - A species that is a candidate for listing

under the Endangered Species Act. Listing is possibly appropriate but
conclusive information is |acking.

FC3 FEDERAL CANDI DATE CATEGORY 3 - A species that was once considered for

l'isting under the Endangered Species Act which is no | onger being
consi der ed.
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Washi ngton Departnent of Wldlife
Speci es of Special Concern

Jan. 22, 1992
Common nane/ Sci entific nane State Status Federal Status
| nvertebrates

Newconb's littorine snail SM FC2
Al ganor da newconbi ana

G ant Col unbia River |inpet SC FC2
Fi sherola nuttalli

Geat Colunbia River spire snail SC FC2
Fl um ni col a col unbi ana

Bel ler's ground beetle SC FC2
Agonumbel | eri

Long-horned | eaf beetle SC FC3
Donaci a idol a

Col unbia River tiger beetle SC FC3
G ci ndel a col unbi ca

Hatch's click beetle SC FC2
Eanus hat chi i

Fender's soliperlan stonefly FC2
Sol i perla fenderi

Silver-spotted skipper SM
Epargyreus clarui californicus

Nort hern cloudy w ng SM
Thorybes pyl ades

Dreany duskyw ng SM
Erynnis icelus

Propertus duskyw ng SM
Erynnis propertius

Pacuvi us duskyw ng SM
Erynni s pacuvius lilius

Afrani us duskyw ng SM
Erynni s af rani us

Persi os duskyw ng SM
Erynnis persius

Al pi ne checkered ski pper SM
Pyrgus centaureas | oki

Arctic skipper SM
Cart er ocephal us pal aenon mandan

Garita skipperling SM
Qarisma garita

Juba ski pper SM
Hesperia juba

Oregon branded ski pper SM
Hesperia conma oregoni a

Nevada ski pper SM
Hesperi a nevada

Yel | owpat ch ski pper SM
polites coras

Mar don ski pper SC

Polites mardon
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Invertebrates (continued)

Tawny- edged ski pper SM
Pol i tes them stocl es

Long- dash ski pper SM
Pol ites mystic ssp.

Sonora ski pper SM
Polites Sonora sonora

Sonora ski pper SM
Polites sonora siris

Coastal woodl and ski pper SM
Cchl odes syl vanoi des orecoast a

Bonnevi | | e ski pper SM
Cchl odes syl vanoi des bonnevil | a

Yuna ski pper SC
Cchl odes yuna

Dun ski pper SM
Euphyes vestris vestris

Ki owa ski pper SM
Euphyes vestris ki owa

Roadsi de ski pper SM
Anblyscirtes vialis

Shepard' s par nassi an SC
Par nassi us cl odi us shepard

Eastern tiger swallow ail SM
Papi | i o (Pterourus) glaucus canadensis

Checkered white SM
Pieris (Pontia) protodice

West ern sul phur SM
Colias occidentalis occidentalis

Labrador sul phur SM
Col i as nastes streckeri

Lustrous copper SM
Lycaena cuprea henryae

Edith's copper SM
Lycaena editha editha

Ruddy copper SM
Lycaena rubi da perki nsorum

Purplish copper SM
Lycaena hel | oi des

Makah copper (Queen Charlotte copper) SC
Lycaena mariposa charlottensis

Col den hai rstreak SC
Habr odai s grunus herri

Coral hairstreak SM
Har kencl enus titus inmmacul osus

Syl van hairstreak SM

Sat yriumsyl vi numsyl vi num

66



Washi ngton Departnent of Wldlife
Speci es of Special Concern
Jan. 22, 1992

Common nane/ Sci entific nane State Status Federal Status

e T b S ol g P S Y T A D S o D R ks Y Y e P P S . B M ot P N o S A ke S P A R S S B il e v S A AR AR i Y S S S A o sy L e A T S iy T S ok W N S A o e o

Invertebrates (continued)

Syl van hai rstreak SM
Sat yrium syl vinum put nam

Branbl e green hairstreak SM
Cal | ophrys dunet orum dunet or um

Oregon green hairstreak SM
Cal | ophrys dumet or umor egonensi s

I mmacul at e green hairstreak SM
Cal | ophrys affinis affinis

Canyon green hairstreak SM

Cal | ophrys sheridanii neoperpl exa
Thi cket hairstreak

M toura spinetorum spinetorum

Johnson's (mstletoe) hairstreak SC
M t our a j ohnson

Arborvitae hairstreak SM
Mtoura rosneri rosner

Basi n hairstreak sc
M toura barry

Juni per hairstreak sC
Mtoura siva ssp.

