Olympic National Park Fisher Reintroduction EA
Internal Scoping Report


Olympic National Park

Fisher Reintroduction Plan / Environmental Assessment
Internal Scoping Report
[image: image4.jpg]



National Park Service 

October 7, 2005

TABLE OF CONTENTS
1PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR ACTION


1INTRODUCTION


2FEASIBILITY OF FISHER REINTRODUCTION


3Habitat


3Land Ownership


4Protected Status


5Source Population


5PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR ACTION


7OBJECTIVES IN TAKING ACTION


8BACKGROUND


8OLYMPIC NATIONAL PARK LEGISLATION AND PLANNING DOCUMENTS


8Purpose and Significance of Olympic National Park


10Olympic National Park Planning Documents


11NPS ORGANIC ACT AND MANAGEMENT POLICIES


12NPS Management Policies Specific to Fisher Restoration


13OTHER FEDERAL LAWS, REGULATIONS, AND POLICIES


15State/PROVINCIAL and Local Laws, Regulations, and Policies


15HISTORY OF FISHERS AT OLYMPIC NATIONAL PARK


17ISSUES AND IMPACT TOPICS


17SOUNDSCAPES


17LAND USE


17THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES


19OTHER SENSITIVE SPECIES


20BIOSPHERE RESERVES AND WORLD HERITAGE SITES


21WILDLIFE OR WILDLIFE HABITAT


22RECREATION RESOURCES


22VISITOR EXPERIENCE


23ETHNOGRAPHIC RESOURCES


23SOCIOECONOMIC RESOURCES


23MINORITY AND LOW INCOME POPULATIONS


24OTHER AGENCIES/TRIBAL CONSULTATION


25ISSUES ELIMINATED FROM FURTHER CONSIDERATION


28RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER PLANS, POLICIES AND ACTIONS


28OLYMPIC National Park Plans, Policies and Actions


28Local/State Plans, Policies, and Actions


28U.S. Forest Service PLANS, Policies, and actions


29Northwest Forest Plan


30PERMITS


30Diseases and Parasites


31PRELIMINARY APPROACHES TO ALTERNATIVES


31range of alternatives


32Elements Common to All Action Alternatives


32Mitigation For all Action Alternatives


33ALTERNATIVE A—NO ACTION


33ALTERNATIVE B—REINTRODUCE FISHERS INTO OLYMPIC NATIONAL PARK


33Source Population


34Numbers


34Definition of Success


34Location and Release Methods


35Timing


35Monitoring


36Outreach and Visitor Use


36ALTERNATIVE C — CAPTIVE BREEDING


37ALTERNATIVES ELIMINATED FROM FURTHER CONSIDERATION


37Cumulative Actions


42AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT


42STUDY AREA AND SCOPE OF ANALYSIS


42SOURCES OF INFORMATION


42Legislation


43Olympic National Park Planning Documents


43Future Plans


44ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES


46CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION


46Public participation goals


47Preliminary list of Interested and Affected Parties


47Federal Agencies


47State/Provincial and Local Agencies or Government


47Indian Tribes


47Organizations/Other


48Suggested communication and coordination protocol


48NEXT STEPS


49REFERENCES FOR SCOPING REPORT


66Appendix A — Washington DNR Multispecies Habitat Conservation Plan


Appendix B — Purpose and Significance of Olympic National Park
77


LIST OF FIGURES

2Figure 1: Olympic National Park Location Map




LIST OF TABLES

38Table 1: Cumulative Actions




PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR ACTION

INTRODUCTION

Located in the northwest corner of Washington State, Olympic National Park is a wild and fragile area of 1,360 square miles — an isolated remnant of wilderness that once covered all of the Pacific Northwest (see Figure 1). The ecosystems protected within the park contain a unique array of habitats and life forms, resulting from thousands of years of geographic isolation, along with extreme gradients of elevation, temperature, and precipitation. At least 16 species of animals and 8 species of plants on the Olympic Peninsula exist nowhere else in the world (NPS n.d.). However, some species have been lost from the Olympic ecosystem.  The fisher, which lives in forested habitats, is presumed to be extirpated from the area. Although it is no longer found at Olympic, the fisher does exist in other regions of the nation and in Canada.

Fishers historically occurred throughout much of the low- to mid-elevation forested areas of Washington, although they were not particularly abundant. The fisher was listed as endangered in Washington in 1998 and is likely extirpated from the state. Two major factors contributed to the decline of fishers in Washington: over-exploitation from commercial trapping, and loss, degradation, and fragmentation of suitable habitat. Poisoning, predator control, and incidental capture in traps set for other species are also considered contributing factors in the decline of fishers in the state. Despite protection from legal harvest since 1934, fishers have not recovered. Extensive surveys from 1990 to 2003 failed to detect the presence of fisher. Reintroduction is considered the best way to restore fishers in Washington because of the absence of nearby populations to recolonize the state. Fishers have been successfully reintroduced in 10 states and 5 provinces in North America, including Oregon, Montana, Idaho, and British Columbia. Olympic National Park, Olympic National Forest, and adjacent Washington Department of Natural Resources (DNR) lands have the greatest amount of suitable fisher habitat in the state (Lewis and Hayes 2004) and consequently, these lands are considered the most suitable location for the first Washington reintroduction. 

An internal scoping meeting was held on May 18 and 19, 2005 to discuss the restoration of fishers to the park and Olympic Peninsula.  The goals of the meeting were to:

· Determine the purpose, need and objectives of returning fishers to the park ecosystem,

· Identify issues and concerns associated with restoring fishers and their impact on the park’s ecosystem, and

· Identify preliminary alternatives.

Figure 1: Olympic National Park Location Map
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FEASIBILITY OF FISHER REINTRODUCTION 

The Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW), in conjunction with Northwest Ecosystem Alliance (NWEA) and the Fisher Science Team (composed of scientists with expertise in fishers, carnivores, genetics, and spatial habitat modeling), produced a report in 2004 assessing the feasibility of reintroducing fishers into the state (Lewis and Hayes 2004). Feasibility studies are recommended to determine if existing habitat, source populations, and the political and social environments are suitable for a successful reintroduction (IUCN 1995). A habitat assessment was conducted to determine the amount and configuration of suitable fisher habitat in Washington and to evaluate the capability to support a fisher population. The report identified three candidate locations for reintroduction: the Olympic Peninsula, Northwestern Cascades, and Southwestern Cascades. The west side of Olympic National Park and Olympic National Forest was identified as the best location for the first reintroduction (Lewis and Hayes 2004, Hayes and Lewis 2005).

The fisher is one of the most frequently and successfully reintroduced carnivores (Berg 1982, Reading and Clark 1996, Breitenmoser et al. 2001). Although fishers have not been reintroduced in Washington, reintroductions or augmentations have occurred elsewhere in the Pacific Northwest. Reintroductions in Montana, Oregon, Idaho, and British Columbia were successful (Lewis and Hayes 2004).
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Habitat

The fisher is a medium-size mammalian carnivore and the largest member of the genus Martes in the family Mustelidae (Powell and Zielinski 1994). It has the body build of a stocky weasel — a pointed face, rounded ears, a long and slender body, short legs, and a well-furred tail about one-third its total length (Lewis and Hayes 2004). 

In the Pacific coastal states, fishers are closely associated with late-successional forests.  Large trees, snags, and logs are important resting and denning sites and are commonly found in late-successional forests. Fishers select structurally complex forest stands, perhaps because they contain a greater abundance and diversity of prey. Suitable habitat is defined as low- and mid-elevation, late-successional forests, which support a greater richness and abundance of fisher prey species than second-growth forests. (Second-growth forests are those that have grown back after having been harvested.  They commonly lack the large diameter trees, snags, and downed logs found in late-successional forests.) The amount of late-successional forest needed to support a fisher population in Washington is unknown. The feasibility assessment was conducted for the Cascade Range and Olympic Peninsula based on the historical range of fishers and the current distribution of late-successional forest. Results from forest growth modeling indicate that additional late-successional forests will become available within the next 80 years in concentrated areas on the Olympic Peninsula, particularly the west side (Lewis and Hayes 2004). 

Land Ownership

The Olympic Peninsula was found to contain greater amounts and more contiguous suitable habitat than the two potential reintroduction areas in the Cascades. Much of this contiguous habitat is located in Olympic National Park, but some also occurs in Olympic National Forest and on Washington Department of Natural Resources (WDNR) lands adjacent to the park. Ninety-seven percent of the suitable habitat in the Olympic Peninsula potential reintroduction area is on public land; of this, 85% is federal, 8% is state, and 7% is owned by a city, county, or other public entity. Most of the federal lands are in the park and adjoining national forest. Commercial timber harvest on park lands is prohibited, and the majority of Olympic National Forest is managed as late-successional forest reserves to preserve or restore natural ecosystems.  These forest management policies are largely the result of the Northwest Forest Plan (NWFP), which protects old-growth habitat for the northern spotted owl (Strix occidentalis caurina) and marbled murrelet (Brachyramphus marmoratus), both federally listed species (Holthausen et al. 1995). Because fishers use very similar habitat, implementation of the NWFP could benefit a reintroduced fisher population, and could provide additional suitable habitat over the next 80 years as second-growth forests mature into late-successional forests.  The increase in the amount of late-successional forest in the Olympic Peninsula is likely to have the most future benefit for fishers where it occurs adjacent or in close proximity to existing large patches of older forest (Lewis and Hayes 2004). 

Three percent of the suitable habitat in the potential reintroduction area on the Olympic Peninsula is located on private or tribal lands.

The WDNR developed a multi-species habitat conservation plan (HCP) to continue forest management activities on state trust lands while complying with the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) (WDNR 1997). This multi-species HCP covers state trust lands managed by the WDNR within the range of the northern spotted owl, and the fisher is covered under this plan (Lewis and Hayes 2004).  The HCP outlines provisions for fishers that would protect fisher habitats while they are a candidate for listing, or in the event they become federally listed (pers. comm. Lewis, J. 2005). Conservation strategies for the Olympic Experimental State Forest Unit, located in the northwest corner of the Peninsula, would likely result in some increase in older age tree stands after 80 years, which could benefit fishers (Lewis and Hayes 2004). Otherwise, amounts of suitable fisher habitat are not expected to increase substantially on state and private lands in the Olympic Peninsula.

Protected Status

Federal

Currently fishers are not listed as endangered or threatened by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), and therefore receive no federal protection. However, the Center for Biological Diversity and the Sierra Nevada Forest Protection Campaign petitioned the USFWS to list a discrete population segment of the fisher in its West Coast range, including Washington, Oregon, and California, as endangered pursuant to the federal Endangered Species Act and to designate critical habitat. On July 12, 2003, the USFWS announced in the Federal Register that the petition presented “substantial information that the West Coast population of the fisher may be a distinct population segment for which listing is warranted” (Jones 2003). On April 8, 2004, the USFWS published its finding in the Federal Register that the petitioned action was warranted, but precluded by higher priority actions. Upon publication of the 12-month petition finding, the West Coast distinct population segment (DPS) of the fisher was added to the list of federal candidate species (Wild and Roessler 2004). 

State

The fisher was listed as a state endangered species in October 1998. However, there is currently no critical habitat rule (WAC 222-16-080) for the fisher under the State Forest Practices Act (RCW 76.09) and thus no restrictions of forest practices activities on state or private timberlands to protect fisher habitat. WDFW does not anticipate asking the Forest Practices Board for a critical habitat rule. If fishers are reintroduced, WDFW would encourage the protection of den sites if they become known through research and monitoring (Lewis and Hayes 2004). 

Currently, no commercial take of fishers is allowed in Washington. The trapping season for fishers was closed in 1934 and has never been re-opened. Under its status as a state endangered species, fishers cannot be legally trapped or killed (Lewis and Hayes 2004). However, fishers are curious animals and can be incidentally captured in traps set for other furbearers. Because Washington passed an initiative in 2000 (Initiative 713) prohibiting the use of “body-gripping” traps, incidental captures would have much less impact because fishers captured in cage-type traps are less likely to be injured or killed. In addition, the state has jurisdiction over licensing, establishing seasons, or closing areas to trapping on all lands except tribal and National Park Service lands in Washington. Some tribal trappers are exempt from the prohibition on body-gripping traps. 

If the initiative were ever overturned, the closure on fisher harvest would remain in place because of its state protected status. However, fishers could be subject to greater loss from incidental capture in body-gripping traps set for other legally harvested furbearers. 

