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FY 2010-2012 F&W Program Wildlife Categorical Review 

Section 10. Narrative 
Project ID: 1992-061-02 
 
Title:  Albeni Falls Wildlife Mitigation Project – Kalispel Tribe O, M & E 

A. Abstract and Statement of Innovation 
 
The Albeni Falls Wildlife Mitigation Project (Project) was developed to protect, restore, 
enhance, and maintain the long-term quality of wetland and riparian habitat (i.e., located 
in the Intermountain and Columbia Mountain Provinces) as ongoing mitigation for the 
construction and inundation of the Albeni Falls hydroelectric project (Northwest Power 
Planning Council 1995 Program measures 11.2D.1, 11.2E.1, 11.3D.4, 11.3D.5). The 
long-term conservation potential for the Project is the protection of existing high quality 
wetland habitat and associated target species and protection of habitat with a high 
restoration potential. The Project objectives address many of the fish and wildlife goals, 
objectives, and strategies identified in the Kootenai, Pend Oreille1 and Coeur d'Alene 
Subbasin Plans. High quality floodplain and riparian habitats, including cottonwood 
forests, emergent wetlands, and scrub-shrub wetlands will be perpetually protected and 
managed for all species that depend on these habitat types for all or a portion of their life 
history requirements. 
 
The Albeni Falls Interagency Work Group (Work Group) is a coalition comprised of 
wildlife managers from tribal, federal and state agencies within the focus subbasins. 
Since 2007 the Work Group has changed and continues to remain in tact with the three 
participating Tribes and the US Army Corps of Engineers as the remaining active 
members. The Work Group continues to assit all members to direct where wildlife 
mitigation implementation occurs in the Kootenai, Pend Oreille and Coeur d'Alene 
subbasins. The Work Group will continue to recommend only those projects that are 1) 
cost effective, 2) biologically sound, 3) meet regional wildlife criteria, and 4) are located 
in predetermined focus areas. The Work Group is unique in the Columbia Basin. The 
Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Authority (CBFWA) wildlife managers in 1995, 
approved what was one of the first two project proposals to implement mitigation on a 
programmatic basis. The maintenance of this kind of approach through time has allowed 
the Work Group to implement effective and responsive habitat protection by reducing 
administrative costs associated with site-specific individual project proposals. 
 
The continuing Project goal is to fully mitigate wildlife habitat losses associated with the 
construction and innundation of habitats by Albeni Falls Dam.  
 

                                                 
1 The Pend Oreille Subbasin Plan (NPCC 2002a) includes the Upper Pend Oreille, Priest River and Lower 
Pend Oreille subbasins. For purposes of this proposal, the Pend Oreille subbasin refers to all three 
subbasins inclusively. 
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Currently the Draft Fish and Wildlife Program Amendment states in 
section 6a (Wildlife Strategies) “Beginning in the 2000 Program…The 
Council chose the 2:1 crediting ratio to address the inability to precisely 
determine the habitat units resulting from acquiring an interest in property 
that already has wildlife value or the additional losses represented by 
annualization of the losses… The Council recognizes that controversy 
over the program’s crediting ratio continues…The Council will work with 
Bonneville and the managers to address these and other issues associated 
with loss assessments and crediting and to develop a comprehensive 
agreement on the proper crediting ratio(s) or strategies that will allow the 
parties to reach long-term settlement agreements. This shall be completed 
within one year of adoption of the amended program.” (NPCC 2008-11) 

 
Until a comprehensive agreement is reached for the Project crediting and ledger, the 
Work Group envisions the protection and enhancement of 57,174 Habitat Units (HUs), as 
directed by NPCC 2000-19 and under review with NPCC 2008-11, over the next 10-15 
years with the understanding that each of those HUs will be maintained in perpetuity. The 
primary objective for fiscal years 2010 - 2012 is to protect through acquisition of 
management rights to habitat (using fee-title and/or conservation easement purchases) of 
an estimated 2,150 acres and credit the Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) 
approximately 2,580 baseline HUs annually. This will be completed within the 
implementation of the Work Groups’s Capital funded Project 199206100. The Work 
Group assumes there will be adequate funding and willing sellers to continue protection 
efforts at the same rate annually until full mitigation for construction and inundation 
impacts is attained. The Work Group will continue to modify that goal through time until 
wildlife habitat losses associated with Albeni Falls construction and inundation are fully 
mitigated. The objectives for fiscal year 2010 -2012 for this Project include: 1) habitat 
enhancements on at least 475 acres and the maintenance of existing protected habitat 
areas totaling 4,231 acres (~4,902HUs –averaging 1.16 HU/acre) in northern Idaho and 
eastern Washington. Long-term operations and maintenance of the protected sites with 
ongoing monitoring and evaluation through the Upper Columbia Wildlife Monitoring and 
Evaluation Project (UWMEP) will ensure the protection of habitat quality and target 
species life history requirements. The Kalispel Tribe will continue to document 
mitigation progress through annual reporting, UWMEP M&E reporting, and monitor the 
effectiveness of management actions in meeting mitigation crediting goals by using the 
Habitat Evaluation Procedure (HEP) process (USFWS 1980) . UWMEP.  

B. Problem Statement: Technical and/or scientific background 
 
Project Background 
The public recognized that the obvious cost of the Columbia Basin hydropower system 
was not only the impact on wild salmon and steelhead trout runs, but also the cumulative 
impacts to wildlife. The Pacific Northwest Electric Power Planning and Conservation Act 
of 1980 (Public Law 96-501) directed that measures be implemented to protect, mitigate, 
and enhance fish and wildlife to the extent affected by the development and operation of 
hydroelectric projects in the Columbia River system. The Northwest Power Planning 
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Council, now referred to as the Northwest Power and Conservation Council (Council), 
implemented the Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program (Program) to address 
fish and wildlife impacts and to ensure that wildlife receive equitable treatment in matters 
concerning the hydropower system. 
 