Moss el fin M
I ncisalia nossii nossi

Hoary el fin SM
I ncisalia polia obscura

Shelton pine elfin SM
Inci salia eryphon shel tonensis

Eastern tailed blue SM
Everes conyntas conyntas

Branded azures SM
Cel astrina argiolus echo

Puget Dbl ue SC
Pl ebej us icarioi des erynus

H gh nountain bl ue SM
Agri ades gl andon negal o

Puget sound sil verspot SM
Speyeria cybel e pugetensis

Oregon silverspot ST, SC FT
Speyeria serene hippolyta

Val | ey silverspot SC
Speyeri a serene bremeri

Egleis fritillary SM
Speyeria eglei s owen

Egleis fritillary SM
Speyeri a egl ei s ntdunnough

Hydaspe fritillary SM

Speyeri a hydaspe rhodope
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Invertebrates (continued)

Silver-bordered bog fritillary SC
Bol oria selene atrocostalis

Meadow fritillary SM
Boloria bellona ssp.

Freya's fritillary SM
Boloria freija freija

Astarte fritillary SM
Boloria astarte

Nort hern checker spot SM
Chl osyne palla palla

Pasco pearl crescent. SM
Phyci odes "tharos" pascoensis

Pal e crescent SM
Phyci odes pal | i dus bar nesi

Perdi ccas checkerspot SM
Euphydryas chal cedona perdiccas

Snowberry checker spot SM
Euphydryas chal cedona wal | acensi s

Wiul ge checker spot SC
Euphydryas editha taylori

Oreas angl ew ng SM
Pol ygoni a oreas

Conpt on tortoiseshell SM
Nymphal i s vau- al bumwat soni

Anerican painted |ady SM
Vanessa virginiensis

Vi cer oy SM
Limenitis archippus | ahontani

California sister SM
Adel pha bredowi i californica

I'sland ochre ringlet S M
Coenonynpha "tullia" insul ana

G eat grayling SC
Cenei s nevadensi s gi gas

Chryxus arctic SM
Cenei s chryxus chryxus

Valerata arctic SM FC3
Cenei s chryxus valerata

Melissa arctic SM
Cenei s nelissa beanii

Fi sh
Pygny whitefish SM

Prosopi umcoul teri

68



Washi ngton Departnent of Wldlife
Speci es of Special Concern
Jan. 22, 1992

Common namne/ Sci enti fic nanme State Status Federal Status

Fish (continued)

Redband t rout FC2
Sal mo sp.

Bul | trout FC2
Sal velinus confluentis

A ynpi ¢ nudm nnow SC FC2
Novunbr a hubbsi

Lake chub SM
Couesi us pl unbeus

Nooky dace SM
Rhi ni cht hys cat aract ae ssp.

Salish sucker SM
Cat ost omus  sp.

Mount ai n sucker SM
Cat ost omus pl at yr hynchus

Sand roller SM
Per copsi s transnont ana

Piute scul pin SM
Cot t us bel di ngi

Sliny sculpin SM
Cot t us cognat us

Riffle scul pin SM
Cot t us gul osus

Mar gi ned scul pin SM
Cot t us margi nat us

Reticulate scul pin SM
Cot tus perpl exus

Anphi bi ans

Ti ger sal amander SM
Anbystoma tigrinm

Cope' s gi ant sal amander SM
Di canpt odon copei

A ynpi ¢ sal amander SM
Rhyacotriton ol ynpi cus

Dunn's sal amander SC
Pl et hodon dunni

Larch nountain sal amander SC FC2
Pl et hodon | arselli

Van dyke's sal amander SC
Pl et hodon vandykei

Wodhouse' s toad SM
Buf o woodhousei

Tail ed frog SM

Ascaphus truei
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Anphi bi ans (conti nued)

Red- | egged frog FC2
Rana aurora

Cascades frog FC2
Rana cascadae

Spotted frog SC FC&2
Rana pretiosa

Reptiles

Western pond turtle ST, SC FC2
G emys marnorata

Qive Ridley sea turtle SC FT
Lepi dochel ys ol i vacea

Leat herback sea turtle SE FE
Der nochel ys coriacea

Geen sea turtle ST FT
Chel oni a nydas -

Logger head sea turtle ST FT
Caretta caretta

Southern alligator lizard SM
Elgaria multicarinata

Sharp-tailed snake SM
Contia tenuis

Ri ng-necked snake SM
Di adophi s punct at us

Ni ght snake SM
Hypsi gl ena torquata

California mountain kingsnake SC
Lanpropel tis zonata

Striped whipsnake SC
Mast i cophi s taeniatus

Paci fic gopher snake SM
Pi t uophi s mel anol eucus catenifer

Birds

common | oon SC
Gavia imrer

Horned grebe SM
Podi ceps auritus

Red- necked grebe SM
Podi ceps grisegena

Western grebe SM
Aechmophorus occi dental i s

Cark's grebe SM

Aechmophorus clarki i
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Birds (continued)