Source Population

Genetic analyses indicate that fishers from British Columbia would be the most suitable source population for reintroductions in Washington. Fishers from California and Alberta would be the second and third most suitable source populations, respectively (although fishers from California are not currently available due to their state protected status and small population size). Permits would be required as described under the “Permits” section on page 30.

PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR ACTION

Need is defined as a “discussion of existing conditions that need to be changed, problems that need to be remedied, decisions that need to be made, and policies or mandates that need to be implemented” (NPS 2001a). Need can also include taking advantage of new opportunities or current opportunities that may no longer exist in the future. In other words, need is a discussion of why action is being proposed or taken at this time.

During the internal scoping meeting, the interdisciplinary agency team identified the reasons why fisher restoration was needed. These reasons are presented below.
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Purpose is defined by the National Park Service (NPS) National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations as “a broad statement of goals and objectives that NPS intends to fulfill by taking action.” “Objectives” are more specific statements of purpose, i.e., “what must be accomplished in large part for the action to be considered a success.”




OBJECTIVES IN TAKING ACTION

As noted above, NPS NEPA regulations (NPS 2001a) define objectives as “what must be achieved to a large degree for the action to be considered a success.” Alternatives selected for a detailed analysis must meet all objectives to a large degree, and resolve the purpose of and need for action.  Objectives are also consistent with and sometimes drawn from the park’s enabling legislation, purpose and significance, mission goal, and direction and guidance provided in park management documents.  The objectives related to fisher restoration at Olympic National Park include:

1. The restored population would be genetically as similar as possible to that which originally occupied the Olympic Peninsula (see NPS Management Policies 4.4.1.2 and section “NPS Management Policies Specific to Fisher Restoration” on page 12, below). 

2. Fishers would establish home ranges as a first phase.

3. After becoming established in home ranges, fishers would establish a reproducing population.

4. Fishers would occupy suitable habitat throughout the park, including wilderness.

5. The restored fisher population would persist for an extended time (at least 8 to 10 generations).

6. Fisher restoration would contribute to meeting the state recovery plan objectives. 

7. Fisher restoration would result in a possible source population for fisher restoration in other areas of the state, including other suitable NPS units.

8. Information gathered about habitat use, movement, and survival would be used to guide and define future conservation efforts for fishers. 
9. The park would engage and inform the public about the restoration effort and the fisher’s role in the ecosystem.
BACKGROUND


OLYMPIC NATIONAL PARK LEGISLATION AND PLANNING DOCUMENTS

Purpose and Significance of Olympic National Park 

House Report No. 2247 of April 28, 1938, described the purpose of Olympic National Park as to: 

Preserve for the benefit, use, and enjoyment of the people, the finest sample of primeval forests of Sitka spruce, western hemlock, Douglas fir, and western red cedar in the entire United States; to provide suitable winter range and permanent protection for the herds of native Roosevelt elk and other wildlife indigenous to the area; to conserve and render available to the people, for recreational use, this outstanding mountainous country, containing numerous glaciers and perpetual snow fields, and a portion of the surrounding verdant forests together with a narrow strip along the beautiful Washington coast.  

An Act to establish the Olympic National Park, in the State of Washington, was approved June 29, 1938 (52 Stat. 1241), to dedicate and set apart Olympic National Park for the benefit and enjoyment of the people. 

Olympic National Park is significant because:
· Olympic National Park protects several distinctly different and relatively pristine ecosystems, ranging from more than 60 miles of wild Pacific coast and islands through densely forested lowlands to the glacier-crowned Olympic Mountains. 

· The ecosystems protected within Olympic National Park contain a unique array of habitats and life forms, resulting from thousands of years of geographic isolation, along with extreme gradients of elevation, temperature, and precipitation. At least 16 kinds of animals and 8 kinds of plants on the Olympic Peninsula exist nowhere else in the world. 

· Olympic National Park protects the primeval character of one of the largest wilderness areas in the contiguous United States.

· Conditions within the park’s three ecosystems are, to a great extent, pristine and little changed from the time of the first Euro American exploration and settlement.  Visitors to the park’s wilderness can experience many of the same sights and sounds known to much earlier residents of the area.  With few exceptions (including the fisher), all known members of the park’s ecosystems are still present.
· Olympic National Park protects some of the finest remaining stands of old-growth temperate rainforest in the United States. These forests of ancient and immense trees provide habitat for dozens of smaller plants and animals, including important habitat for a number of threatened species.

· Olympic National Park protects more than 3,000 miles of rivers and streams within 11 watersheds and provides one of the largest remaining tracts of pristine spawning and rearing habitat in the lower 48 states. Nine species of salmon, trout, and char and many other native fish inhabit these waters.

· The Olympic rocky intertidal community is considered to be one of the most complex and diverse shoreline communities in the United States. Olympic National Park protects 67 square miles of the intertidal and shoreline habitat, and the neighboring Olympic Coast National Marine Sanctuary and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Quillayute Needles/Flattery Rocks National Wildlife Refuge protect almost 3,600 square miles of intertidal, island, and ocean habitats.

· Olympic National Park protects the largest population of Roosevelt elk in its natural environment in the world. Decades of protection from human harvest and habitat manipulation have sustained not only high densities of elk, but also preserved the natural composition, social structure, and dynamics of this unique coastal form of elk as found nowhere else.

· Olympic National Park protects important cultural resources, including 397 identified archeological sites, 500 ethnographic sites, 31 cultural landscapes, and 16 historic districts. There are 118 historic structures within the park boundaries that are on the NPS List of Classified Structures.

Olympic National Park Planning Documents

Guiding park planning documents that may have relevance to fisher restoration include:

· Olympic National Park Master Plan — 1976.  

The goal of this plan is to integrate man’s actions harmoniously into the natural environment. With this goal in mind, the demands of the people who will use the resources have been considered, as well as the ability of the resources to withstand use. The master plan analyzes various ecological determinants — geology, soils, slopes, drainage patterns, vegetation, animal life — indicating that natural limitations should guide development and subsequent management (NPS 1976).

· Statement for Management: Olympic National Park — 1996.

This document compiles information about the park’s purpose, the nature and significance of its resources, the existing uses of its lands and waters, its regional context and adjacent land considerations, the legislative and administrative requirements for its management, the influences on park resources and the experience of park visitors, and nonrecreational park use by Native Americans and others. The document includes the following parkwide management objectives, most of which apply to the fisher reintroduction project:

1. Resource Stewardship and Protection: The primary responsibility of the NPS must be protection of resources.

2. Access and enjoyment: Each park should provide the nation’s diverse public access to park resources in a way that is compatible with the understanding and enjoyment of those resources and their preservation for future generations.

3. Education and Interpretation: Enhance visitor and community understanding, appreciation, and conservation of natural and cultural resources through education and interpretation.

4. Proactive Leadership: The NPS must be a leader in local, national, and international park affairs, actively pursuing the mission of the National Park System and assisting others in managing their resources.

5. Science and Research: The NPS must engage in a sustained and integrated program of natural, cultural, and social science research and resource management to acquire the information needed to manage and protect park resources.

6. Professionalism: The NPS must create and maintain a highly professional organization and workforce.

· Spotted Owl Monitoring in Olympic National Park: 2004 Annual Report.

This report summarizes progress on the northern spotted owl (Strix occidentalis caurina) monitoring program in Olympic National Park in 2004. This is one of eight demographic study areas called for under the Effectiveness Monitoring Plan for the Northwest Forest Plan. The goal is to estimate the rate of growth or decline in the population of northern spotted owls. This information is used to assess the effectiveness of the Northwest Forest Plan in preventing a further decline in spotted owl populations.

· Lake Crescent Management Plan and EIS.

The park also protects a variety of endemic species, which are plants or animals naturally confined to a specific region and found only within a limited geographic area.  Over time, the Olympic Peninsula’s isolation has led to the presence of a number of endemic species, most of which are found within the park. 

NPS ORGANIC ACT AND MANAGEMENT POLICIES 
As noted above, by enacting the National Park Service Organic Act of 1916 (Organic Act), Congress directed the U.S. Department of the Interior and the NPS to manage units of the national park system “to conserve the scenery and the natural and historic objects and wild life therein and to provide for the enjoyment of the same in such a manner and by such a means as will leave them unimpaired for the enjoyment of future generations” (16 USC. § 1). Congress reiterated this mandate in the Redwood National Park Expansion Act of 1978 by stating that NPS must conduct its actions in a manner that will ensure no “derogation of the values and purposes for which these various areas have been established, except as may have been or shall be directly and specifically provided by Congress” (16 USC § 1a-1).

Despite these mandates, the Organic Act and its amendments afford the National Park Service latitude when making resource decisions that balance visitor recreation and resource preservation. By these acts Congress “empowered [the National Park Service] with the authority to determine what uses of park resources are proper and what proportion of the parks resources are available for each use” (Bicycle Trails Council of Marin v. Babbitt, 82 F.3d 1445, 1453 [9th Cir. 1996]).

Because conservation remains its predominant mandate, the National Park Service seeks to avoid or to minimize adverse impacts on park resources and values. Yet, the National Park Service has discretion to allow negative impacts when necessary (Management Policies 2001, sec. 1.4.3 [NPS 2001b]); however, while some actions and activities cause impacts, the National Park Service cannot allow an adverse impact that constitutes resource impairment (Management Policies 2001, sec. 1.4.3 [NPS 2001b]). The Organic Act prohibits actions that impair park resources unless a law directly and specifically allows for the acts (16 USC 1a-1). An action constitutes an impairment when its impacts “harm the integrity of park resources or values, including the opportunities that otherwise would be present for the enjoyment of those resources or values” (Management Policies 2001, sec. 1.4.4 [NPS 2001b]). To determine impairment, the National Park Service must evaluate “the particular resources and values that would be affected; the severity, duration, and timing of the impact; the direct and indirect effects of the impact; and the cumulative effects of the impact in question and other impacts” (Management Policies 2001, sec. 1.4.4 [NPS 2001b]). The Management Policies require that these determinations, and all planning decisions in the Service, be based on current scientific and scholarly understanding of park resources and ecosystems (sec 2.3.1.5). 

Park units vary based on their enabling legislation, natural resources, cultural resources, and missions.  Management activities appropriate for each unit and for areas within each unit vary as well. An action appropriate in one unit could impair resources in another unit. Thus, this environmental assessment will analyze the context, duration, and intensity of impacts related to fisher reintroduction within Olympic National Park, as well as the potential for resource impairment, as required by Director’s Order 12: Conservation Planning, Environmental Impact Analysis and Decision-making (NPS 2001a).

NPS Management Policies Specific to Fisher Restoration

The 2001 NPS Management Policies is a Service-wide policy document of the National Park Service. Adherence to policy is mandatory unless specifically waived or modified by the Secretary, the Assistant Secretary, or the Director. Section 4.1.5 of the Management Policies addresses restoration of natural systems, and states that “The Service will re-establish natural functions and processes in human-disturbed components of natural systems in parks unless otherwise directed by Congress.” The policies further state that (NPS 2001b):

The Service will seek to return human-disturbed areas to the natural conditions and processes characteristic of the ecological zone in which the damaged resources are situated. The Service will use the best available technology, within available resources, to restore the biological and physical components of these systems, accelerating both their recovery and the recovery of landscape and biological-community structure and function. Efforts may include restoration of native plants and animals.

Section 6.3.7 addresses resource management in wilderness areas, and says: “The National Park Service recognizes that wilderness is a composite resource with interrelated parts. Without natural resources, especially indigenous and endemic species, a wilderness experience would not be possible.”

Section 4.4 of the Management Policies addresses biological resource management, under which (in Section 4.4.1) general principles for such management are defined. This section states that:

The NPS will maintain as parts of the natural ecosystems of parks all native plants and animals….The Service will achieve this maintenance by:

· Preserving and restoring the natural abundances, diversities, dynamics, distributions, habitats, and behaviors of native plant and animal populations and the communities and ecosystems in which they occur;

· Restoring native plant and animal populations in parks when they have been extirpated by past human-caused actions; and

· Minimizing human impacts on native plants, animals, populations, communities, and ecosystems, and the processes that sustain them.