In 1986, the Albeni Falls Interagency Work Group was created which assessed the 
construction and inundation losses and calculated the wildlife impacts caused by Albeni 
Falls Dam. Under the current BPA Project 19926100, the Work Group includes the 
Coeur d’Alene Tribe (CDAT), the Kalispel Tribe of Indians (KT), the Kootenai Tribe of 
Idaho (KTOI), and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACOE). Using the 
standardized HEP process (USFWS 1980), the Work Group estimated a net loss of 
28,587 HUs for a variety of target species, including wintering and breeding bald eagle 
(Haliaeetus leucocephalus), black-capped chickadee (Parus atricapillus), mallard (Anas 
platyrhynchos), Canada goose (Branta canadensis), yellow warbler (Dendroica 
petechia), muskrat (Ondatra zibethicus), white-tailed deer (Ococoileus virginianus) and 
redhead (Aythya americana) (Martin et al. 1988). Construction of the dam resulted in the 
loss of 6,617 acres of wetland habitat and the inundation of 8,900 acres of deepwater 
marsh. The Project is designed to mitigate those losses, in addition to protecting and 
enhancing critical habitat for a wide variety of species dependant on wetland and riparian 
habitats and associated uplands. 
 
The Kalispel Tribe mitigation implementation has been focused within the Pend Oreille 
watershed within Pend Oreille County in Washington and Bonner County in Idaho 
(Figure 1). These parcels are located in four distinct areas in the two states (Figure 1). 
The Washington State properties are all within a 3 mile radius and occupy Pend Oreille 
River floodplain habitats in three local tributary watersheds: Calispell Creek - 612 acres, 
Tacoma/Trimble Creeks - 1,528 acres, and Campbell Slough - 600 acres (Figure 2). The 
Idaho properties are located in three areas of Bonner County: lower Priest River area - 
180 acres, Bottle Bay area - 611 acres, and Upper West Branch Priest River area - 620 
acres (Figure 3). These parcels are connected to one another in their watershed locations 
and are generally adjacent to or very near federal and/or state lands (USFWS, BLM, 
USFS, IDL, and WDNR). Each property includes significant portions of acreage of in-
kind habitat as compared to the losses assessment for Albeni Falls Dam. They include 
deciduous forested wetlands, forested wetlands, emergent wetlands, shrub-scrub 
wetlands, and floodplain meadow. To a lesser degree they include non-targeted habitats 
that buffer the in-kind habitat types and include converted agricultural fields and upland 
coniferous/mixed forests.  
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Figure 1. Kalispel Tribal wildlife mitigation sites in Idaho and Washington. 
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Figure 2. Kalispel Tribal wildlife mitigation management areas in Washington State.  
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Figure 3. Kalispel Tribal wildlife mitigation conservation areas in Idaho State. 
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Presently, the Kalispel Tribe works within two of the three prioritized focus areas in which 
mitigation implementation is directed. The first focus area includes pre-dam areas adjacent 
to Lake Pend Oreille directly impacted by construction of the dam (elevations below 2,070 
ft. msl). Jankovsky-Jones (1997) reported deciduous forested wetlands have experienced 
significant declines in area extent due to inundation and land clearing. The location and 
popularity of these areas as home sites makes protection of wildlife habitat a priority for 
wildlife managers and county planners. The other focus area within the Pend Oreille 
subbasin includes areas with a hydrologic connection to Lake Pend Oreille between 
Cabinet Gorge and Box Canyon Dams. Anticipated limitations of mitigating on-site 
includes; willing sellers, habitat availability, logistical management considerations and cost 
effectiveness. 
 
The Albeni Falls Wildlife Management Plan Final Environmental Assessment (BPA 1996) 
addressed the potential environmental effects of a proposed wildlife habitat protection and 
enhancement program. Based on the analysis in the environmental assessment, the 
Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) concluded that funding the development and 
implementation of the Project would enable the natural resource managers to protect and 
enhance a variety of wetland and riparian habitats and implement long-term wildlife 
management activities. 
 
The Project also complies with the Wildlife Mitigation Program Final Environmental 
Impact Statement (BPA 1997) and the standardized planning and implementation process 
prescriptions set forth in the Record of Decision. 
 
The Problem 
The Kalispel Tribe seeks to address the long-term conservation and management of 
wetland, riparian and associated upland habitats in the Pend Oreille subbasin. The Tribe 
recognizes the continued decline in wetland and riparian habitat and the increased level of 
human encroachment on this diminishing natural resource. The Tribe also seeks to protect 
and enhance existing high quality wetland and riparian habitat and restore hydrologic 
function to previously impacted sites that have high restoration potential. 
 
The USFWS estimates that as many as 43 percent of threatened and endangered species 
rely directly or indirectly on wetlands for their survival (NPCC 2002a). Currently, the 
primary threat to wetland and riparian systems surrounding Lake Pend Oreille is the 
continuing increase in development and habitat fragmentation. Development of wildlife 
habitats for residential and commercial purposes is ongoing and increasing across the entire 
Province as the area’s population grows. Shoreline habitat has been modified by 
development, resulting in changes in vegetation communities, loss of wetlands and human 
disturbance. Development, including agriculture, has converted a total of three percent of 
native habitats to other cover types (NPCC 2002a). 
 
Wetland habitats in the northern Idaho panhandle were evaluated by Jankovsky-Jones 
(1997). The study area included most of Bonner and Boundary counties and a small portion 
of Kootenai County. The analysis is based on National Wetland Inventory (NWI) mapping 
for about 1.4 million acres in northern Idaho, including the Pend Oreille and Kootenai 
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subbasins. Information on land ownership and management direction to protect natural 
resource values was used to identify lands with “protected” status (Table 1). 
 

Table 1. Idaho Panhandle wetland and deepwater habitat protection status (Jankovsky-
Jones 1997). 