American white pelican SE
Pel ecanus erythrorhynchos

Brown pelican SE FE
Pel ecanus occidentalis

Brandt's cornorant SC
Phal acrocorax penicillatus

Geat blue heron SM
Ardea herodi as

Geat egret SM
Casner odi us al bus

G een-backed heron SM
But orides striatus

Bl ack- crowned ni ght - heron SM
Nycticorax nycti corax

Al eutian Canada goose SE FE
Branta canadensi s | eucoparei a

Har | equi n duck FC2
Hi strionicus histrionicus

Turkey vulture SM
Cathartes aura

osprey SM
Pandi on hal i aet us

Bal d eagle ST FT
Hal i aeet us | eucocephal us

Nort her n goshawk SC FC2
Accipiter gentilis

Swai nson' s hawk SC
But eo swai nson

Ferrugi nous hawk ST FC2
Buteo regalis

Gol den eagle SC
Aqui l a chrysaet os

Merlin SM
Fal co col unbari us

Peregrine fal con SE FE
Fal co peregrinus

Gyrfal con SM
Fal co rusticol us

Prairie falcon SM
Pal co nexi canus

Sage grouse SC FC2
Cent rocer cus urophasi anus

Sharp-tailed grouse SC FCQ2
Tynpanuchus phasi anel | us

Mountai n quai | FCQ2

Oreortyx pictus
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Birds (continued)

Sandhi Il crane SE
G us canadensi s
Snowy pl over SE FC2
Char adr i us al exandri nus
Bl ack- necked stilt SM
H mant opus nexi canus
Upl and sandpi per SE
Bartram a | ongi cauda
Long-billed curlew SM FC2
Nuneni us americanus
Caspian tern SM
Sterna caspia
Arctic tern SM
Sterna paradi saea
Forster's tern SM
Sterna forsteri
Black tern SM FC2
Chl i doni as ni ger
Mar bl ed nurrel et SC FP
Brachyranphus mar nor at us
Yel | owbi | I ed cuckoo SC
Coccyzus americanus
Fl emmul ated owl SC
otus flameol us
Snowy owl SM
Nyctea scandiaca
Burrowi ng ow SC
Athene cunicularia
Spotted owl SE FT
Strix occidentalis
Barred ow SM
Strix varia
Geat gray ow SM
Stri x nebul osa
Boreal ow SM
Aegol i us funereus
Black swift SM
Cypsel oi des ni ger
Vaux's swift SC
Chaet ur a vauxi
Lewi s woodpecker SC
Mel aner pes |ew s
Wi t e- headed Wodpecker SC
Pi coi des al bol arvat us
Three-toed woodpecker SM

Pi coi des tridactylus
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Birds (continued)

Bl ack- backed woodpecker SM
Pi coi des arcticus

Pi | eat ed woodpecker sC
Dryocopus pil eatus

Gay flycatcher SM
Enpi donax wrightii

Ash-throated flycatcher SM
Myi ar chus ci nerascens

Streaked horned lark SM
Erenophila al pestris strigata

Purple nartin SC
Progne subis

Boreal chickadee SM
Parus hudsoni cus

Vestern Dbl uebird SC
Sialia mexicana

Sage thrasher SC
Oreoscopt es nont anus

Logger head shri ke SC FC2
Lani us | udovi ci anus

Geen-tailed towhee SC
Pi pil o chlorurus

Oregon vesper sparrow SM
Pooecet es gram neus affinis

Sage sparrow SC
Anphi spi za bel | i

G asshopper sparrow SM
Annnodranus savannar um

Lesser gol dfinch SM
Carduelis psaltria

Mammal s

Prebl es shrew SM FC2
Sorex preblei

Pacific water shrew SM
Sorex bendirii

Destruction Island shrew FC2
Sorex trowbridgii destructioni

Merriam's shrew SC
Sorex merriam

Pygny shrew SC
Sorex hoyi

Keen's nyotis SM
Myotis keenii
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Mammal s (conti nued)