When human disturbances have resulted in the extirpation of native species, the following policy statements guide parks in restoring them (Section 4.4.2.2) (NPS 2001b):

The Service will strive to restore extirpated native plant and animal species to parks whenever all of the following criteria are met:

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

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

· The genetic type used in restoration most nearly approximates the extirpated genetic type; and

· The species disappeared, or was substantially diminished, as a direct or indirect result of human-induced change to the species population or to the ecosystem.

Section 4.4.1.2 states that “the restoration of native plants and animals will be accomplished using organisms taken from populations as closely related genetically and ecologically as possible to park populations, preferably from similar habitats in adjacent or local areas” (NPS 2001b).

If needed, the policies allow restoration efforts to include confining animals to small field enclosures or in cages for captive breeding (used to increase the number of offspring before releasing into the wild or to manage the population’s gene pool) (NPS 2001b).

Park units are also obliged to protect and strive to recover any federally listed species (Section 4.4.2.3) and to manage state listed species in the same manner to the greatest extent possible.

The Management Policies also direct parks to cooperate with states, tribal governments, and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to meet the National Park Service’s commitments for maintaining native species in parks (Section 4.4.1.1). Such cooperative actions that apply to this reintroduction plan include:

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

· Suggesting mutually beneficial harvest regulations for lands and waters outside the parks for populations that extend across park boundaries. 

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

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

OTHER FEDERAL LAWS, REGULATIONS, AND POLICIES

In addition to the laws, regulations, and policies identified above, the National Park Service is governed by the following:   

National Environmental Policy Act, 1969, as Amended

The Council on Environmental Quality’s NEPA regulations (40 CFR Sec/ 1508.90 state that the purposes of an environmental assessment are to:

· Briefly provide sufficient evidence and analysis for determining whether to prepare an environmental impact statement or a finding of no significant impact

· Aid an agency’s compliance with the Act when no environmental impact statement is necessary

· Facilitate preparation of a statement when one is necessary

Director’s Order 12 and its accompanying Handbook, Conservation Planning, Environmental Impact Analysis, and Decision Making, guide the NEPA planning process in the NPS.
National Parks Omnibus Management Act of 1998 (NPOMA)

NPOMA (16 USC 5901 et seq.) underscores NEPA in that both are fundamental to National Park Service park management decisions. Both acts provide direction for articulating and connecting the ultimate resource management decision to the analysis of impacts, using appropriate technical and scientific information. Both also recognize that such data may not be readily available and provide options for resource impact analysis should this be the case. 

NPOMA directs the National Park Service to obtain scientific and technical information for analysis. The National Park Service Director’s Order 12 states that if “such information cannot be obtained due to excessive cost or technical impossibility, the proposed alternative for decision will be modified to eliminate the action causing the unknown or uncertain impact or other alternatives will be selected” (Section 4.4 [NPS 2001a]).  When it’s not possible to modify alternatives to eliminate an activity with unknown or uncertain potential impacts, and such information is essential to making a well-reasoned decision, NPS follows the provisions of the Council on Environmental Quality’s NEPA regulations (40 CFR 1502.22) for full disclosure regarding incomplete or unavailable information (Section 4.5 [NPS 2001a]).
Endangered Species Act of 1973, as Amended

This act requires all federal agencies to consult with the Secretary of the Interior on all projects and proposals having potential impact on federally endangered and threatened plants and animals.  It also requires federal agencies to use their authorities in furtherance of the purposes of the Endangered Species Act by carrying out programs for the conservation of endangered and threatened species and to insure that any agency action authorized, funded, or carried out by the agency is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered species or threatened species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of designated critical habitat.
Natural Resources Management Guideline, NPS-77, 1991

The purpose of this document is to provide guidance to park managers for all planned and ongoing natural resource management activities. Managers must follow all federal laws, regulations, and policies. This document provides the guidance for park management to design, implement, and evaluate a comprehensive natural resource management program.

State/PROVINCIAL and Local Laws, Regulations, and Policies

The mission of the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife is to “serve Washington’s citizens by protecting, restoring and enhancing fish and wildlife and their habitats, while providing sustainable and wildlife related recreational and commercial opportunities.” The department is mandated “to preserve, protect, perpetuate, and manage the wildlife and food fish, game fish, and shellfish in state waters and offshore waters.” (WDFW 2004). The WDFW listed the fisher as a state endangered species (RCW 77.12.020, WAC 232.12.297, 232.12.014), has written a draft Washington state recovery plan for the fisher (Hayes and Lewis 2005), which will be undergoing public review in early 2006, and conducted a study to determine the feasibility of reintroducing fisher to Washington (Lewis and Hayes 2004).  While the WDFW does not require permits to import fishers, the Washington Department of Agriculture (WDOA) requires completion of a health certificate and issuance of a permit before entry of fishers into Washington (see “Permits” section on page 30).

HISTORY OF FISHERS AT OLYMPIC NATIONAL PARK

The fisher has probably been extirpated from the state of Washington. No known populations of fishers exist in the state, and no populations exist close enough to naturally re-establish a population in Washington. Two major factors contributed to the decline of fishers in the state: over-exploitation via commercial trapping, and loss, degradation, and fragmentation of suitable habitat (Lewis and Hayes 2004). 

No trapping regulations existed for fishers before the 1930s, and high pelt values (Bailey 1936, Lewis and Zielinksi 1996) provided strong incentives to trap them (Powell and Zielinski 1994, Aubry and Lewis 2003). However, concern over declining populations prompted the closure of trapping seasons for fishers in 1934. These protections were put into place before widespread loss and degradation of habitat, yet the species did not recover.  This has led specialists to conclude that unregulated commercial trapping had a profoundly negative impact on the fisher population in Washington (Lewis and Hayes 2004). 

Habitat fragmentation and loss further aggravated the decline. Between the 1930s and 1992, the total area of old-growth forest in Washington was reduced by 70%, primarily as a result of logging (Bolsinger et al. 1997). Conversion of forests to farmland and urban uses was responsible for additional losses. Most of the low-elevation, late-successional forest that provided suitable habitat for fishers was converted to short rotation plantations of even-aged Douglas fir, which kept few large trees, snags or logs, and removed large woody debris. In addition to habitat loss and fragmentation and the effects of trapping, fisher decline was exacerbated by the species’ biology, which includes low reproductive rates, short life spans, and naturally low population densities (Lewis and Hayes 2004).

Before extirpation, fishers occurred at Olympic National Park in coniferous forest habitats from sea level to timberline. Forest types at Olympic vary widely with precipitation and support a large variety of habitats. Fishers occurred throughout the park, both on the dry and wet sides of the park (most precipitation falls south and west of Mount Olympus) (NPS 2005a).

Only anecdotal data are available to indicate the size of the population before the fisher became extirpated in Washington. In 1920, two trappers working on the Queets River west of Clearwater caught 37 fishers during the winter (this area has since been logged and no late-successional forest exists there now). In 1921, 20 fishers were trapped at the East Fork of the Quinault River at elevations between 1,500 and 5,000 feet. This is the last recorded trapping of fishers in that area. The last verified record of a fisher on the Olympic Peninsula was in 1969 at Lilliwaup swamp (NPS 2005a). 

Survey efforts have been undertaken to monitor and detect fishers in the park since 1972. Despite using survey techniques that have successfully detected fisher presence in other areas, no fishers were detected during these surveys. In 1991, a camera survey conducted by the U.S. Forest Service (USFS) detected no fishers. Additional efforts outside and on the periphery of the park also yielded no detections (Jones and Raphael 1991, Sheets 1993). Recently (2002-2003), park staff completed a more intensive camera survey for both fishers and martens. Despite the presence of 52 cameras and infrared motion sensors, and over 1,200 pictures of animals that set off the motion sensors, no fishers were photographed (NPS 2005a). 

ISSUES AND IMPACT TOPICS

A preliminary list of issues associated with fisher restoration at Olympic National Park was identified by the interdisciplinary agency team at the internal scoping meeting in May 2005. This list was developed by reviewing the Environmental Screening Form (ESF); issues identified are noted below.  

SOUNDSCAPES

Impact topic:  Impact of fisher reintroduction activities on park soundscapes.  

Issue:  Use of telemetry aircraft flights and vehicles for reintroduction and monitoring purposes could increase the level of noise in the park.

Results of discussion with interdisciplinary agency team: Release areas could be accessed by roads and helicopters. After releases, fishers would be monitored for survival, reproduction, dispersion, and habitat location. Fixed-wing aircraft would be used for telemetry; helicopters would be used to recover dead animals (extractions) if they were not efficiently accessible on foot. Most aerial use in the park is conducted after September 1 and before April 1.

LAND USE

Impact Topic:  Impact of fisher restoration on neighboring lands.

Issue:  If the fisher becomes federally listed as threatened or endangered, adjacent land uses could be affected, particularly timber and trapping uses.

Results of discussion with interdisciplinary agency team:  Under current conditions, there would be no effect to neighboring land uses. If the fisher were to become federally listed in the future, there could be some impacts to neighboring federal, state, tribal land uses, or processes from federal restrictions.  It is not possible to know what these restrictions might be, but it is possible there could be seasonal restrictions around den sites and requirements for biological assessments for proposed timber harvest. 

THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES

Impact Topic:  Impacts to species of special concern as a result of competition for habitat and prey, or from direct predation.  

Issue:  Fishers use similar forest types and prey on some of the same species as other threatened or endangered species in the park. Thus, there is potential for fishers to compete with other species for prey or to prey directly on these species.

Results of discussion with interdisciplinary agency team:  Fishers hunt predominantly by scent and hearing; therefore, their detection of active nests of spotted owls, murrelets, and goshawks in the upper tree canopy are likely rare. Following a reintroduction of fishers in Oregon, there is no evidence that fishers are adversely affecting spotted owls, marbled murrelets, or northern goshawks (Lewis and Hayes 2004, and K. Aubry, pers. comm.). These and other species are further discussed below.

Northern spotted owls (Strix occidentalis caurina) (federal threatened and state endangered): Intensive monitoring for spotted owls occurs in the park.  During an inventory completed in 1995, 230 pairs, or 730 individual northern spotted owls were estimated to inhabit the park. The park has a 14-year monitoring plan that was established in 1992.  Competition with barred owls, after a recent influx of barred owls into the area, has been implicated in the decline of the spotted owl population on the Olympic Peninsula.

Although fishers and spotted owls both prey on some of the same species, this is not likely to result in competition because fishers can switch to a number of alternative small mammalian prey. The greater flexibility in use of small mammals by fishers suggests little opportunity for competition (Lewis and Hayes 2004).

There is potential for fishers to prey on spotted owls. Fishers have been documented resting in spotted owl nest trees (Gutierrez et al 1995). Pre-fledged young are likely at greater risk of fisher predation than adults, and can be vulnerable to fisher predation when on the ground. However, spotted owl nest sites are widely dispersed throughout the peninsula, and the density of owls in the park is very low (2092 acres/pair).  The widely dispersed nest sites of spotted owls throughout the peninsula and the low population densities of fishers would make encounters between the two species unlikely. In addition, fishers may also prey on barred owls, a known competitor of the spotted owl (Lewis and Hayes 2004).  In the park barred owls are more concentrated in the lower elevation riparian areas which are likely to be used by fisher.  Given the low population densities of fishers, they are not likely to have an impact on the population of either owl species.
Marbled murrelets (Brachyramphus marmoratus) (federal and state threatened):  The marbled murrelet is a pigeon-sized seabird that nests inland in late-successional coniferous trees.  The park has surveyed for murrelets in the past, but currently has no active research or monitoring program.  However, the park does manage and safeguard nesting habitat. An ongoing telemetry study is being conducted by the U.S. Forest Service (USFS). The murrelet and the spotted owl use the same types of habitat. The park considers any suitable habitat as that which is occupied. 

Fishers are considered a potential predator of marbled murrelets (Nelson and Hamer 1995). However, detection of murrelet nest sites by fishers is unlikely. Although fishers hunt for prey on the ground, there is potential for fishers to climb trees and prey upon murrelet nests during the nesting period. However, fishers prey upon species that are known nest predators of marbled murrelets. Grounded fledgling murrelets could become vulnerable to fishers, but fishers would be at extremely low density because they have large home ranges, and such encounters would likely be rare (Lewis and Hayes 2004).  
Grounded fledgling murrelets either fall out of the nest or are too weak to make the normal direct flight to the sea from the upper canopy nest that occurs when the bird is ready to fledge.  Given the low agility on land of murrelets, it’s not likely that the parents would be able to tend a grounded fledgling, and it would not survive on its own, whether or not a fisher chanced to encounter it.
Bald eagles (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) (federal and state threatened): Fishers can prey on the same species as bald eagles, so there could be some competition between the species. However, bald eagles hunt in the open, not in the forest. In addition, fisher foraging habits are different from those of birds. Fishers commonly flush prey from cover on the forest floor as opposed to identifying prey from above.  More than negligible impacts to bald eagles are not expected (NPS 2005a).