System Classification Acres Protected Total Acres Percent of Type 
Protected 

Palustrine 
Emergent 1,598 22,443 7.1 
Scrub-Shrub 441 9,920 4.4 
Forested 471 8,011 5.8 
Aquatic Bed 40 643 6.2 
Unconsolidated Bottom 49 1,099 4.4 
Unconsolidated Shore 0 11 0.0 
Total Palustrine 2,599 42,127 6.2 

Lacustrine 
Limnetic 2,010 102,655 1.9 
Littoral 414 11,430 3.6 
Total Lacustrine 2,424 114,085 2.1 

Riverine 
Upper Perennial 339 8,367 4.1 
Total Riverine 339 8,367 4.1 

 
Jankovsky-Jones found that nearly 25 percent of the wetlands in the study area are in 
private ownership. Approximately 5,362 acres of wetland and deepwater habitat are 
currently protected, representing less than 3.3 percent of the wetland and deepwater habitat 
in the survey area. This equates to approximately 0.2 percent of the total land base in the 
survey area. The Jankovsky-Jones study includes analysis of wetland habitat quality and 
ranks sites for future protection. Several reference sites and Class I and II wetland sites on 
private land are located within the Pend Oreille subbasin. In fact, one Class I site (Perkins 
Lake), one Class II site (Gamblin Lake) and one reference site (Beaver Lake South) 
identified by Jankovsky-Jones have already been protected by two of the Work Group 
members (Kootenai and Kalispel Tribes).  
 
In Conservation Strategy for Spokane River Basin Wetlands (1999), Jankovsy-Jones 
describes the distribution and conservation needs for a portion of the wetlands within the 
Coeur d'Alene subbasin (Table 2). 

Table 2. Coeur d'Alene subbasin wetland and deepwater habitat and protected status 
(Jankovsky-Jones 1999). 

System Classification Acres Protected Total Acres Percent of Type 
Protected 

Palustrine  
Emergent 2,496 20,658 12.1 
Scrub-Shrub 281 8,373 3.4 
Forested 181 5,577 3.2 
Aquatic Bed 85 436 19.5 
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Open Water 5 370 1.4 
Unconsolidated Bottom 3 166 1.8 
Unconsolidated Shore 0 6 0.0 
Total Palustrine 3,051 35,586 8.6 

Lacustrine 
Limnetic 246 41,302 0.6 
Littoral 599 2099 28.5 
Total Lacustrine 845 43,401 1.9 

Riverine 
Lower Perennial 68 226 30.1 
Upper Perennial 35 2,501 1.4 
Total Riverine 103 2,727 3.8 

 
Jankovsky-Jones (1999) reported that wetlands, including deepwater habitat, represent 
approximately four percent of the 1.9 million acres of land area in the subbasin. Lacustrine 
systems, which include mostly deepwater habitat, make up over half of this percentage. 
Wetlands, excluding deepwater habitat, represented approximately two percent of the total 
land area in the Coeur d'Alene subbasin. The dominant wetland types in the Coeur d'Alene 
subbasin include palustrine emergent (55.6 percent), palustrine scrub-shrub (22.5 percent), 
and palustrine forested (15 percent) types. Approximately 3,999 acres of wetland and 
deepwater habitat are currently protected within the subbasin. This represents less than five 
percent of the wetland and deepwater habitat in the survey area. This equates to 
approximately 0.2 percent of the total land base in the survey area. Almost two-thirds of the 
wetlands that are protected are in the palustrine emergent system. 
 
The 1992 National Resource Inventory indicated that 30 percent and 29 percent of 
nonfederal wetlands in the Kootenai, Pend Oreille, and Spokane subbasins are used for 
cropland and pastureland respectively (SCS 1992 in Jankovsky-Jones 1997). The alteration 
of low-elevation habitats such as riparian and wetland areas have been shown to decrease 
plant and wildlife diversity (Gresswell et al. 1989; Ebert and Balko 1987; Hodorff et al. 
1988; Naiman et al. 1993; Wiggins et al. 1980 in NPCC 2000a). Habitat fragmentation has 
been caused by a combination of human and natural factors. Development of riparian areas 
has fragmented some of the most important wildlife habitats and severed habitat linkages. 
 
Riparian habitats provide critical connectivity between upland and aquatic habitats for what 
is widely characterized as the most productive and diverse plant and animal communities 
on the landscape (Mosconi and Hutto 1982; Doyle 1990; Ames 1977; Hubbard 1977; and 
Patton 1977 in NPCC 2000c). Since the arrival of settlers in the early 1800s, 50 to 90 
percent of riparian habitat in Washington has been lost or extensively modified. Many of 
Washington's remaining wetlands have been degraded through impacts to hydrology, soils 
and vegetation. This has reduced wetland species diversity, the quality of fish and wildlife 
habitats, and wetland functions and values (Stevens and Vanbianchi 1993 in NPCC 2002a). 
Currently, less than 25 percent of the wetlands in the (lower) Pend Oreille subbasin are in 
protected status (R. Entz, Kalispel Tribe, personal communication in NPCC 2002a). 
 
Albeni Falls Dam 
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The single greatest impact to wetlands in the Pend Oreille subbasin was the construction 
and operation of Albeni Falls Hydroelectric Facility. Construction of the dam flooded 
shallow water areas known to produce high concentrations of waterfowl food plants, both 
emergent and submerged (USFWS 1960 in Martin et al. 1988). Pre-dam hydrology 
contributed to heavily vegetated, highly productive and seasonally flooded wetlands along 
the low gradient northern shorelines of Lake Pend Oreille, especially at the mouths of 
tributary creeks and rivers. Potential nesting sites and cover for a diversity of wildlife 
species were removed due to a loss of vegetation and conversion of wetlands to open water. 
Wetland plant species that produce seeds, rootstocks and vegetative parts selected by 
wildlife as food were eliminated from most former wetlands (USFWS 1960 in Martin et al. 
1988). 
 