Long- ear ed nyoti s SM
Myotis evotis
Fringed nyotis SM
Myatis thysanodes
Long- | egged nyoti s SM
Myotis vol ans
Smal | - f oot ed nyoti s SM
Myotis |eibii
Vestern pipistrelle SM
Pi pi strel |l us hesperus
Red bat SM
Lasiurus borealis
Townsend' s bi g-eared bat SC FC2
Pl ecot us t ownsendi i
Pal lid bat SM
Antrozous pal lidus
Pygny rabbit ST, SC FC2
Brachyl agus idahoensis
Red-tail ed chi pmunk SM
Tam as ruficaudus
Washi ngton ground squirrel SM
Sper mophi | us washi ngt oni
Western gray squirrel SC
Sciurus griseus
Brush prairie pocket gopher SC
Thomonys t al poi des dougl asi
Wi te sal mon pocket gopher SM
Thomonys tal poi des |inosus
Taconma pocket gopher FC2
Thormonys nazanma taconensi s
Shel ton pocket gopher SC
Thomonys nmazana couchi
Roy prairie pocket gopher SC FC2
Thomonys mazama glacialis
Cat hl amet pocket gopher SC FC2
Thomonys nmazana | oui ei
A ynpi ¢ pocket gopher SM
Thomonys nazama nel anops
Teni no pocket gopher SC
Thomonys nmazana tumul |
Od's kangaroo rat SM
Di podonys ordii
Nort hern grasshopper mouse SM
Onychonys | eucogast er
Kincaid' s neadow vol e SM FC2

M crotus pennsyl vani cus ki ndai di
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Mammal s (cont i nued)

Gay-tailed vole SM
M cr ot us cani caudus

Shaw I sl and vol e FC2
Mcrotus townsendii pugeti

Sagebrush vol e SM
Lagurus cutat us

Northern bog | emmi ng SM
Synapt onys borealis

Gay wolf SE FE
Cani s | upus

Gizzly bear SE FT
Ursus arctos

Northern sea |ion SC FT
Eurret opi as j ubat us

California sea lion SM
Zal ophus cal i f or ni anus

Fi sher SC FC2
nartes pennanti

VWl verine SM FC2
Qulo gulo

Sea otter SE
Enhydra lutris

Harbor seal SM
Phoca vitulina

Lynx SC FC2
Lynx canadensi s

Gay whale SE FE
Eschrichtius robustus

Sei whal e SE FE
Bal aenoptera borealis

Fin whal e SE FE
Bal eonopt era physal us

Bl ue whal e SE FE
Bal aenopt er a nuscul us

Hurmp- backed whal e SE FE
Megapt era novaeangl i ae

Bl ack right whale SE FE
Bal aena gl aci al i s

Killer whale SM
Orcinus orca

Paci fic harbor porpoise SC
Phocoena phocoena

Dali's porpoise SM
Phocoenoi des dal |'i

Sperm whal e SE FE

Physet er macrocephal us
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Manmal s (conti nued)

Col unbi a white-tailed deer SE FE
(Qdocoi | eus virgini anus | eucurus

Mount ai n cari bou SE FE
Rangi fer tarandus

California bighorn sheep FC2

Ovi s canadensi s californiana
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APPENDIX G

| NFORVATI ON ON LI M TED LI ABI LI TY

4.24.200 Liability of owners or others in possession of land and water areas for

injuriesto recreation user s-Pur pose. The purpose of RCW 4.23.200 and 4.242 10 is
to encourage owners or others in lawful possession and control of land and water areas
or channels to make them available to the public for recreational pur poses by limiting
their liability toward persons entering thereon and toward persons who may be injured

or otherwise damaged by the acts or omissions of persons entering thereon. [ 1969 ex.s.
c24§1,1967c216§ 1]

4.24.210 Liability of owners or others in possession of land and water areas for
injuriesto recreation users-Limitation. Any public or private landowners or others
in lawful possession and control of any lands whether rural or urban, or water areas or
channels and lands adjacent to such areas or channels, who allow members of the public
to use them for the purposes of outdoor recreation, which term includes, but is not limited
to, the cutting, gathering, and removing of firewood by private persons for their personal
use without purchasing the firewood from the landowner, hunting, fishing, camping, pic-
nicking, swimming, hiking, bicycling, the riding of horses or other animals, clamdigging,
pleasure driving of off-road vehicles, snowmobiles, and other vehicles, boating, nature
study, winter or water sports, viewing or enjoying historical, archaeological. scenic, or
scientific sites, without charging a fee of any kind therefore. shall not be liable for unin-
tentional injuries to such users: Provided, That any public or private landowner. or others
in lawful possession and control of the land, may charge an administrative fee of up to
ten dollars for the cutting, gathering, and removing of firewood from the land: P rnvidcd
further, That nothing in this section shall prevent the liability of such a landowner or
others in lawful possession and control for injuries sustained to users by reason of a
known dangerous artificial latent condition for which warning signs have not been
conspicuously posted: Providedfurrher, That nothing in RCW 4.24.200 and 4.X.210
limits or expands in any way the doctrine of attractive nuisance: And provided furhter,
That the usage by members of the public is permissive and does not support any claim

of adverse possession. [190 c 111§ 1; 1979 ¢ 53§ 1; 1972 ex.s. ¢ 153§ 17; 1969 ex.s.
c24§2;,1967¢c216§2.]
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LI STS OF WLDLIFE AND PLANT SPECIES I TED IN TH S PLAN