OTHER SENSITIVE SPECIES 

Northern goshawks (Accipiter gentilis) (state candidate): No current management program for goshawks exists in the park. Goshawks and fishers eat many of the same prey species. When food is limited, there is potential for competition between these two predators. However, the diverse diet and demonstrated ability of both species to switch to alternative prey suggests that competition would be minimal (Lewis and Hayes 2004). In addition, fisher foraging habits are different from those of birds. Fishers commonly flush prey from cover on the forest floor as opposed to identifying prey from above (NPS 2005a).

Goshawks could be vulnerable to predation by fishers. A study in northeastern Wisconsin found that following fisher reintroduction to the state, fisher predation on goshawks resulted in reduced nest success and increased adult mortality, and led to unstable goshawk populations. It is difficult to determine the extent to which other factors, such as researcher influence, contributed to this situation. In a study of fisher winter diet throughout British Columbia goshawks were not recorded (R. Weir,  pers. comm., P. Steinholtz, July 19, 2005).  Because remains of accipiters have not been documented in fisher diets (Powell 1993), fishers occur at low population densities, and both goshawks and fishers coexist in similar habitats in the western U.S., fisher predation on goshawk nests and adults is likely to be a rare occurrence (Lewis and Hayes 2004). 

Olympic pocket gophers (Thomomys mazama melanops) (federal candidate): Olympic pocket gophers are fossorial (digging or burrowing) mammals that occur in alpine habitats, and hence do not use the same habitat as fishers; no effects on the gopher are anticipated from reintroducing fishers (see “Issues Eliminated from Further Consideration” on page 25).

American marten (Martes americana): The marten is classified as a furbearer in Washington and appears to be rare on the Olympic Peninsula. Surveys conducted in 1992 on the east side of the peninsula detected only two martens; none was detected on the west side (Zielinksi et al. 2001). Surveys conducted by WDFW on the Olympic Peninsula from 1990-1997 failed to detect martens.  Similarly, surveys conducted by Park Service biologists throughout Olympic National Park from 2000 to 2003 also failed to detect martens (Happe et al. 2005).

Fishers and martens use similar habitats and prey species, and given that martens are rare on the Olympic Peninsula, reintroducing fishers could potentially adversely affect them. However, the two species did previously coexist on the Olympic Peninsula (Lewis and Stinson 1998, Zielinski et al. 2001) and research indicates they have overlapping ecological niches (Lewis and Hayes 2004). 

In some areas of the west, martens occur at higher elevations than fishers, minimizing niche overlap (Buskirk and Ruggiero 1994). Martens are small enough to specialize in hunting small mammals, whereas fishers eat larger prey and are uniquely effective predators of porcupines (Clem 1977, Buskirk and Ruggiero 1994, Martin 1994). A tracking study of fishers and martens over two winters in southeastern Manitoba found that while both species preyed heavily on snowshoe hares during a period of hare abundance, fishers did so more than martens. Diet difference was reflected in foraging behavior, with martens foraging more under the snow and in trees than fishers (Raine 1987). Martens use smaller home ranges than fishers, and martens can co-occur with fishers by avoiding high use areas of neighboring fisher home ranges. 

The future interactions between a restored fisher and potentially restored marten population are unknown.  Restoration of martens could result in a reduction in a restored and recovered fisher population.  Conversely, a restored fisher population may make restoration of a marten population difficult to achieve.  Because both species occurred in the Olympic Peninsula in the past, and both co-occur elsewhere, the most likely scenario is that both species could be successfully restored.  Currently the park has no plans in place regarding marten restoration.

Olympic marmot (Marmota olympus): The marmot is common in suitable habitat, but is extremely restricted in distribution (i.e., occurs only within alpine zones of the Olympic Mountains in Olympic National Park and adjacent national forest wilderness) (Yensen and Sherman 2003). The park is concerned about this species, particularly related to coyote predation and possible losses in habitat related to global warming; research into these questions is ongoing. A similar (but separate) species, the Vancouver Island marmot, is on the brink of extinction in the wild. No other management actions are being undertaken, and it is not known how many Olympic marmots exist in the park. 

Because marmots occur in alpine habitats above treeline, and hence do not use the same habitat as fishers, a restored fisher population is not expected to have an impact on marmot populations (see “Issues Eliminated from Further Consideration” on page 25).

BIOSPHERE RESERVES AND WORLD HERITAGE SITES

Impact Topic:  Impact of fisher restoration on Biosphere Reserve and World Heritage Site designations.

Issue:  Reintroduction of a currently extirpated species would beneficially affect Olympic National Park’s designation as a Biosphere Reserve and World Heritage Site.

Results of discussion with park: In 1976, the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) designated Olympic National Park as a Biosphere Reserve, which identifies the park as an internationally significant ecosystem within one of the world’s major biogeographical provinces (NPS 2005b).

In 1981, UNESCO designated the park a World Heritage Site, joining it to a system of natural and cultural properties that are considered irreplaceable treasures of outstanding universal value.  Very few areas in the United States are designated as both a Biosphere Reserve and World Heritage Site (NPS 2005b).  

The exceptional quality of the park is summarized in the concluding words of its UNESCO evaluation as a World Heritage Site:  “Olympic National Park is the best natural area in the entire Pacific Northwest, with a spectacular coastline, scenic lakes, majestic mountains and glaciers, and magnificent temperate rainforest; these are outstanding examples of on-going evolution and superlative natural phenomena.  It is unmatched in the world” (NPS 2005b).

With few exceptions, all known members of the park’s ecosystem are currently present (NPS 2005b). Reintroducing fishers into the park would enhance the park’s designation as a Biosphere Reserve and World Heritage Site, further contributing to the park’s “on-going evolution” and “superlative natural phenomena.” 

WILDLIFE OR WILDLIFE HABITAT  

Impact Topic: Impacts to other wildlife as a result of competition for habitat and prey, or from direct predation.  
Issue: Fishers use similar forest types and prey on some of the same species as other wildlife in the park. Thus, there is potential for fishers to compete with other species for prey or to prey directly on these species.

Results of discussion with park: The following species could be affected by reintroducing fishers into Olympic National Park.

Bobcat (Felis rufus): Bobcats are numerous in the park, and all suitable bobcat habitat in Olympic National Park is considered to be occupied.  The bobcat population is not expected to interfere with the success of establishing a fisher population, as the bobcat population is stable and the two species previously coexisted at the park. 

Bobcats and fishers occurred in the same or overlapping geographical areas in western Washington, and probably used the same prey species (Lewis and Hayes 2004). Reintroduction of fishers has the potential to adversely impact bobcat populations through competition. In a study done in Wisconsin, fishers were reintroduced and their populations expanded in an area that supported a bobcat population. Bobcats did not alter their diets in the presence of fishers, but fisher diets contained a higher proportion of small mammals and less deer when bobcats were common, suggesting that bobcats interfered with fisher consumption of deer. However, there was no evidence of territorial competition between the species based on overlapping home ranges of fishers and bobcats. Encounter competition or predation by fishers was inferred based on increases in bobcat kitten mortality and reduction in bobcat population growth. However, competition between the two species was weak and it is believed that a stable coexistence between the species occurred (Gilbert and Keith 2001). These findings suggest that if fishers were reintroduced to Washington, a similar stable coexistence between populations of fishers and bobcats would result. It is expected that although some competition for food and some direct predation may occur (from fishers preying on bobcats and vice versa), a restored fisher population is not expected to negatively affect bobcat populations.  

Impact Topic:  Impacts of fisher restoration on fishers.

Issue: Reintroducing fishers could have a positive impact on the fisher population by increasing the species’ numbers. Negative impacts could occur to the fisher source population from capture and removal.

Results of discussion with interdisciplinary team:  The fisher is currently a candidate species for federal listing, and is listed by the state of Washington as an endangered species. Re-establishing a self-sustaining population of fishers in their historical range would beneficially affect fishers by increasing the species’ numbers. In addition, a successfully reintroduced population at Olympic National Park could eventually become a source population for other reintroduction efforts, further increasing the fisher’s range and likelihood for successful reestablishment in Washington State. 

Some mortality could occur during the capture and transportation of individuals from the source population. After initial release mortality could also occur from predation, collisions with vehicles, incidental capture, and other causes. Fishers could be captured in traps set for other species if they leave the park, and losses from poaching could also occur in the park, although this is believed to be unlikely.  

RECREATION RESOURCES

Impact Topic:  Impacts to recreation resources in the park.

Issue:  Some fisher den sites would need to be protected from park visitors; short-term closures of denning areas could adversely affect visitation.

Results of discussion with the park:  park staff would be alerted to known den sites that need protection from park visitors, and would determine the best way to provide that protection for individual den sites. Fishers den at times of the year when visitor use is low, and are expected to select sites not adjacent to high visitor use.  Consequently, the park expects that any short-term closures would have negligible effects on park recreation.

VISITOR EXPERIENCE 

Impact Topic: Impacts to the visitor experience at Olympic National Park.

Issue:  Fisher reintroduction could beneficially impact the visitor experience in the park because visitors would know that an important component of the park’s ecosystem had been restored.  

Results of discussion with the park:  Olympic National Park is known for its ecosystem diversity. Visitors would benefit from the knowledge that fishers had returned to one of their native habitats; they could possibly see a fisher, or fisher sign; and could see a presentation on fisher restoration in Olympic National Park.  

ETHNOGRAPHIC RESOURCES

Impact Topic: Impacts to ethnographic resources.

Issue: Fishers could have ethnographic meaning to Native American tribes adjacent to the park.

Results of discussion with the interdisciplinary team: It is not yet known if fishers have important ethnographic meaning to the tribes near the park. 

SOCIOECONOMIC RESOURCES

Impact Topic:  Impacts to tourism as a result of reintroducing fishers.
Issue:  Tourism could increase in the area due to perceived benefits on the part of visitors as a result of fisher reintroduction.

Results of discussion with the interdisciplinary team:  Increased tourism could benefit local businesses. Also, non-market values associated with restoration of an important element of the ecosystem could be high.

MINORITY AND LOW INCOME POPULATIONS

Impact Topic (M1):  Impacts to populations that may harvest forest products on neighboring lands. 

Issue:  Area closures to protect fishers could impact trappers, salal pickers, or other individuals who harvest forest products on adjacent lands. (Salal is a plant that is used in bouquets for flowers and is harvested on public lands in the adjacent National Forest.)  
Results of discussion with interdisciplinary team:  Harvest of forest products is not permitted within Olympic National Park, although it does occur (both legally and illegally) on neighboring lands. For example, in the Olympic National Forest, 80 to 200 people typically have permits to collect salal and bear grass. People pay the Forest Service according to how much they gather. Permit prices rise and fall, following the market (e.g., people pay the Forest Service about 10 cents for a “hand,” or about 25 plants) (Seattlepi.com 1999). Restoration of fishers could affect the harvest of forest products if road closures related to fisher restoration efforts were required on neighboring lands, which could potentially impede such harvest, as well as legal trapping of other animal species.   However, the only closures discussed and that likely would be needed are temporary closures around den sites, rather than larger area or road closures.  (See discussion of den site closures in the park on p. 22 under Recreation Resources.)   It is expected that den sites on neighboring lands would be few and far between.
The use of body-gripping traps is prohibited in Washington, but live trapping for species such as bobcat may occur outside the park.  Fishers are curious and could be inadvertently captured in live traps.  Trappers using live traps for other species could be impacted if roads or forest areas were closed to protect fishers.  However, as noted above, road or large area closures are not likely to be needed, although den sites may need to be temporarily closed.  Even under the current prohibition on body-gripping traps, an area might be recommended for closure to all trapping to protect fishers (in the Olympic National Forest, for example), particularly during earlier stages of the restoration effort. The national forest might work with trappers on a voluntary basis to implement any recommended closures. Closure could affect trappers and people who depend on income derived from harvesting forest products in these areas; but the effect is expected to be negligible.   More information will be gathered related to the use of trapping (particularly body-gripping traps) and, in the unlikely event they were needed, the effects road closures could have on people who participate in the harvest of forest products. 
Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-income Populations, requires federal agencies to identify and address, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects on minority populations and low-income populations of federal activities. More information is needed to determine whether a disproportionately high number of trappers, salal pickers, and others who harvest forest resources on the Olympic National Forest are low-income or minority compared to the total area population.  
OTHER AGENCIES/TRIBAL CONSULTATION

Impact Topic:  Impacts to other agencies or tribes regarding fisher listing.
Issue:  Impacts could occur to other agencies or tribes if the fisher becomes listed as federally threatened or endangered.