Terrestrial resource impacts related to the operation of Albeni Falls Dam are enumerated in 
the Pend Oreille Subbasin Plan (NPCC 2002a) and include: 

1. reduction in area of wetland habitats, and associated loss of primary productivity, 
wildlife habitat, and wildlife forage within the fluctuation zone of Lake Pend 
Oreille and associated rivers; 

2. reduction of species diversity in emergent and aquatic bed wetlands within Lake 
Pend Oreille; 

3. loss of wildlife habitat due to erosion of lake and river shorelines; 
4. loss of wildlife through disturbance/inundation/desiccation of breeding sites within 

and adjacent to the fluctuation zone of Lake Pend Oreille and associated rivers; 
5. lack of recruitment of black cottonwood and other woody species along the Pend 

Oreille River Lake Pend Oreille, and lower Clark Fork River; and,  
6. loss of key food source for wildlife and reduction of nutrient input to the ecosystem 

due to extirpation of salmon and other anadromous species from the Lower Pend 
Oreille watershed via downstream federal hydropower projects. 

 
Habitat Protection and Management 
The Kalispel Tribe anticipates that wetland and riparian habitat protection will address 
many of the limiting factors affecting fish and wildlife resources identified in the subbasin 
plan. Habitat fragmentation resulting from increased development can be curtailed in some 
areas by protecting critically important habitat. Wetland diversity and quality may be 
increased by the Tribe's focused habitat protection projects. Increased nutrient levels 
resulting from livestock grazing and other agricultural practices can be mitigated by the 
protection of wetland areas, which serve as natural filters to increased sediment and 
nutrient input. Successful habitat restoration and enhancement measures, such as tree and 
shrub planting, hydrologic restoration, wetland restoration, invasive weed control, and 
fencing are expected to have positive effects on water quality and reduce erosion and water 
temperatures. 
 
With less than four percent of wetlands in the survey area currently protected within 
established managed areas, projects which promote the conservation of all intact wetland 
habitats should be of high priority (Jankovsky-Jones 1997). Actions by the Kalispel Tribe 
have at nearly doubled the number of protected acres since 1992 and Work Group actions 
have improved that number as a whole more significantly. Important wetland/riparian 
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conservation measures include wetland protection and restoration, and erosion control on 
sites affected by the operation of Albeni Falls Dam (NPCC 2002a). Protecting riparian 
habitat may yield the greatest gains for fish and wildlife across the landscape while 
involving the least amount of area (Knutson and Naef 1997 in NPCC 2002a). As 
opportunities for securing management rights to remaining wetland and shoreline areas 
arise, they should be actively pursued as an immediate priority (NPCC 2000c). 

C. Rationale and significance to regional programs 
 
The Project objectives meet the Council's 1995 Program goal, and address many of the 
objectives and needs identified in the Kootenai, Pend Oreille and Coeur d'Alene subbasin 
plans. Implementation of the Albeni Falls Wildlife Mitigation Project (Project) was 
initiated in 1995-1996, and was one of the first two projects in the Columbia Basin to gain 
region-wide approval for a flexible, programmatic approach to wildlife protection and 
enhancement. Consequently, the Project fits in well with the Council's newer subbasin 
approach to mitigation implementation. The Work Group is a unique coalition in the 
Columbia Basin in that the members work together in a cooperative nature to secure 
funding, implementing mitigation projects, maintaining and monitoring those projects 
under a single Project proposal. In fact, the Work Group is the only active coalition in the 
Columbia Basin implementing mitigation in this fashion. This kind of innovative approach 
reduces administrative costs associated with implementing, maintaining and monitoring 
projects proposed on a site-specific basis and provides an excellent opportunity for the 
members to work together to select projects, share technical expertise and perform many of 
the required tasks as a true working group of wildlife managers. 
The specific objectives of the Project for fiscal year 2010 – 2012 are to:  1) protect 750 
acres of wetland habitat and provide 900 HUs annually; 2) enhance at least 475 acres of 
riparian/wetland habitat; 3) maintain 4,231 acres and 4,902 HUs using appropriate 
management actions; and 4) monitor and evaluate habitat/species response to management 
techniques through UWMEP. The goal of the Program’s wildlife strategy is to achieve and 
sustain levels of habitat and species productivity as a means of fully mitigating wildlife 
losses caused by the construction and operation of the Federal and non-Federal 
hydroelectric system (NPPC 1995). The specific Project objectives further the Program 
goal by mitigating the loss of riparian, wetland, floodplain, and upland habitats due to the 
construction of Albeni Falls Dam with the permanent protection of in-place/in-kind, high 
quality wetland and riparian habitat in northern Idaho and eastern Washington. The 
objectives meet the preferred alternative in the Wildlife Mitigation Program Final 
Environmental Impact Statement (BPA 1997) and are consistent with the Albeni Falls 
Wildlife Management Plan Environmental Assessment (BPA 1996). The Project objectives 
are also aimed at habitat types and target species mitigation priorities identified in the 
Council’s Program (NPPC 1995) for what was then referred to as the Upper Columbia 
subbasin. In its 2000 Program, the Council adopted a funding principle that prioritizes 
wildlife mitigation in areas of the Columbia Basin with the highest proportion of 
unmitigated losses. The Work Group recognizes the importance of the Council's funding 
prioritization as well as the importance of mitigating in blocked areas. 
 



Albeni Falls Wildlife Mitigation – Kalispel FY 2010 - 2012 Project Selection, Section 10 12 

Project objectives are targeted not only to meet the goal of the Program's wildlife strategy, 
but also to meet the needs and objectives identified in the subbasin plans for Intermountain 
province. For example, the procurement of fee-title and conservation easements is 
specifically identified in the Upper Pend Oreille Subbasin Plan as a strategy to protect, 
enhance, or restore target species habitat units and habitat losses resulting from 
construction of the Albeni Falls Project (Strategy a for Objectives 1A1-1A8). Most 
significantly, the Intermountain Province has made fully mitigating for Albeni Falls 
wildlife losses a province level objective per the requirements of the Pacific Northwest 
Electric Power Planning and Conservation Act of 1980 (also known as the Northwest 
Power Act).  
 