Common Nane
Bi rds

Sharp-tailed grouse
Sage grouse

Sage sparrow

Sage thrasher
Ash-throated fly catcher
Grasshopper sparrow
Brewer's sparrow
Lark sparrow
Burrowing ow

Snowy owl

Ferrugi nous hawk
Swai nson''s  hawk
Prairie falcon
Oyrfal con

Gol den eagl e

Bal d eagle

Rock wren

Hungarian partridge
California quail

Ri ngneck pheasant
Meadow | ar k

Horned lark

Barn swal | ow

Mammal s

Pygny rabbit
Wiite-tailed jackrabbit

Sagebrush vol e

Bl ack-tailed jackrabbit
Nuttall's cottontail
Mil e deer

White-tailed deer
Coyot e

Badger

Nort hern pocket gopher
Merriam shrew

Bobcat

Wod rat

Yel | owbel | ied marnot
Deer mouse

Pocket mice

APPENDI X H

Scientific Nane

Tynpanuchus phasi anel | us
Cent rocer cus ur ophasi anus

Anphi spi za bel |

O eoscopt es nont anus
Myi ar chus ci nerascens
Anmodr anus  savannar um
Spi zella breweri
Chondest es _gr anmacus
At hene cuni cul ari a
Nyct ea scandici a
Buteo regal i s

But eo swai nsoni

Fal co nexi canus

Fal co rusticol us
Agui | a_chrysaet 0s

Hal i aeet us | eucocephal us
Sal pi nct es obsol et us
Perdi x perdix

Cal li peplacalifornica
Phasi anus col chi cus
sturnella negl ecta

Er enophi | a al pestris
Hi rundo rustica

Brachyl agus i dahoensi s
Lepus t ownsendi

Lagurus curtatus

Lepus californicus
Syvilaqus nuttallii
(docoi | eus heni onus
(docoi | eus virgi ni anus
Canus | atrans

Taxi dea taxus

Thononys tal poi des
Sorex nerriani

rafus

Neot ona ci ner ea
Marmota flaviventris
Per onmyscus mani cul at us
Per ognat hus parvus
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Anmphi bi ans/ Repti |l es

Long-toed sal anander
Ti ger sal amander
Horned |izard
Sagebrush Iizard
Spotted frog

Ratt| esnake

Shr ubs/ Tr ees

Wom ng bi g sagebrush
Bi g sagebrush
Three-tipped sagebrush
Stiff sagebrush

Rabbi t br ush
Chokecherry

Servi ceberry

currant

G ass/ For bs/ Hydr ophyt es

| daho fescue

Bl ue- bunch wheat grass
Needl e and thread
Cheat grass
Sandberg bl uegrass
Wld rye

Buckwheat

Yar r ow

Bal sanr oot

Tunbling nustard
Lupi ne

Phl ox

Wheat

Bar | ey

Cusi ck bl uegrass
Ast er

Lomatium (desert parsley)

Astragal us (I ocoweed)
Erigeron (daisy)
H er aci um( hawkweed)

Anbyst omanacr odact yl um

Anbystona tigri num
Phrynosona dougl assi
Scel oporus graci osus
Rana preti osa

Crotalus viridis oreganus

Artemisia tridentata woningenis

Artemsia tridentata
Artemsia tripartita
Artem sia rigida

Chr ysot hammus nauseosus

Prunus virginiana
Anel anchier alnifolia
Ri bes cereum

Festuca idahoensis
Agr opyron spi catum
Stipa conata

Bronus tectorum
Poa sandberqi i

junceus

Er 1 ogonum spp.
Achilles mllefolium
Bal sanorhi za sagittata
Si synbriumal tisinmum
Lupi nus spp.

Phl ox longifolia
Triticum aestivum
Hor deum spp.

Poa cusi cki i

Aster spp.

Lonati umgrayi
Astragal us spp.

Eri geron spp.
H eraci um spp.
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APPENDI X |

PUBLI C QUTREACH SUMVARY,
GRAND COULEE/ CHI EF JOSEPH DAM W LDLI FE M TI GATI ON

The followi ng list includes presentations, neetings, and consultations wth
individual s, agencies, and state/local elected officials. News releases,
newspaper editorials, brochures, and television coverage were used whenever
possible to enhance the effectiveness of the Public Qutreach Program

0 2-89 Briefing to nenbership of Lake Roosevelt Forum

o 4-05-89 Briefing to representatives of Washington Departnent of
Communi ty Devel opnent.

o 4-11-89 Briefing to representatives of Washington Quail Unlimted
or gani zation.

o 4-21-89 Briefing to nenbership of Lake Roosevelt Forum

o 4-24-89 Consul tation with Mntana NPPC menber John Brenda.

o 5-05-89 Consul tation with Washi ngton NPPC nenber Ted Bottiger.

o 5-25-69 Briefing to representatives of Ephrata Sportsmen C ub.

o 6-05-89 Briefing to Washington Department of Wldlife's Wldlife
Advi sory Counci | .

o 6-07-89 Briefing to Washington Wldlife Conm ssion, telephone
conf erence.