Results of discussion with interdisciplinary team:  If the fisher were to become federally listed, Endangered Species Act protections could result in reviews and possible restriction or mitigation of timber management practices on suitable habitat on federal, state, tribal, or private lands. Suitable habitat (mature and old growth forest timber) is currently found primarily on national park, USFS, and WDNR lands.  Small amounts exist on tribal and private lands adjacent to the park and forest service lands.  While it is unlikely that fishers would occupy adjacent areas with little or no suitable habitat, adjacent landowners can be protected now against potential future listing of the fisher through the development of a Candidate Conservation Agreement (CCA) with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.  These agreements can be negotiated with the USFWS while fishers are a candidate for listing. Such agreements would identify how landowners could manage habitat for fishers or protect fishers on their land, and would outline how landowners would not be required to increase conservation efforts if the fisher became federally listed. As mentioned earlier, the WDNR has a multi-species HCP that includes fishers, and applies to land managed by the agency. 
Non-federal landowners can also negotiate “Safe Harbor” agreements with the USFWS for listed species.  Safe Harbor Agreements are voluntary arrangements between the U.S. FWS and cooperating non-Federal landowners that promote voluntary management for listed species on non-Federal property while giving assurances to participating landowners that no additional future regulatory restrictions will be imposed if listed species colonize their property or increase in number as a result of land management.  (See http://www.fws.gov/endangered/recovery/harborqa.pdf for more information on Safe Harbor Agreements.)
The Quinault tribe, which has a current agreement (biological opinion) with the USFWS for its timber management, could subsequently amend the agreement to address the fisher if it were to become listed. 

Because treaty tribes are not currently included in the ban on body-gripping traps, fishers could be harvested in body-gripping traps set by tribal trappers for other furbearers. Government-to-government consultation with tribes to minimize or prevent losses could be undertaken.

ISSUES ELIMINATED FROM FURTHER CONSIDERATION

The following impact topics and/or issues were discussed and subsequently eliminated from further consideration because potential fisher reintroduction actions are not believed to have the potential to affect them:  

· geohazards:  no known geohazards in the park would be affected as a result of fisher restoration.

· air quality:  increased monitoring of released fishers could involve use of aircraft, which could affect air quality. However, such an increase is expected to be negligible and not sufficient enough to impact overall air quality. 

· water quality or quantity:  no impacts to water quality or quantity are anticipated as a result of fisher restoration.

· streamflow characteristics:  no impacts to streamflow characteristics are anticipated as a result of fisher restoration.

· marine or estuarine resources:  no marine or estuarine resources are anticipated to experience effects from restoration of fishers.

· rare or unusual vegetation: no impacts to rare or unusual vegetation are anticipated as a result of fisher restoration.

· unique or important fish or fish habitat: no impacts to fish or fish habitat are anticipated as a result of fisher restoration.

· non-native species: fishers can be checked for seeds before reintroduction. Although fishers can carry disease (e.g., non-native pathogens), they would be inspected before reintroduction. They can also be inoculated for distemper and other diseases. Therefore, precautionary measures would ensure that no impact from non-native species would occur.

· energy resources:  the implementation of a fisher restoration plan is not anticipated to impact energy resources.

· archeological resources: the implementation of a fisher restoration plan is not anticipated to impact archeological resources.

· prehistoric/historic structures: the implementation of a fisher restoration plan is not anticipated to impact prehistoric or historic structures.

· cultural landscapes: no impacts to cultural landscapes are anticipated as a result of fisher restoration.

· resource, including energy, conservation potential:  fisher restoration actions are not expected to impact resource conservation potential. 

· urban quality, gateway communities: there is a slightly possibility that fishers could prey on cats, dogs, and small livestock (such as chickens) in the communities that border the park. However, such occurrences are expected to be rare because fishers generally avoid human communities. Therefore, this topic was dismissed from further analysis. 

· museum collections: Park resource management records relating to fisher reintroduction would eventually be archived in the park museum collection. This would result in virtually no impact to park operations or the museum collection because it would not noticeably increase the volume of records archived.

· long-term management of resources: fisher restoration actions are not expected to impact the long-term management of resources beyond those already described under “Issues and Impact Topics” on page 17.

· Other important environmental resources: no additional important environmental resources have been identified that could be impacted by fisher restoration activities.

· floodplains/wetlands: It is possible that fishers could prey on beavers, which could affect wetlands. However, few beavers exist within the park. The connection between fishers and beavers is likely based on the food habits of fishers in areas where both species are very abundant (i.e., Ontario, Quebec), and where the gentle terrain allows fishers and beavers to co-occur extensively.  Most of the diet occurrences of beavers are from trapper-killed fishers and these individuals likely ingested beaver as part of the trap bait.  An examination of fisher diets from a number of locations in British Columbia with abundant beaver populations did not identify beaver as a prey species.  (R. Weir pers. comm., P. Steinholtz, URS, July 19, 2005).  Therefore, it is believed that fisher predation on beaver, if it occurs, would not affect wetland functions (i.e. wildlife habitat, water retention / purification, etc.)  
· wildlife — other sensitive species:
· The park is concerned about the Olympic pocket gopher (Thomomys mazama melanops), which is a federal candidate species. Olympic pocket gophers are fossorial (digging or burrowing) mammals that occur in alpine habitats, and hence do not use the same habitat as fishers; no effects on the Olympic pocket gopher are anticipated from reintroducing fishers. 
· Another species of concern is the Olympic marmot (Marmota Olympus). The marmot is extremely restricted in distribution, also occurring only in alpine zones of the Olympic Mountains in the national park and adjacent national forest wilderness.  Because fishers and marmots do not use the same habitat, no effects on the marmot are anticipated from reintroducing fishers.

RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER PLANS, POLICIES AND ACTIONS

Other plans, policies, and actions at the federal, state, and local level that may affect decisions for fisher reintroduction in the park were discussed with the interdisciplinary team and are described briefly in the following section. Existing and future plans and policies at Olympic National Park were also discussed. A brief discussion of the plans, policies, and other actions that may be relevant to fisher restoration in the park follows.

OLYMPIC National Park Plans, Policies and Actions

Olympic National Park is in the process of developing a general management plan (GMP). A draft version of this plan should be published for public review by July 2005; completion is expected by 2007. 

The park recently completed a fire management plan which will be implemented beginning in 2006.  Fire can be important for creating habitat for fishers, through the creation of snags, downed logs, and structural defects in live trees. It would also increase fisher prey availability.  Before approval of the fire management plan, the park conducted full wildfire suppression, and very limited prescribed burning occurred. The fire management plan goal is to reach 1,600 over five years for fire use (1,600 acres over 5 years). Mechanized fuel removal has occurred around structures. 

Local/State Plans, Policies, and Actions

The Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife analyzed the feasibility of reintroducing fishers to Washington and produced a report documenting the findings (Lewis and Hayes 2004). The department has also prepared a draft fisher recovery plan (Hayes and Lewis 2005), which sets state recovery objectives for the fisher and strategies needed to achieve recovery.  The recovery plan will undergo public review before being finalized and approved by the director.  WDFW is also preparing an implementation plan for fisher reintroduction. The plan will be reviewed by species experts and representatives of tribes, government agencies, and stakeholders. WDFW is not going to ask the state Forest Practices Board for a critical habitat rule for fishers on state and private land, which is a primary concern of the timber industry. 

U.S. Forest Service PLANS, Policies, and actions

The U.S. Forest Service manages the Olympic National Forest and the Forest’s 633,677 acres border the national park in many locations. Fishers are listed as a sensitive species on all national forests in Washington (Lewis and Hayes 2004). Management of Olympic National Forest is guided by the Northwest Forest Plan, and involves a wide range of activities, including: (1) operation and maintenance of structures, roads, bridges, trails, and recreation sites and facilities; (2) construction of new sites and facilities; and (3) management practices designed to (a) maintain or enhance habitat for late-successional and old-growth forest related species; and (b) to protect and enhance watershed and aquatic habitat conditions (USDA 2005).  

Olympic National Forest’s Hood Canal Ranger District surrounds the national park to the east and southeast. The Pacific Ranger District occurs in areas north, northwest, and southwest of the national park. Planned activities in both districts that could impact fisher reintroduction include harvest of floral greens, such as salal, in the Hood Canal and Pacific districts, and habitat enhancement activities for deer and elk in both districts, which typically involves forest stand thinning (USDA 2005). 

Specific projects include habitat development projects within the Bear-Saddle Planning Area (which is located along Highway 101 just north of the Sol Duc Valley near Bear Creek). This proposal would apply commercial thinnings in simplified, young, second-growth stands to accelerate the development of some of the structural and compositional features of late-successional forests and accelerate growth of the residual stands (USDA 2005). A public scoping letter was published in April 2004, and a rescoping letter was published one year later due to a new addition to the project area. 

An environmental assessment (EA) for thinning forests near Quinault tiered to the Northwest Forest Plan was published in January 2005 to “reduce forest stand density and increase forest stand complexity and hasten the development of desired late-successional habitat elements, such as large trees, multi-storied canopies, snags, coarse woody debris, and canopy gaps” (USDA 2005). 

A public scoping letter was also published March 2005 for thinning in the Mt. Walker area in the Hood Canal District. The reduction in trees per acre would result in increased diameter growth and crown expansion by the remaining trees, while still leaving options for future stand management, such as snag and coarse woody debris creation. The proposed thinning would accelerate development of the stands to more quickly become fully functioning late-successional/old-growth forest (USDA 2005).

Northwest Forest Plan

The Northwest Forest Plan is an overall vision for the Pacific Northwest that would produce timber products while protecting and managing impacted species. The Northwest Forest Plan covers 24.5 million acres in Oregon, Washington, and California that are managed by a variety of federal agencies, including the USFS. The plan focuses on five key principles (REO 2005): 

1. Never forget human and economic dimensions of issues.

2. Protect long-term health of forests, wildlife, and waterways.

3. Focus on scientifically sound, ecologically credible, and legally responsible strategies and implementation.

4. Produce a predictable and sustainable level of timber sales and non-timber resources.

5. Ensure that federal agencies work together.

The mission of the NWFP is to adopt coordinated management direction for the lands administered by the USFS and the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), and to adopt complementary approaches by other Federal agencies within the range of the northern spotted owl. The management of these public lands must meet dual needs: the need for forest habitat and the need for forest products (REO 2005).

In 1993, a comprehensive NWFP was initiated to end the impasse over management of federal forest lands in the Pacific Northwest within the range of the northern spotted owl. With the signing of the Northwest Forest Plan Record of Decision in 1994, a framework and system of standards and guidelines were established, using a new ecosystem approach to address resource management. To support this framework, federal agencies signed a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU), which established and maintains an interagency framework to achieve two distinct goals (REO 2005):  

· Cooperative planning, improved decision making, and coordinated implementation of the forest ecosystem management component of the NWFP on federal lands within the range of the northern spotted owl. 

· Improved coordination and collaboration with state, tribal, and local governments as they seek to implement management approaches that support or complement the goals of the NWFP.

PERMITS

The Canadian government does not require any federal permits for exporting fishers, and the U.S. government does not require disease testing of fishers or health certificates to transfer fishers from Canada to the United States. The provincial governments of British Columbia and Alberta require a “Possession Permit” for transport of fishers within the province and out of Canada.  However, if rabies is documented in any wild carnivore (including fishers) from the state of origin in the 12 months prior to translocation, they would not be allowed entry into Washington. The USFWS requires that fishers be inspected by a USFWS inspector at the international border and that the animals be “declared” several days prior to state entry. A completed Declaration Form (3-177) would be required. No additional permits would be needed (Lewis and Hayes 2004). 