Additional linkages between specific Project objectives and subbasin planning objectives 
are further detailed in Section F of this proposal.  
 
NPCC Fish & Wildlife Program - Crediting 
The primary strategy of this project is to protect, restore, enhance, and maintain the long-
term quality of wetland and riparian habitats as ongoing mitigation for the construction and 
inundation of the Albeni Falls hydroelectric facility.  Moreover, this Project emphasizes the 
need to address the regionally accepted methodology of Habitat Units and crediting 
proposed in the NPCC 2000 Program. Presently, the broad arena of hydro project 
assessments and evaluation practices (i.e., HSI, HEP) (USFWS 1980) often under value the 
ecological losses, disregard past losses (i.e., unannualized) and estimate habitats with 
potential observational biases (i.e., Bald Eagle HSI: V1= proximity to prey base, quality of 
prey base) and target specific species (i.e., beaver, yellow warbler, etc.) that may or may 
not be present in the landscape; and the species criteria used to evaluate the landscape may 
not be the best fit for the current situation or may not determine the full extent of the 
ecological dysfunction within the terrestrial biotic communities. For these basic reasons, 
NPCC 2000 Program accepted a 2:1 crediting strategy. Currently, the 2008 Program 
endorses the 2:1 crediting ratio, and emphasizes an agreement process: 
 

“Beginning in the 2000 Program, the Council called for these mitigation 
agreements to equal 200 percent of the remaining habitat units (2:1 ratio). The 
Council chose the 2:1 crediting ratio to address the inability to precisely 
determine the habitat units resulting from acquiring an interest in property 
that already has wildlife value or the additional losses represented by 
annualization of the losses. The Council adopted and continues to endorse the 
2:1 crediting ratio for the remaining habitat units. The ratio only applies when 
loss estimates are not inaccurate due to stacking.  
The Council recognizes that controversy over the program’s crediting ratio 
continues. The managers and Bonneville have not reached agreement on how 
to credit wildlife benefits resulting from riparian habitat improvements 
undertaken to benefit fish nor have they reached agreement on the full extent 
of wildlife losses resulting from operation of the hydro system. The Council 
will work with Bonneville and the managers to address these and other issues 
associated with loss assessments and crediting and to develop a 
comprehensive agreement on the proper crediting ratio(s) or strategies that 
will allow the parties to reach long-term settlement agreements. This shall be 
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completed within one year of adoption of the amended program. Once a 
comprehensive agreement has been reached, the Council will consider 
adopting it into the program.” (NPCC 2008-11) 

    
BPA has stated “For over a decade the NWPPC has tried to facilitate Regional agreement 
for how to quantify the impacts of the Federal Columbia River Power System (FCRPS) to 
wildlife and the means of crediting BPA efforts to mitigate those impacts” (BPA 2002). 
Since the first loss assessment of Libby Dam in 1984 (BPA 1984) there has been a range of 
hydro facility assessment variables, from numbers of animals lost, HUs to recent Gap 
Analysis Program (GAP) parameters. An independent review of several assessments (Beak 
1993) noted inconsistencies such as: study area defined differently, habitat model issues, 
differences in interpreting structural habitat diversity, no criteria for species selection, and 
issues related to the coordination between projects.  
 
Sometime in 2002, the NWPCC setup a Wildlife Crediting Subcommittee to work through 
the fish and wildlife managers and BPA to lay out a schedule for resolving issues. It is easy 
to understand why the crediting dilemma continues to this day, when one adds up the 
number of parties involved, the complexity of crediting issues (i.e., crediting ratios, 
assessment methodologies, annualization, credit accounting, and placement of credits) and 
differences of opinions. Even though BPA has stated “BPA does not believe an attempt to 
annualize losses would be fair or accurate enough to warrant the effort and expense it 
would require to complete the process” (BPA 2002), the annualization issue still polarizes 
discussions. Some of the toughest questions lie with crediting impacts “outside the basin”, 
where mitigation credits assess for a particular basin are potentially placed in another 
distinctly different part of the region. As recent as 2004, crediting rises to the top in 
statements such as: “What wildlife crediting ratio will be used and what project will this 
proposal credit against” (NPCC 2004). 
  
Currently, the Work Group is working with BPA personnel to find common ground, 
identify multi-scale issues, calculate measurable enhancement efforts, integrate future 
terrestrial ecology concerns and integrated a monitoring approach for evaluating ecosystem 
health or integrity through the UWMEP project.  

D. Relationships to other projects 
 
The Project is closely related to many other activities and projects throughout the 
Intermountain and Mountain Columbia province. The Kalispel Tribe has implemented the 
Pend Oreille Wetlands: Flying Goose Ranch (project number 199106000). The Flying 
Goose Ranch is a 600-acre floodplain ranch acquired in 1992 (436 acres) and 1997 (164 
acres). This was the first project to be credited toward Albeni Falls Dam and has since been 
eliminated as a stand alone project and subsumed into the Tribe’s Albeni Falls Project to 
save fiscal resources. Habitat types for all target species associated with the Albeni Falls 
losses are found on this project. At the conclusion of fiscal year 2006, BPA has received a 
total of 615 baseline protection credits and 613.07 enhancements HUs for this project 
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Project objectives, including the protection and enhancement of wildlife habitat, 
complement recent efforts by the Pend Oreille County Public Utility District No. 1 to 
implement mitigation measures associated with the Box Canyon hydroelectric project. Box 
Canyon mitigation efforts are coordinated with the Box Canyon Technical Committee and 
are associated with settlement agreement terms and conditions for the 1997 amended 
license of Box Canyon Dam. Albeni Falls Wildlife Mitigation Project actions are also 
coordinated with the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), Pend Oreille 
County, and the Washington Salmon Recovery Funding Board process for projects 
implemented in Washington State. 
 