0 8-12-69 Briefing before Washington WIdlife Conm ssion.

o 8-30-89 Consul tation w th Washi ngt on NPPC nmenber Tom Trul ove and Lake
Roosevel t Forum

o 9-05-09 Spokane Col unbia River Wldlife Mtigation Public Qutreach
neeting.

o 9-06-09 VWnat chee Colunbia River Wldlife Mtigation Public Qutreach
neeting.

) Q-07-89 Yaki ma Colunbia River Wldlife Mtigation Public Qutreach
neeting.

) Q-11-69 Vancouver Columbia River Wldlife Mtigation Public Qutreach
meet i ng.

) Q-13-69 Seattle Colunbia River Wldlife Mtigation Public Qutreach
neeting.
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9-15-09

10-24- 89

11-03-89

11-22-89

11-30-89

12-15-89

| - 08-90

| -15-90

I-20-90

Z-07-90

Z-12-90

Z-13-90

Briefing of House Natural Resources and Perks Conmttee of
Washi ngton Legi sl ature.

Briefing of Washington State Senator Scott Barr, local resi-
dents, end elected officials in the vicinity of Davenport.

Briefing of Senate Environnental end Natural Resources
Comm ttee of Washington Legislature.

Briefing to Washington State Representative Steve Fuhrnan,
| ocal residents, end elected officials in the vicinity of
Kettle Falls.

Consul tation with nmajor agencies end tribes on draft G and
Coulee Damwildlife mtigation goals end the Power Planning
process (National Perk Service, Bureau of Reclamation, US.
Fish end Wldlife Service, Colville Tribe, Spokane Tribe, end
NPPC staff).

Public review document regarding Gand Coulee Wldlife Mtiga-
tion Plan end prioritized goals made available to |ocal
government using DCD Intergovernmental Review Process.

Consul tation with The Nature Conservancy on Col unbia River
wildlife mtigation.

Public review document regarding Gand Coulee Wldlife Mtiga-
tion Plan and prioritized goals. Miled to over 700 indivi-
dual s end organizations statewide with a 30-day witten input
peri od.

Consul tation with local public and governnent end
conservation/environmental groups in Chewelah. In cooperation
with local end state elected officials, the Gand Coul ee
Wldlife Mtigation Advisory Goup was established, consisting
of approximtely 50 nenbers.

Local government/ G and Coul ee Advisory G oup consultation
to collect formal input on Gand Coulee mtigation goals and
to provi de background information on the |oss statenent and
Colunbia River mtigation planning process.

Davenport public hearing to obtain formal input on Gand
Coul ee mitigation goals end to provide background information
on the loss statenent and Colunbia River mtigation planning

process.

Kettle Falls public hearing to obtain formal input on Gand
Coul ee mtigation goals end to provide background information
on the loss statement end Col umbia River mtigation planning
process.
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5-14-90
5-29-90

6- 04-90
6- 06- 90

6-07-90

6-11-90
6-13-90
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6- 28-90

7-02-90

7-12-90
7-16-90

7-26-90

7-27-90

Gand Coulee Wldlife Mtigation Advisory Goup neeting. Gand
Coulee Wldlife Mtigation Steering Conmttee created es a
five-menber subset of the Advisory G oup.

Gand Coulee WIldlife Mtigation Steering Committee neeting.

Consul tation with Ephrata Sportsnen Association on Col unbi a
River wildlife mtigation end Banks Lake.

Gand Coulee WIdl76ife Mtigation Steering Commttee neeting.

Consul tation with BPA on prelimnary Gand Coulee wildlife
mtigation strategies.

Lincoln County Wheat G owers neeting in Herrington.

Consul tation with BPA on Chief Joseph Dammitigation planning
study "Statenment of Wrk."

Meeting with BLM concerning wildlife managenent strategies
on BLM property in Lincoln County.

Gand Coulee WIldlife Mtigation Steering Committee neeting.
Briefing to Davenport Conservation District Board.

Dermonstration project briefing with Lee Smth, WOW | egislative
representative.

Consul tation with Lincoln County Conm ssioner Andy Rusteneyer
concerning the denonstration project.

Consul tation with BLM area office staff concerning a tour of
potential public-owned mtigation sites.

Briefing to Ed Menning, National Perk Service, Seattle,
concerning National Park participation in Gand Coul ee
wildlife mtigation.

Briefing to Lincoln County Comm ssioners in Davenport.
Toured BLM Iends in Lincoln County.