The Washington Department of Agriculture requires completion of a health certificate and issuance of a permit prior to entry of fishers into Washington (Lewis and Hayes 2004). 

Diseases and Parasites

Fishers are susceptible to a number of diseases and parasites, but these infections do not appear to be substantial sources of mortality. Permits and health certificates would be required documenting that source populations from either Canada or the U.S. are healthy and free of diseases harmful to livestock (Lewis and Hayes 2004).

PRELIMINARY APPROACHES TO ALTERNATIVES


range of alternatives

The purpose of this planning effort is to “contribute to the statewide restoration of fishers and help fulfill the NPS policies to restore extirpated native species by establishing a fisher population in Olympic National Park that will become self-sustaining.” As noted above, each alternative must resolve need, and meet purpose and objectives to be considered reasonable. Therefore, the interdisciplinary team approached creating a range of alternatives by first discussing whether broad options met these requirements. The discussion revealed that each of these options had major logistic or other constraints that would keep them from fully meeting the purpose and objectives or resolving need. Some of this discussion is presented below to demonstrate how it helped narrow the range of reasonable alternatives. 

Allow fishers to return on their own:  Currently, fishers do not appear to exist anywhere in Washington, and the closest population is in British Columbia. Habitat between British Columbia and Washington is fragmented, and the Olympic Peninsula acts as an island, minimizing the chances of fishers naturally migrating to the habitat that exists there. It is the conclusion of the WDFW feasibility report and other authors cited in that report that “there are no populations close enough to Washington to naturally re-establish a population in the state.” 

Reintroduce fishers on public lands that do not include the park: Because 95% of the park is designated as wilderness, the interdisciplinary team discussed options regarding state, federal, or other lands outside its boundaries. The presumption is that fishers would quickly find their way into the national park forest habitat without transporting and releasing fishers within the park boundaries and potentially impacting wilderness values. This was rejected as an option because reintroduction of fishers into the wilderness could be accomplished with only negligible impacts to wilderness values (using existing trails with pack animals or on foot, for example), and would be expected to result in fishers occupying the park’s interior sooner than if they were released outside the park

Restore fishers in the Cascades area: The feasibility report identified the Olympic Peninsula as the primary candidate for a restoration effort, but also identified lands in the Southwestern Cascades and Northwestern Cascades as the second and third options, respectively. The interdisciplinary team discussed introducing fishers into the Cascades first as a means of reestablishing fishers in Washington and filling in gaps in the fisher distribution between Oregon and British Columbia, where populations currently exist. However, the state is interested in beginning restoration in the location identified as having the most suitable habitat available. The potential reintroduction area on the Olympic Peninsula scored the highest in this regard because of the amount of suitable habitat it offers and the protection this habitat receives. In addition, modeling showed additional habitat will become available in the area over the next 80 years. The WDFW draft recovery plan also identifies the Olympic Peninsula as the best place to conduct the first reintroduction of fishers in Washington. Finally, restoring native extirpated species is required by the policies of the National Park Service if restoration is feasible. Therefore, returning fishers to Olympic National Park meets the goals and objectives of both the national park and WDFW.

The discussion of these broader alternatives helped the team define a set of statements that would help guide and define the feasible range of alternatives:

· Fishers must be reintroduced for restoration to succeed; e.g., they will not return on their own. Therefore “restoration” must include “reintroduction.” 

· The Olympic Peninsula is the only place to reintroduce fishers if the purpose and objectives of both the park and WDFW are to be met.

· Fishers would be restored in all suitable locations in the park, and would be strategically reintroduced to promote a successful reestablishment in the park and other suitable areas. Wilderness values would not be noticeably affected and would be enhanced.

Elements Common to All Action Alternatives 

The following elements would be common to all action alternatives.

· The best available science would be used to determine appropriate management actions.

· The management plan would be adaptive, allowing for incorporation of new information over time to affect management actions. Details about the adaptive management plan will be described in the fisher reintroduction plan/environmental assessment.

· A monitoring plan would be developed to monitor the status of the reintroduction efforts. Data gathered as a result of such monitoring would be used to adaptively manage ensuing reintroduction efforts, which would be further defined in the adaptive management plan listed above. Details about the adaptive management plan will be described in the fisher reintroduction plan/environmental assessment.

· Education and interpretive measures would be implemented and could include brochures/publications, information on the park website about the role of fishers, exhibits at the visitor center, etc. 

· Post-planning communication with park neighbors would occur to inform them about the status of reintroduction efforts, report on the success of the plan, and to hear neighbors’ concerns.  

Mitigation For all Action Alternatives

· The park and/or federal forest staff would offer to work with adjacent landowners in helping them prepare a CCA, if desired.

· Helicopters would not be used for releases in spotted owl and marbled murrelet habitat from March 1 to September 15 in order to protect those species. Releases during that time period would occur only along roads or trails via pack stock (mules). Carcass retrieval would occur by foot or mule from March 1 to September 15.

· Olympic National Park would conduct a minimum tool assessment, which is required by the NPS to minimize impacts to wilderness. This is a documented process used to determine whether administrative activities affecting wilderness resources are necessary, and how to minimize impacts. Olympic would develop a separate process to determine minimum requirement until a wilderness plan is created and approved (NPS 1999, 2001b).

ALTERNATIVE A—NO ACTION 

Under Alternative A, no action would be taken to restore fishers into Olympic National Park. Fishers would not naturally repopulate the park or the Olympic Peninsula, as no fisher populations occur in areas proximate to the peninsula. Given that it is unlikely that fishers exist on the Olympic Peninsula, the park would not continue surveying for fishers. However, park staff would continue conducting forest carnivore inventory and monitoring efforts, which could detect a fisher if one does exist in the park.

ALTERNATIVE B—REINTRODUCE FISHERS INTO OLYMPIC NATIONAL PARK

As noted above, restoration of fishers into Washington must include reintroduction. Therefore, both Alternatives B and C include reintroduction. 

Source Population

Analyses to determine the genetic relationships of fishers throughout their range have shown that fishers that historically occurred in Washington were most closely related to the extant fisher population in British Columbia, followed by the California population, and then by the western Alberta population.  Populations located elsewhere in the range were considered less closely related and less suitable as a source population for a reintroduction in Washington.  Because fishers from British Columbia are most closely related to historical Washington fisher, they are considered the first choice for a Washington reintroduction.  WDFW is currently determining the availability of British Columbia fishers from the Ministry of Environment.  The fisher population in California is unavailable as a source population for a Washington reintroduction because of its protected status and small size. Alberta fishers are the second choice as a source population if fishers are unavailable from British Columbia.  Officials from Alberta Sustainable Resource Development have indicated that they are willing to assist WDFW with a translocation of fishers from Alberta to Washington. 

Fishers would be live-trapped and held outside the park, most likely at a zoo, for as long as 40 days in preparation for release. Permits would be required by the Washington Department of Agriculture to authorize transport of animals and to document that they were healthy and free of diseases harmful to domestic livestock in Washington. Requirements of U.S. and Canadian agencies at the state/provincial and federal levels would be met regarding the transfer of fishers across borders (see “Permits” on page 30). The released population should have an even sex ratio or one that is female-biased. Although adults would be preferred over juveniles because of their higher survival rates and sexual maturity, which should result in greater population growth, most animals captured for translocation are likely to be juveniles.
Numbers

Successful fisher reintroductions in North America released substantially more fishers than unsuccessful releases (Lewis and Hayes 2004). Twenty to 50 fishers would be released per year for two to five years, ideally totaling 100 or more. Specific numbers would depend on the availability of the source population and fisher survival following release. 

Reintroductions that occur over multiple years are frequently more successful than single-year reintroductions (Lewis and Hayes 2004). Home range establishment and reproduction are expected to be more successful when animals are released in consecutive years. 

Definition of Success

The reintroduction project would be successful when a self-sustaining fisher population becomes established within Olympic National Park. A self-sustaining population would be one that can survive and reproduce by natural means, without human intervention. 

Location and Release Methods

Fishers would be released on park lands on the Olympic Peninsula, concentrating primarily in the western and northern (Elwha/Sol Duc) area of the park. Specific locations would be selected based on access, habitat configuration, number of animals available, and the timing of their availability. Release areas would be scented with fisher nest material generated while they were being held in captivity. Fishers may be released from roads, or may be released in remote areas after being transported by pack animals (mules) or helicopters. Follow up releases will occur in consecutive years in some areas, and multiple releases could occur within a single year at some sites, depending on the availability of source animals and the success of initial releases.

It is anticipated that some females from the source population may be pregnant upon arrival. In order to maximize recruitment and ensure the likelihood of survival, those females (as well as one or two males) may be held in captivity until the pregnant females give birth. These females could then be bred again (which typically within 10 days after giving birth) by several males that were kept in captivity for that purpose. After females were bred, the males could be released. The females and their young would be kept in captivity until the young were old enough to run (approximately July) and the females and their young would be released as family groups (see alternative C for details about captive breeding).

Timing

Releases would be timed based on the availability of source animals and the success of prior release efforts. The first choice would be to conduct the initial release in late summer/early fall.  This would be preferred so fishers could become familiar with their new surroundings during a favorable season and a period of greater prey abundance. Individuals would have more time to establish home ranges and locate potential mates and denning sites. However, to accommodate a late summer/early fall release, the source population would need to be trapped during the summer when trapping rates are not as successful due to the availability of prey. A special trapping period prior to the commercial trapping season would be required (Lewis and Hayes 2004). 

The second choice would be to release fishers in January/February. However, fishers could be at a disadvantage due to relatively low food availability and travel impediments (deep snow). Fishers would also have a short amount of time to establish territories and find a den site before the birthing and breeding season in March-April (Lewis and Hayes 2004). Another option would be to release males and non-reproductive females in pairs before the breeding season in March or early April; pregnant females would be maintained in captivity until their kits were able to run at 12 weeks. Releasing pregnant females in late winter or spring in an unfamiliar environment could leave them with insufficient time to find dens and successfully give birth. Prey availability is lower in late winter and spring than it is during the fall. Fishers released during summer and fall may result in better site fidelity because they have greater amounts of available prey and cover than those released during the winter and early spring (Lewis and Hayes 2004). 

Releasing fishers in May/June would mean missing the breeding season and is not preferred, but may be unavoidable. Keeping several males in temporary captivity in order to mate with these captive females may increase overall productivity of the reintroduced population.

Monitoring

Following release, radio-instrumented fishers would be monitored for survival, reproduction, dispersion, and habitat location. Telemetry locations would be obtained from the ground where and when possible, and from fixed-wing aircraft elsewhere. Helicopters would be used to recover dead animals (extractions), if they could not be accessed in a timely manner by foot or mule. Helicopters would not be used from March 1 to September 15 to avoid the nesting season of many birds (including the spotted owl and marbled murrelet), as well as to minimize impacts to visitors and the wilderness experience. The success of reintroduction would be determined from the radio-telemetry information, passive ground-based camera traps, hair snares, pit-tag detectors, and incidental fisher recoveries (e.g., road kills). Fishers born in the wild would be live-trapped and collared to assess diets and to maintain a radioed-equipped sample of animals.

The data gathered would be used as an evaluation tool to determine how fishers were adapting to their new environment and to adaptively manage and/or modify release protocols for future releases, if needed. An adaptive management and monitoring plan would be developed for this project, and details developed during the planning process and included in the plan/environmental assessment. 

Outreach and Visitor Use

Olympic National Park would conduct outreach activities concerning the recovery effort and possible sources of incidental mortality (e.g., trapping, roadkill, poaching). Seasonal restrictions on visitor use would be applied to fisher denning sites in the park and national forest between March and June, as necessary.

ALTERNATIVE C — CAPTIVE BREEDING

Under this alternative, captive breeding would be used in addition to translocations to produce fishers for reintroduction if translocations were not working or source animals became unavailable for translocations.  As mentioned earlier, the NPS Management Policies allow restoration efforts to include confining animals to small field enclosures or in cages for captive breeding. After being successfully bred in captivity, fishers would be released as described under alternative B. Captive breeding provides an opportunity to re-establish populations where direct translocation may risk the persistence of the donor population (Gilpin and Soule 1986) or where no animals are available for translocation. Breeding stock would be obtained from a source population in British Columbia or Alberta.  This alternative would apply if a limited number of animals were available for reintroduction, and might reduce the number of fishers needed from the source population. 