The Project is coordinated with the Clark Fork Settlement Agreement for the Cabinet 
Gorge and Noxon Rapids hydroelectric projects owned and operated by Avista 
Corporation. The Clark Fork Settlement Agreement (WWP 1998) includes a specific 
protection, mitigation, and enhancement (PM&E) measure designed by the Wildlife, 
Wetlands and Botanical Work Group for the Clark Fork delta. The PM&E measure calls 
for coordination with and potential funding from the Albeni Falls Interagency Work Group 
for implementing erosion control measures in the delta. 
 
The Project includes collaboration with the Inland Northwest Land Trust (INLT) to identify 
and refer landowners interested in pursuing conservation easements on lands in northern 
Idaho and eastern Washington. The Project is also coordinated with other non-profit 
conservation organizations such as the Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation (RMEF), Ducks 
Unlimited (DU), Trout Unlimited (TU), and The Nature Conservancy (TNC) to provide 
acquisition and restoration expertise on an as-needed basis. 
 
The CDAT has recently subsumed the Lake Creek Land Acquisition (project number 
199004401) into its Albeni Falls project to save fiscal resources. They are also 
implementing the Hangman Restoration Project (project number 200103300). A purchase 
of about 1,300 acres managed under this project has been credited against Albeni Falls 
Dam construction and inundation losses for lands acquired in the Hangman Creek 
watershed of the Coeur d’Alene Indian Reservation. The lands purchased in fiscal year 
2005, are primarily agricultural lands that were developed on former wetlands. The 
restoration of these lands will provide credits well beyond the baseline HUs. In addition, 
lands acquired under this project encompass approximately three miles of streams that have 
the potential to support native redband trout (Oncorhynchus mykiss gibbsi) populations 
once they are restored. In this Rolling Provincial Review, the CDAT proposes to begin 
restoration of previously acquired properties. A primary tool is the acquisition of easements 
that encompass priority redband trout habitats. The project will provide the needed habitat 
protection component to ongoing efforts to restore native fish to the Hangman watershed 
by acquiring management rights (primarily easements) to key wetland/riparian habitats. 
The principal goal of the Hangman Restoration Project is to restore native diversity in the 
Hangman watershed to support the full complement of native fish and wildlife species and 
CDAT subsistence activities. 
 
In addition, the CDAT is implementing BPA project number 199004400: Implement 
Fisheries Enhancement Opportunities. This is an ongoing project designed to address the 
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highest priority objective (2A2) in the Coeur d’Alene subbasin: protect and restore 
remaining stocks of native resident westslope cutthroat trout to ensure their continued 
existence in the basin and provide harvestable surpluses of naturally producing adfluvial 
adult fish from Lake Coeur d'Alene and Benewah, Evans and Alder creeks. This project 
works in concert with the Albeni Falls Wildlife Mitigation Project by utilizing 
opportunities to restore critical habitats on mitigation lands in target watersheds. This type 
of project provides dual benefits to both fish and wildlife and provides project overlap with 
the Benewah Creek mitigation acquisition. Project objectives are consistent with 
Intermountain Province Objectives 2A1-2A4 and Columbia River Basin Goal 2A that 
addresses resident fish substitution for anadromous fish losses. Project activities are 
focused on the completion of critical habitat enhancements, non-native species control and 
statistically rigorous effectiveness monitoring to address limiting factors for native fish 
production in target watersheds. Habitat restoration and enhancement activities employ the 
seven highest ranked strategies for addressing this objective within the low elevation 
watersheds that have been ranked with the greatest deviation from the reference habitat 
conditions for westslope cutthroat trout within the Coeur d'Alene subbasin. 
 
All KTOI and Kootenai River Subbasin projects are interrelated to varying degrees. They 
are complementary by design and are integrated at multiple levels. First, all KTOI and 
other Kootenai River Basin projects share and collectively address the vision of the 
Subbasin Plan, to: “establish and maintain a healthy ecosystem characterized by healthy, 
harvestable fish and wildlife populations, normative and/or natural physical and biological 
conditions, and sustainable human communities” (KRSBP 2004; 
http://www.nwcouncil.org/fw/subbasinplanning/kootenai/plan/). 
 
In 2001, the KTOI Wildlife Program received Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
funding to develop the Kootenai River Valley Wetland and Riparian Conservation Strategy 
(WRCS) (KTOI 2005). The WRCS dovetailed with several KTOI projects (BPA projects 
199206106, 199206100, 200201100, 200200800, 199404900, 198806400, 198806500, 
200200200). Under the guidance of EPA, the Wildlife Program facilitated local 
participation in a technical committee that developed wetland and riparian goals, and 
addressed community issues and concerns with private citizen involvement. The WRCS 
framework has increased the efficiency of this project and reduced duplication of efforts in 
the Kootenai River basin. 
 
Programs supported and funded by IDFG will be utilized with the anticipation of re-
authorization. Programs that will increase the opportunities for ecological restoration on the 
local level include the Habitat Improvement Program (HIP). 
The Idaho and Montana Partners in Flight recently produced separate Bird Conservation 
Plans which identify priority breeding bird habitats that are in decline or are a priority for 
protection and enhancement efforts. These plans and associated personnel will be invited 
and incorporated into the Albeni Falls Wildlife Mitigation Project proposal review process, 
as well as the Watershed Council process. 
 
The Nature Conservancy personnel and assistance are essential to improving conditions in 
the Kootenai River watershed. TNC owns several parcels in the basin and is a participating 



Albeni Falls Wildlife Mitigation – Kalispel FY 2010 - 2012 Project Selection, Section 10 16 

member of the Kootenai Valley Resource Initiative. BPA project 200200800 is a 
cooperative effort to work with TNC to restore floodplain / river connectivity to Ball Creek 
Ranch, owned and operated by TNC. 
 
Duck Unlimited engineers, restoration plans, cost share opportunities, and wetland 
biologists have been instrumental in ongoing efforts to restore wetland habitat in the lower 
Kootenai River watershed. 