Conducted a tour of Lincoln County shrub-steppe habitat with
BPA representatives.

Briefed the Davenport Chanber of Conmerce on project history,
project objectives end goals, end estimated program costs.

Consul tation with BPA representatives concerning project
advance design requirenents.
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12-10-90

12-13-90

|-03-91

Briefed the NPPC Wldlife Advisory Commttee on WOWnitigation
efforts, shrub-steppe habitat, end the WDWPublic Qutreach
Program

Gand Coulee WIldlife Mtigation Steering Committee neeting.

Consul tation with BLMrepresentatives end toured BLM
properties for potential inclusion into current mtigation
strategies.

Consultation with Wldlife Scoping Goup concerning project
prioritization.

Briefing to Stevens County Comm ssioner Allen Mack.
Gand Coulee WIldlife Mtigation Committee neeting.

Consul tation with NPPC menbers Bottiger end Trulove on
Colunbia River wildlife mtigation, the inplementation
process, end WDW Grand Coul ee mtigation project proposals.

Consul tation with PNUCC end WOW representatives to develop a
HEP nodel for pygny rabbits.

Consultation with NPS representative Karen Taylor Goodrich.

Consul tation with EWJ Research Unit Biologists Chris Merker
end Tom Stral ser.

Tracy Rock field measurements for HEP. Individuals represent-
ing UCUT, CCT, WbW BLM SCS, NPPC, YIN, USBR NPS, EW,
Lincoln County Commissioners, and private |andowners partici-
pated in the HEP analysis.

Briefing with Gand Coul ee Steering Conmittee concerning HEP
eval uation results.

Consul tation with NPS, peregrine fund, BOR regarding Lake
Roosevelt mtigation proposal to reestablish peregrine falcon.

Briefing with Tracy Rock area | andowners regarding results of
the HEP process.

Submtted outline of Chief Joseph Wldlife Mtigation Planning
Study to the Department of Conmunity Devel opment for inclusion
in the Washington intergovernmental review process (Federal

C earing House Process).

Di scussed status of project with Lincoln County Conmm ssioner
Andy Rust eneyer.

G and Coul ee/ Chief Joseph Wldlife Mtigation Steering
Comm ttee neeting.
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Meeting with Harold Rol off (landowner) and John Martin (TWC).

Consul tation with NPPC menber Bottiger on Public Qutreach
Program for Colunbia River wildlife mtigation.

Begi nning of Chief Joseph DamWIldlife Mtigation Planning
Study. WDW as |ead agency for BPA-funded study.

Consul tation with BPA on predesign contract elements for
Lincol n County sharp-tailed grouse and Dougl as County Pygny
Rabbit Project proposals (Gand Coul ee mtigation).

First neeting of Chief Joseph Wldlife Mtigation Planning
Study Interagency Technical Wrking Goup. Menbers include
WDW CCT, NPPC, BPA, PNUCC, CCE, USFWs, BLM and UCRC

Began interviews with local |andowners in the Chief Joseph
study area: Lee and Joan Hanford, Paul Benson, Tex
Troutman, Charles and Sharon Hammon.

Meeting with Douglas County Weat G owers Association.
Reviewed the status of Colunbia River wildlife mtigation.

G and Coul ee/ Chief Joseph Wldlife Mtigation Steering
Comm ttee neeting.

Interviews about study area with Melvin and Shine Thoren,
and Lee Henmer, |andowners, Douglas County.

Consul tation with BPA concerning conponents of WDW st at enent
of work for Tracy Rock sharp-tailed grouse proposal and
Dougl as County Pygny Rabbit Project.

Briefing with Dave Dornaier (Douglas County |andowner) and
Dougl as County SCS representatives regarding pygny rabbit
managenent plans and conservation easenent terns.

Briefing with Douglas County Steering Conmttee nmenbers
regarding the status of the Colunbia River Mtigation Program

Meeting with COE, reviewed Rufus Wods Lake and mitigation
sites for ten-foot pool rise.

Chief Joseph Wlidlife Mtigation Planning Study Interagency
Technical Wrking Goup neeting.

Chi ef Joseph Project Biologists join COE for trip to Bailey
Basin and Buckley Bar on Rufus Wods Lake.

Chi ef Joseph Project Biologists gave an update to the Ephrata
Sportsmen C ub about the project.

Chief Joseph Wldlife Mtigation Planning Study public meeting
in Bridgeport.
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6-10-91
t hrough
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7-16-91

7-30-91
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7-31-91

E-09-91

8-21-91

Q 03-91

Meeting with Mel ba Cannon and Shine Thoren; discussed
"Bridgeport: A Collection of Menories."

Project Biologists' nmeeting in Aynpia with USFW5 to go over
HEP nodel s and target species.