Animals would be captively bred at several facilities. Multiple facilities would be needed to provide a hedge against catastrophic events, such as an outbreak of disease at one location, and to house the number of breeding fishers needed to produce sufficient numbers of offspring for reintroduction.  

From 1991 to 1993, the Northwest Trek Wildlife Park in Eatonville, Washington, worked in cooperation with the WDFW to create a captive breeding program for fishers (no fishers were ultimately released into the wild). The program was successful in that six offspring were produced the first year from six females and two males. Findings that resulted from this effort would be applied to this alternative, as described below (D. Ellis, NW Trek, pers. comm., P. Steinholtz, URS, July 13, 2005). 

Upon arrival at a zoo, the source population would be examined by a veterinarian and checked for disease. Animals would be monitored throughout the program for aggressive or abnormal behavior indicating illness or stress and medically treated as necessary. 

Fishers would be held in a series of pens similar to kennels during breeding.  At one facility, pens encircled a natural area that is similar to a fisher’s natural habitat so females could use the areas to teach offspring to hunt natural prey. Males and females with offspring would be housed separately to protect the young.  

Females typically give birth in March or April.  After giving birth, females would be mated again as soon as possible (typically within 10 days of birth) to ensure another pregnancy the following year.  Mothers and offspring would be kept together until the kits were able to hunt on their own.  Live prey could be provided for mothers so they could train kits to hunt until August or September, when it is expected the kits would become independent and could be released.  This training could occur at the facility or in other areas.  Kits could be moved to a location near the release site to allow them to acclimate prior to release.  

The goal of the captive breeding program would be to produce about 100 offspring for reintroduction.  This could take several years to achieve.  Numbers of young produced in the first years of the program would likely be lower than those in future years.  Ideally, the program might produce from 20-50 offspring per year (equal to what the translocation target would be).  The number of females needed at multiple facilities would be determined by survival of breeding animals, lifespan, productivity of females, and survival of young.

A mean litter size of two is common among wild fisher females but can be higher in females in captivity (Lewis and Hayes 2004).  A 50% mortality rate in offspring is expected, which was experienced by the Northwest Trek Wildlife Park.  A science team with expertise in fishers, husbandry, and genetics would assist WDFW in overseeing the breeding and release program.  If the fisher were federally listed in the future, provisions of the Endangered Species Act may also influence a captive breeding program. 

ALTERNATIVES ELIMINATED FROM FURTHER CONSIDERATION

The alternatives eliminated from further consideration are those identified at the beginning of the alternatives discussion. They include allowing fishers to return naturally, releasing fishers outside the park, and reintroducing fishers to the Cascades first.

Cumulative Actions

Actions that would have additive effects on the same resources affected by any of the alternatives described above were identified at the internal scoping meeting. The environmental screening form identified affected resources, and the team discussed past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions that might also affect, or have affected, that same resource. As an example, monitoring fishers with fixed-wing aircraft may affect wilderness values. Actions that are already affecting the wilderness include existing helicopter flights, landings, etc. Actions that may affect park resources in the future include the removal of Elwha dam, construction of related water and flooding mitigation facilities, and fish restoration activities. Table 1 lists those items identified as potential cumulative actions.

Table 1: Cumulative Actions
	
	Past
	Current
	Future
	Alternative A (No Action) Actions
	Alternative B Actions
	Alternative C Actions

	Fisher
	· Designated a WDFW candidate species for possible listing as a state endangered, threatened, or sensitive species in 1991. Listed as state endangered species in 1998; listed as a federal candidate species in 2004.
· Likely extirpated from state.

· Over-exploitation via commercial trapping and loss, degradation, and fragmentation of suitable habitat led to fisher decline.

· Trapping season for fishers closed in 1934. 

· Protected from commercial harvest since 1934 but has not recovered.

· Total area of old-growth forest in Washington reduced by 70% from early 1930s and 1992.

· Poisoning and trapping of gray wolf in early 1900s likely contributed to local extirpations of fishers.
	· WDFW conducted a feasibility study for reintroducing fishers in 2004.

· Olympic National Park has plans for managing and monitoring other species, such as northern spotted owl, which could affect fisher habitat.

· The park is completing a fire management plan, which could affect fisher habitat.

· Some thinning to accelerate old growth occurring on Forest Service land.


	· WDFW is working on a fisher recovery plan.

· Fishers could become federally listed or remain not federally listed. 

· Elwha dam removal, fish and ecosystem restoration, helicopter flights (beneficial to fisher); fisher might eat mink that eat smolts; more carrion (deer, elk).

· State delisting – eventually could reopen trapping season outside park; very long term (likely several decades). After delisting, fisher would have sensitive status, so would still be protected by state law. 

· If the law prohibiting body-gripping traps changed, the effects of incidental capture could be more severe on a reintroduced population. 

· Introducing fishers into Cascades could connect subpopulations on a regional scale. 

· No predator population increases expected.

· Changes in status of British Columbia population related to mountain pine bark beetle and resultant timber salvage could affect BC source population.

· Climate change – elevation of treeline, more prey, more productive summers.

· Visitor use; if increase in visitation occurs, no effect to fishers expected.

· If marten were reintroduced, increased competition for prey could occur.

· Northwest Forest Plan and other plans on USFS lands are expected to increase habitat for fishers.
	· 
	· 
	· 

	Soundscapes
	
	· Commercial, military flights – more so in some areas. Some sightseeing flights, which are hindered by weather. 

· Chainsaws in wilderness trails, no blasting. 

· Noise from visitors.

· Ski area on park land; downhill skiing.
	· Elwha dam removal, fish and ecosystem restoration, helicopter flights (noise impacts). 

· Increased noise for 3-5 years starting 2006. Will be more background noise from fish restoration research. Park flights and trail maintenance in wilderness will increase. 

· No plans for visitor facilities. 

· Rehabilitation of Hurricane Ridge Road.
	· 
	· 
	· 

	Threatened and Endangered Species1
	Marbled Murrelets

· The marbled murrelet was federally listed as a threatened species on October 01, 1992. 

· The main cause of marbled murrelet population decline has been the loss of older forests and associated nest sites. Older forests have declined throughout the range of the marbled murrelet as a result of commercial timber harvest, with additional losses from natural causes, such as fire and windthrow.

· Olympic National Park has surveyed for murrelets in the past.

· A 1999 USFS report evaluated the success of the Northwest Forest Plan in maintaining and restoring marbled murrelet nesting habitat and populations (USDA 1999a).

Northern Spotted Owl

· The northern spotted owl was federally listed as a threatened species in July of 1990 due to extensive loss of habitat in old-growth and late-successional forest.

· The park established a 14-year monitoring plan in 1992.  After a recent influx of barred owls into the area, competition with barred owls has been implicated in the decline of the spotted owl population on the Olympic Peninsula.

· Barred owls first appeared in Olympic National Park in 1985.2
· A 1999 USFS report assessed trends in spotted owl populations and habitat. Monitoring data will be used to evaluate the success of the Northwest Forest Plan in arresting the downward trends in spotted owl populations and in maintaining and restoring habitat. An interpretive report using the results of monitoring is to be completed every 5 years beginning December 1999 (USDA 1999b).

Bald Eagle

· The bald eagle was federally listed on March 11, 1967.

· The decline of the bald eagle coincided with the introduction of the pesticide DDT in 1947.  Eagles contaminated with DDT failed to lay eggs or produced thin eggshells that broke during incubation.  Other causes of decline included shooting, trapping, and poisoning.

· A proposed rule was published in 1999 to remove the bald eagle in the lower 48 states from the list of endangered and threatened wildlife.
	Marbled Murrelets

· The marbled murrelet is currently designated as Threatened in the U.S.A. (CA, OR, WA). 

· The current range for the marbled murrelet is Washington, Oregon, and California where they use older forest stands near the coastline for nesting.

· Major current threats to the marbled murrelet include logging or modification of habitat, entanglement in fill-nets, and oil spills and other pollution.  Other factors include prey base fluctuations resulting from ocean changes, predation of eggs by Steller's jays and common ravens, and predation of adults by raptors.

· Critical habitat is designated for the marbled murrelet.

· Olympic National Park currently has no active research or monitoring program, but manages and safeguards nesting habitat.

· An ongoing telemetry study is being conducted by USFS. 

Northern Spotted Owl

· No recovery plan is in effect for the northern spotted owl.

· Critical habitat is designated for the northern spotted owl.

· The northern spotted owl is threatened throughout its range by the loss and adverse modification of suitable habitat as the result of timber harvesting and exacerbated by catastrophic events such as fire, volcanic eruption, and windstorms.

· Olympic National Park has been monitoring spotted owls, summarized a 2004 annual report. Fewer spotted owls now exist in the park because of increase in number of barred owls.

Bald Eagle:

· The bald eagle is currently designated as threatened in the U.S.A., conterminous (lower 48) States. Current threats include loss of nesting habitat due to development along the coast and near inland rivers and waterways, resulting in decreasing numbers.

· Bald eagle populations have substantially increased, leading to a delisting proposal in 1999.


	Marbled Murrelets

· Delisting (federal)

Northern Spotted Owl

· Barred owls are increasing. West Nile virus (not yet found in park but monitoring), habitat, predation, and hybridization are primary issues in the Park. Climate change could be positive if fewer cold, wet springs. Lands set aside if Forest Service increases habitat. 

Bald Eagle

· Bald eagles are continuing to increase, but do not hunt in forested habitat.

Other

· Fisher kits could be vulnerable to raptors.


	· 
	· 
	· 

	Other Sensitive Species
	Goshawks:

· Statewide surveys conducted by the WDFW in the early 1990s had relatively low detection rates.

Marten:

· Past trapping, loss of habitat.
	Goshawks:

· No current management program for goshawks exists.

Marten:

· Classified as a furbearer by WDFW

· Currently rare on the Olympic Peninsula. 

· Surveys conducted on peninsula 1992 detected individual martens at only two locations. 

· Surveys within the national park from 2000 to 2003 failed to detect martens.
	Marten:

· Reintroducing fishers could complicate issues for marten restoration. 

· A successful fisher reintroduction may indicate that a marten reintroduction is feasible as well.
	· 
	· 
	· 

	Wilderness
	In 1988, Congress designated 95% of Olympic National Park as Wilderness.
	· Park staff and volunteers revegetate impacted areas and stabilize erosion, requiring thousands of native plants for propagation and planting.

· Several wilderness restoration projects sites occur throughout the park.
	· Wilderness plan in foreseeable future. More detailed management direction expected. Should enhance wilderness values, characteristics. 

· Fire plan reassessed 5 years from approval of current draft plan. Restore natural fire regime — more prey base for fishers. 
	· 
	· 
	· 

	Land Use
	· Declining employment in the timber industry in the late 1980s and early 1990s due to increased automation and reduced timber supply coincided with the northern spotted owl being listed as endangered, resulting in the reduction of timber harvest on federal lands. As a result, several reports led up to creation of the Northwest Forest Plan, and ensuing reports have evaluated its effectiveness (NBII n.d.).

· The population of Clallam County (includes the towns of Port Angeles and Forks) grew by 14.8% between 1990 and 2000, and by 4.2% from 2001 to 2003 (U.S. Census Bureau 2005).

· For many years, Fork’s economy relied on the local timber industry. The Clallam Bay Correctional Center and Olympic Corrections Center now serve as a source of jobs due to recent declines in the timber industry (Wikipedia 2004).
	· Several projects are underway or planned for adjacent National Forest lands; see page 28.
	· Increase in old-growth forest from Northwest Forest Plan. 

· New WDNR plan — HCP. Will allow more logging. 

· Ongoing human population growth, development on boundary, especially on north side. Also on Forest Service/WDNR boundary (transitional (mid-seral, low elevation) habitat).
	· 
	· 
	· 

	Unique Ecosystems
	
	· Washington state is screening for CWD checking hunter-killed elk and deer. CWD has not yet appeared in Washington.  
	· Climate change.

· Chronic wasting disease (CWD) in Montana could eventually spread to wildlife and ecosystems in Olympic. How it could affect the park’s population of deer and elk is unknown. It is another mortality agent that could potentially lower population levels.
	· 
	· 
	· 


1 Source for status information for Past and Current Threatened and Endangered Species and Other Sensitive Species: USFWS 2005.