E. Project history (for ongoing projects)  
 
The Pacific Northwest Electric Power Planning and Conservation Act of 1980 (Act) 
directed that measures be implemented to protect, mitigate, and enhance fish and wildlife to 
the extent affected by development and operation of hydropower projects on the Columbia 
River System. This act created the Council, which in turn developed the Program. This 
Program established a four-part process that includes the completion of 1) wildlife 
mitigation status reports, 2) wildlife impact assessments, 3) wildlife protection, mitigation 
and enhancement plans, and 4) implementation of protection, mitigation and enhancement 
projects. The IDFG, under contract with BPA, began the planning process in 1985, and 
completed the first three steps. Completion of the Project will complete the final step 
toward mitigating construction losses for Albeni Falls Dam. 
 
The purpose of the Project is to implement measures to mitigate the loss of wildlife habitat 
impacted by the Albeni Falls Hydroelectric Project completed in 1955. Martin et al. 
completed the status report, Status Review of Wildlife Mitigation at 14 of 27 Major 
Hydroelectric Projects in Idaho, and the loss assessment / mitigation plan, the Albeni Falls 
Wildlife Protection, Mitigation, and Enhancement Plan, in 1985 and 1988, respectively. 
Consistent with Section 1003(7) of the Council's 1995 Program, the Council reviewed and 
approved the Project in 1990. 
 
In 1994, the Council adopted a wildlife program strategy designed to achieve and sustain 
levels of habitat and species productivity as a means of fully mitigating wildlife losses 
caused by the construction and operation of the Federal and non-Federal hydroelectric 
system (NPPC 1995). In conjunction with the regional wildlife mitigation criteria 
developed by the CBFWA wildlife managers, the projects proposed for Albeni Falls Dam 
wildlife mitigation have been in-place/in-kind and all have addressed HUs for target 
species (Table 11-4 in NPPC 1995). 
 
Construction of Albeni Falls Dam impacted 6,617 acres of wildlife habitat (Martin et al. 
1988). The impacts were assessed using HEP (USFWS 1980), a standardized process to 
determine the quality and quantity of habitat impacted. Martin et al. (1988) outlined several 
priorities for where potential mitigation actions might take place. The CBFWA wildlife 
managers, in the regional Implementation Planning Process, ranked the (then-called) Clark 
Fork/Pack River Project as one of the highest priority mitigation implementation projects 
for the Columbia Basin. In 1996, BPA took a programmatic approach toward analyzing the 
impacts of implementing Albeni Falls Dam wildlife mitigation activities when it wrote the 
Albeni Falls Wildlife Management Plan Final Environmental Assessment (BPA 1996) and 
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issued a Finding of No Significant Impact. The IDFG initiated the Project and from 1996 to 
1997 were the sole project proponent and contractor. The Work Group formalized its 
ongoing relationship in 1998, with the signing of the Albeni Falls Interagency Work Group 
Operating Guidelines and Guiding Principles for Mitigation Implementation. The Work 
Group is now the Project proponent and seeks implementation funding under this single 
proposal. 
 
The Kalispel Tribe has implemented projects sine 1992 for crediting losses at Albeni Falls 
Dam. Since that time we have protected over 4,200 acres and 4,900 HUs toward meeting 
the HU goals for Albeni Falls Dam. The properties are found in both Washington and 
Idaho within the Pend Oreille Subbasin.  
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Results and Accomplishments: 
 
In eighteen years of implementation (1992 – 2009), the Kalispel Tribe has mitigated Albeni 
Falls Dam wildlife losses by securing the protection of 4,231 acres of wildlife habitat 
(~4,902 HUs –averaging 1.16 HU/acre) in northern Idaho and eastern Washington. This 
has ben accomplished by the acquisition of 18 parcels of lands (Table 3 and Appendix B). 
The Tribe is working with BPA on the crediting ledger, enhancement credits and baseline 
protection habitat units. Enhancement activities have resulted in a total of 643 additional 
HUs identified in HEP reporting to date. Management plans have been completed on all but 
two project parcels in Idaho. The Washington management plan is in draft form and under 
internal review by BPA at this time. Management plans are found as follows: 1) Idaho - 
http://pisces.bpa.gov/release/documents/documentviewer.aspx?doc=00026359-1 and 2) 
Appendix C (Washington). The two remaining properties in Idaho should have plans 
completed by 2011.  
 

Table 3. Kalispel Tribe wildlife mitigation acquisitions in Idaho and Washington, 1992 - 
2006. 

Year Property Name Location Acres Protection 
Credits 

Enhancement 
Credits 

2007 Big Meadows Upper West Branch 
Priest River 620 620 0.00

2007 Calispell Creek - 
Carney Calispell Creek 442 185.00 0.00

2006 South Eaton Lake Eaton Lake 70 201.13 0.00
2005 Sand Creek Sand Creek 80 80 0.00

2004 Tacoma Creek - 
South Pend Oreille River 94 190.79 0.00

2004 Upper Trimble 
Creek - North Pend Oreille River 241 250.67 0.00

2004 Calispell Creek Pend Oreille River 170 138.17 0.00
2004 North Eaton Lake Eaton Lake 90 235.05 0.00

2004 West Beaver 
Lake Beaver Lake 40 82.69 0.00

2002 
Gamblin Lake 
Conservation 
Unit 

Gamblin Lake 156 273.28 0.00

2002 Beaver Lake Beaver Lake 255 226.30 0.00

2001 
Carey Creek 
Conservation 
Unit 

Carey Creek 117 172.95 0.00

2000 
Priest River 
Conservation 
Unit 

Priest River 63 140.73 0.00
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Year Property Name Location Acres Protection 
Credits 

Enhancement 
Credits 

2000 Upper Trimble 
Creek Pend Oreille River 306 96.70 0.00

2000 Tacoma Creek - 
North Pend Oreille River 437 513.30 0.00

2000 Lower Trimble 
Creek Pend Oreille River 450 237.40 0.00

1992 Flying Goose 
Ranch** Pend Oreille River 600 615.00 643.07

 Total  4,231 4,259.16 643.07

**   old project number 199106000 
 
The acquisition of these properties has resulted in the protection of habitat from further 
fragmentation resulting from subdivision and development and on-going habitat 
degradation as a result of incompatible land-uses such as grazing. Additionally, habitat 
restoration has proceeded with extensive plantings of native tree and shrub species, 
hydrologic restoration, wetland restoration, and aggressive weed control. 
 