Project Biologists reviewed original |and survey notes of
Chief Joseph Study area at Department of Natural Resources,

d ynpi a.
Gand Coul ee pre-design contract begins; funded by BPA

Chief Joseph Wldlife Mtigation Planning Study Interagency
Technical Wrking Goup neeting, and tour of Rufus Wods Lake.

Project Biologists, USFW5, and CCE |ooked at staging areas,
spoil piles, and started planning HEP in field.

Project Biologists went to Waterville Soil Conservation
Service, Douglas County Courthouse, and Waterville Mseum

G and Coul ee/ Chief Joseph Wldlife Mtigation Steering
Conm ttee neeting, Spokane.

Contacted 30 local |andowners for permssion to enter their

| and for HEP study.

Project Biologists met with COE and USFW5;, did prelininary
HEP field work.

Chief Joseph Wldlife Mtigation Habitat Eval uation Procedure
field study.

G and Coul ee/ Chief Joseph Wldlife Mtigation Advisory Goup
neeting.

Project Biologists net with COE to discuss aerial photographs
of non-inundated (inpacted) areas.

Chief Joseph Wldlife Mtigation HEP grab sanples on Rufus
Wods Lake.

Tal ked to Dick Thonpson, retired Gane Protector, Departnent
of Gane, Electric Gty.

Chief Joseph Wldlife Mtigation Technical Wrking G oup
meeting, Ephrata.

Tal ked to Jack Wells, landowner, about study area.
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11-20-91
11-25-91

12-03-91

12-11-91

Project Biologists net with Jay Weber (Douglas County
Commi ssioner) and later interviewed Harold Wber (longtime
area resident |andowner).

Project Biologists gave an update of the study to Ephrata
Sportsmen C ub, Ephrata.

Interviewed George Thal hei ner, |andowner, (Ckanogan County.

Second Chief Joseph Wldlife Mtigation Study public meeting,
Wight Elenentary School, Coulee Dam

Project Biologists nmet with COE personnel, Bridgeport, to
address coments received at public neeting.

Dougl as County Steering Conmittee neeting, Mansfield.

Project Biologists interviewed Cecil and Eleanor Trefry,
Manson |ongtime residents of Trefry Canyon in the study area.

Chief Joseph Wldlife Mtigation HEP study for inpacted
areas around Chief Joseph Dam

Briefing Lee Hemmer, |andowner, and Weat Gowers
Associ ation, Douglas County.

Consul tation with COE regarding potential future mtigation
| ands surrounding Chief Joseph Dam

Mail ed draft report for Chief Joseph Wldlife Mtigation
Study to Technical Wrking Goup nenbers.

Chief Joseph Interagency Technical Wrk Goup meeting,
Ephr at a.

G and Coul ee/ Chief Joseph Wldlife Mtigation Steering
Comm ttee neeting.

Wldlife mtigation presentation in Sand Point, |daho at
annual BPA contract coordination neeting.

Consul tation with Douglas County Conmi ssion on Chief Joseph
Study and Colunbia Rver mtigation under the Power Act.

G and Coul ee/ Chief Joseph Wldlife Mtigation Steering
Comm ttee neeting.

Last public hearing conducted to gather formal input on

Chi ef Joseph Damwildlife habitat |osses, estimates, and
mtigation objectives.
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-15-92 Briefing to Bob Nichols (CGovernor's Ofice, Ofice of

Fi nanci al Management) concerning Colunbia River Wldlife
Mtigation Public Qutreach Program ongoing mgitation
projects, and public involvement.

-21-92 Consul tation with Fish and Wldlife Conmttee of Power
Pl anning Council on the results of the Chief Joseph Dam
Wldlife Habitat Loss Assessnent and related public
outreach efforts.

-29-92 Briefing to Lincoln County Cattlenen's Association in
Creston, Washington on Colunbia River Wildlife Mtigation
and Grand Coul ee Dam Mtigation Program

-13-92 Consul tation with County Conm ssioners from Gant and
Dougl as counties in Ephrata, Washington on Col unbi a
River Wildlife Mtigation and G and Coul ee/ Chief Joseph
Mtigation Program

-05-92 G and Coul ee/ Chief Joseph Wldlife Mtigation Steering
Committee meeting in Spokane, Washington.

-05-92 Tour and consultation with Harza Inc. regarding G and
Coul ee NEPA.
- 06- 92 Consultation with BLM Cearwater Realty, and Harol d Rol of f

regarding shrub-steppe habitat protection options.

-12-92 Consul tation with BLMin Spokane, Washington on Col unbi a
River Wildlife Mtigation and G and Coul ee/ Chief Joseph
Mtigation Program Enphasis was to pursue cooperative
efforts between agencies regarding shrub-steppe and
riparian habitat projects.
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