2 Source: P. Happe, pers. comm., P. Steinholtz, URS, July 13, 2005.

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT


STUDY AREA AND SCOPE OF ANALYSIS

The focus of the analysis is Olympic National Park and adjoining Olympic National Forest wilderness lands. The analysis may also extend onto other federal lands, as well as state, local and tribal lands. The park, WDFW, and the USFS plan to enter into a Memorandum of Understanding committing to their cooperation in the formulation of the restoration plan.  The U.S. Forest Service will craft this agreement. The National Park Service will also invite the USFWS to become a cooperating agency (a biological opinion will be required for this plan). If necessary, cumulative actions, connected actions, indirect, and cumulative impacts may need to be analyzed outside the area of the Olympic Peninsula. 

SOURCES OF INFORMATION

The following fisher resources have been collected or will be collected. These documents and other references, as well as other relevant documents from Olympic National Park, will be used to prepare the “Affected Environment” section of the environmental assessment. 

Legislation

Legislation relevant to fisher reintroduction at Olympic National Park includes House Report No. 2247 (“Establishing the Olympic National Park in the State of Washington”). An act to establish the Olympic National Park, in the State of Washington, was approved June 29, 1938 (52 Stat. 1241), to dedicate and set apart Olympic National Park for the benefit and enjoyment of the people.

Olympic National Park Planning Documents

NPS 1976
Olympic National Park Master Plan

Fire Management Plan

Future Plans

General Management Plan; complete by early 2007.

Wilderness Management Plan; park will prepare this plan after the completion of the 
General Management Plan.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES


Monitoring protocols and impact thresholds will be part of all action alternatives analyzed.  Established thresholds will reflect the stated purpose of the plan to contribute to the statewide restoration of fishers and help fulfill the NPS policies to restore extirpated native species by establishing a fisher population in Olympic National Park that will become self-sustaining. Fisher reintroduction strategies developed through this analysis will be adaptive and dynamic, and allow for the incorporation of new scientific information over time that may modify impact thresholds or management methods to best meet objectives in taking action.

For each resource, thresholds help to establish the “sideboards” for understanding the severity and the magnitude of the impact. Examples of intensity definitions related to impacts to species of special concern follow.

Negligible impacts: No observable or measurable impacts to native species, their habitats, or the natural processes sustaining them.  Impacts would be of short duration and well within natural fluctuations.

Minor impacts: Impacts are detectable, but not expected to be outside the natural range of variability and not expected to have any long-term effects on native species, their habitats, or the natural processes sustaining them.

Moderate impacts: Impacts on native species, their habitats, or the natural processes sustaining them are detectable, and could be outside the natural range of variability for short periods of time.  Population numbers, population structure, genetic variability, and other demographic factors for species may have short-term changes, but would be expected to rebound to pre-impact numbers and remain stable and viable in the long-term.

Major impacts: Impacts on native species, their habitats, or the natural processes sustaining them are detectable, and expected to be outside the natural range of variability for long periods of time or be permanent.  Population numbers, population structure, genetic variability, and other demographic factors for species may have large, short-term declines with long-term population numbers significantly depressed.

Impairment: Some of the major impacts described above may be an impairment of park resources if their severity, duration, and timing results in the elimination of a native species, significant population declines in a native species, or precludes the park’s ability to meet recovery objectives for listed species.  In addition, these adverse, major impacts to park resources and values would:

· Contribute to deterioration of the park’s wildlife resources and values to the extent that the park’s purpose could not be fulfilled as established in its enabling legislation;  

· Affect resources key to the park’s natural or cultural integrity or opportunities for enjoyment; or 

· Affect the resource whose conservation is identified as a goal in the park’s general management plan or other park planning documents.

Prior to the initiation of the draft environmental assessment, methodologies and impact thresholds that are appropriate for measuring impacts to park resources will be presented and discussed with park staff.
CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION

On April 8, 2005 a teleconference kickoff meeting was held to discuss the Fisher Reintroduction Plan/EA for Olympic National Park. Agencies and organizations at the meeting included the Environmental Quality Division (EQD) of the National Park Service, representatives from Olympic National Park, and various consultants with expertise in fisher biology and NEPA planning. 

Public participation goals

Incorporating public opinion into wildlife management planning is crucial to the success of this project.  The goals of public participation for the Olympic National Park fisher reintroduction planning process include the following: 

· Inform the public about the fisher project/reintroduction effort, including why fishers should be reintroduced and their history and place in the park’s ecosystem.

· Provide opportunities for input from the public. Identify issues and alternatives the interagency team may have missed.

· Inform and involve all interested and affected parties early and throughout the planning process.

· Solicit support for the project from the public.

Future public scoping efforts may include: 

· Park newspaper — published in June and could include fisher project information.

· WDFW web site — could include information about the project. Feasibility study is already on the web site.

· WDFW mailing list — 800 interested parties. State also recently passed legislation to offer special orca background license plates to raise money for endangered species. This web site could link to state projects. 

· Public side of the NPS Planning, Environment, and Public Comment (PEPC) web site — use for meeting notices, documents, link to other sites. 

· Joint news release between the state and NPS. 

· Presentations (given by WDFW) — for the national park, USFS, resource educators, rangers, managers.

· Fact sheet (created by WDFW). 

· Mailing list — combine state and NPS mailing list into one. Major interest groups are on the mailing list.

· Public scoping information letter — solicit comments on purpose, need, objectives.

· EA availability — when the EA is released to the public, the park will send letters and notify the public that the EA is available and on the Internet. The EA will be posted on PEPC. People will be encouraged to comment directly into PEPC. The state web site will link to the NPS site. 

· No public meetings are planned unless requested or a great deal of interest is shown. 

Preliminary list of Interested and Affected Parties

Consultation with state and federal agencies will occur during the planning process.  The following is a preliminary list of individuals, groups, and agencies that are likely to be involved in the fisher reintroduction plan development and scoping activities.

Federal Agencies

· NPS

· Bureau of Reclamation (BOR)

· USFWS

· USFS (Olympic National Forest)

State/Provincial and Local Agencies or Government

· Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife

· British Columbia Ministry of Water, Land and Air Protection

· Alberta Sustainable Resource Development, Fish and Wildlife Division

· Washington Department of Natural Resources

· Clallam, Jefferson, Mason Counties

Indian Tribe

· Jamestown S’Klallam Tribe
· Hoh Tribal Business Council
· Lower Elwha Klallam Tribe
· Makah Indian Tribal Council
· Port Gamble S’Klallam Tribe
· Quileute Tribal Council
· Quinault Indian Nation
· Skokomish Tribal Council
· Point No Point Treaty Council

Organizations/Other

· Amanda Park Group

· Audubon Society

· Backcountry Horsemen

· Center for Biological Diversity

· Conservation Northwest (formerly Northwest Ecosystem Alliance) 

· Defenders of Wildlife

· Local sportsmen

· National Parks Conservation Association 

· National Wildlife Federation

· Olympic Forest Coalition

· Olympic Park Association

· Public Employees For Environmental Responsibility 

· Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation

· Sierra Club

· Society For Northwestern Vertebrate Biology

· The Nature Conservancy

· The Wilderness Society

· The Wildlife Society

· Washington Forest Protection Association

· Washington Trappers Association

· Wilderness Watch

Suggested communication and coordination protocol

The park, the NPS Environmental Quality Division, and the contractors will keep an administrative record. Contractors will keep copies of all documents used in the analysis, agreed upon notes of meetings, and drafts of reports produced by the contractor. In addition, the contractor will maintain an electronic database (using Microsoft Access) of this information, using the template provided by the Environmental Quality Division. EQD will blend all the administrative record information from the contractor, the state, and the park. 

The park is responsible for coordinating park staff, data collection, assignments and reviews, and will assign a point of contact to assist contractors in finding reports, documents, agency contact names, etc. For technical information gathering and technical questions, contractor staff will contact Olympic National Park staff or other agency staff (e.g., WDFW, etc.) directly. For policy or process questions, both the park and the contractor will work through EQD. The EQD project leader will assign and monitor work from the contractor. Products assigned to the contractor will be delivered to EQD, which will distribute them to appropriate NPS staff, the state, and cooperating agencies.

NEXT STEPS

· Prepare draft internal scoping report

· Revise draft internal scoping report

· Prepare final internal scoping report

· Conduct government-to-government consultation with tribal governments

· Conduct public scoping

· Analyze public comments

· Refine alternatives

· Prepare environmental assessment

· Solicit public comments on environmental assessment
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Units of the national park system are obliged to comply with the Organic Act of 1916, which requires management to “conserve the scenery and the natural and historic objects and the wild life therein and to provide for the enjoyment of the same in such manner and by such means as will leave them unimpaired for the enjoyment of future generations.” The Organic Act also instructs parks to “promote and regulate the use” of parks so as to conform to the fundamental purpose of the park, which is named in the enabling legislation of each unit.  





Park units use their enabling legislation and ongoing research and information gathering to determine the unique features of each unit (significance), why the unit was established as a park (purpose), and the mission and objectives that must be fulfilled by the park. These facets of Olympic National Park are examined in this section because they help in determining whether an alternative is reasonable. If an alternative is not consistent with the Organic Act or park enabling legislation, purpose, mission or significance, it is generally dismissed as unreasonable. This is also true of guiding park plans, which interpret and incorporate these features.  





In addition to this background of laws, policies, regulations, and plans that guide action at Olympic National Park, this section also includes a history of fishers at the park.








Olympic National Park Fisher Reintroduction Plan


Need for Action





Fishers need to be restored to Olympic National Park because:


Fishers are native to the state of Washington, including Olympic National Park, but have been extirpated. 


The State of Washington has a stewardship responsibility to restore and maintain native wildlife (“Protect, restore and enhance fish and wildlife populations and their habitats” (WDFW 2003)). 


It is the policy of the National Park Service (NPS Management Policies Sections 4.1.5 and 4.4.2.2, see “NPS Management Policies Specific to Fisher Restoration” on page � PAGEREF _Ref109204411 \h ��12�, below) to restore the biological and physical components of park ecosystems, including restoration of native plants and animals. 


Olympic National Park is 95% designated wilderness. It is the policy of the National Park Service (Section 6.3.7 Management Policies) to recognize wilderness as a composite resource with interrelated parts. Indigenous species are an essential component of a wilderness experience. 


Olympic National Park was established in part to provide permanent protection to indigenous wildlife (House Report 2247).


Recent analyses identified the Olympic Peninsula as the best place to initiate fisher restoration in Washington State.


Opportunities for genetically similar source populations are available now, but may decrease in the near future.





Alternatives must, at a minimum, meet objectives to a large degree while meeting the purpose of and need for action. See Director’s Order 12, 2.7; 4.5 (EIS); 5.3 (EA).





DO-12 says (in accordance with NPOMA) that if information critical to decision-making is lacking, then the action should be modified to eliminate that portion of the action where impacts are uncertain. In addition, NEPA and CEQ specify what must be done in the absence of information: “When an agency is evaluating reasonably foreseeable significant adverse effects on the human environment in an environmental impact statement and there is incomplete or unavailable information, the agency shall always make clear that such information is lacking” (Section 1502.22). The “Affected Environment” should state clearly what information is available, where conflicts exist in the data/interpretation, and what information is lacking.  





See Director’s Order 12 Handbook 2.8; and Director’s Order 12 4.4 and 4.5 (unavailable information and use of technical and scientific analysis in decision-making).








Important changes have been made in the way the National Park Service analyzes, describes, and documents (formats) its NEPA analysis. It is mandated by DO-12 (see 4.5 (g)).





Using the best available data, the context, duration, and intensity of impacts, including cumulative impacts, must be defined. NPS must systematically analyze the impact of each alternative in terms of its context, duration, and intensity of effect on unit resources and values and, based on this analysis, determine the potential for impairment.





The park was briefed on what methods could be used for impact assessment, and how they will be involved in setting up the criteria for impact intensity. The impact methodology, defined by DO-12 § 4.5(G)(7)(a), describes methods used to determine impact. 


Explain any assumptions.


Define or explain how data will be interpreted.


Describe thresholds used to measure context. 


Define duration and intensity of impacts.








Olympic National Park Fisher Restoration Plan


Purpose of Taking Action





The purpose of this plan is to contribute to the statewide restoration of fishers and help fulfill the NPS policies to restore extirpated native species by establishing a fisher population in Olympic National Park that will become self-sustaining.
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