Each of the properties was selected by the attached criteria and by its juxtaposition to 
protected lands (state, federal, and other BPA wildlife lands) and by acquiring lands in 
areas where land uses detract for habitat potential (Figures 4 and 5).  
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Figure 4. Land ownership map for areas adjacent to project management areas. 
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Figure 5. Land uses map for areas near project management areas. 
 
To evaluate changes in the areas being restored, monitoring procedures developed and 
implemented under UWMEP for vegetation structure and composition and for terrestrial 
vertebrates were developed in 2001 as part of the Albeni Falls Monitoring and Evaluation 
Plan and recently modified by the Upper Columbia United Tribes. For the habitats covered 
by the parcels owned and managed by the Tribe, twelve locations were chosen to represent 
reference conditions for five habitat cover types (deciduous forest, floodplain meadow, 
cattail marsh, shrub-scrub, and sedge wetlands) on Kalispel Tribal Project and Reservation 
lands. Vegetation and vertebrates were monitored for three years beginning in 2002, at each 
reference area to allow assessment of annual variation in relative numbers and community 
composition, and to provide comparisons with restored lands. Between 2002 and 2006, 27 
permanent sites were established for monitoring on lands acquired by the KT. These sites 
were being monitored at 3-year intervals, and the first eight at the Flying Goose Ranch 
were resampled in 2005. A total of 21 permanent sites have been matched by general 
habitat type to reference sites for future comparisons. In 2006, BPA suspended all wildlife 
monitoring and evaluation funding associated with the project as a policy issue. The five-
member Tribes of UCUT developed the UWMEP concept and project to tackle this policy 
and to continue appropriate wildlife project M&E. 
 
Monitoring data allow determination of specific additions or losses of species that might be 
indicative of changes in restored lands. The main approach is to look at overall similarity in 
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the composition and richness of species assemblages between reference and restored areas. 
Temporal comparisons of reference sites can also indicate annual variation in occurrence of 
species. Recent probabilistic models for estimating compositional similarity incorporate 
relative abundance and consideration of unseen shared species (Chao et al. 2005). These 
models are particularly appropriate for assessment monitoring which can not be exhaustive. 
For example, over the course of four field seasons, a total of 125 bird species were 
recorded after >15,000 individual observations. Of these species, 26 were observed <10 
times, whereas the most common species was observed 1,244 times. Application of Chao’s 
modified Jaccard similarity index to these data for reference sites showed consistent 
between year similarities averaging 84% (± 8% SD). Comparisons of permanent sites to 
their matched reference sites produced mean similarities of 63% (± 14% SD, range = 33-
93%). These data suggest that significant changes at permanent points may be detected 
over time by comparing compositional similarity with reference points, but also by 
temporal comparisons at 3-year intervals.  

F. Proposal biological objectives, work elements, and methods 
 
The Project area is vast and covers three subbasins. There are significant organizational 
differences between the Pend Oreille and Coeur d'Alene Subbasin Plans and the Kootenai 
Subbasin Plan with regard to objectives and strategies. Direct references from each 
subbasin plan are included in this section for each biological objective. 
 
All Project Biological Objectives reference the following subbasin plan Objectives: 
Pend Oreille Subbasin Objective 1A (p. 18-30) and Coeur d’Alene Subbasin Objective 1A 
(p. 10-24 – 10-26): Fully mitigate wildlife habitat losses associated with the construction 
and inundation of the Albeni Falls Project per the requirements of the Council’s 2000 Fish 
and Wildlife Program and the Northwest Power Act. Complete the compensation 
mitigation consistent with the HEP loss assessment (Appendix C, Table 11-4 of the 
Columbia River Basin 2000 Fish and Wildlife Program) and the Albeni Falls Dam Wildlife 
Mitigation Project Operating Guidelines by year 2015. These requirements will be met in 
coordination with the Coeur d’Alene subbasin (Highest priority). Sub-objectives 1A1 
through 1A8 and 1A9 ("protect, enhance, or restore [target species] Habitat Units to 
address [habitat] losses resulting from construction of Albeni Falls Project) are all high 
priority under this objective, and are not prioritized individually. 

 
Strategy a (sub-objectives 1A1-1A8) (Pend Oreille Subbasin Plan, p. 18-31) (Coeur 
d’Alene Subbasin Plan, p. 10-24 – 10-26): Identify and protect habitat through fee-title 
acquisition, conservation easements, lease, or management agreements. The Council 
defines protection as any action that protects habitat in perpetuity. (Priority 1)  
 
Strategy b (sub-objectives 1A1-1A8) (Pend Oreille Subbasin Plan, p. 18-31) (Coeur 
d’Alene Subbasin Plan, p. 10-24 – 10-26): Develop management plans consistent with 
Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Authority (CBFWA) Guidelines for Enhancement, 
Operation, and Maintenance Activities for Wildlife Mitigation Projects (CBFWA 
Wildlife Managers 1998). Management plans will address roaded and non-roaded 
access, livestock, habitat connectivity (to other lands managed for wildlife), soil, 
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vegetation enhancement and management of unwanted species, fire and fuels, 
nonnative wildlife and monitoring. (Priority 3) 
 
Strategy c (sub-objectives 1A1-1A8) (Pend Oreille Subbasin Plan, p. 18-31) (Coeur 
d’Alene Subbasin Plan, p. 10-24 – 10-26): Identify and evaluate sites for potential use 
in mitigation, including a) opportunities for enhancement and restoration on federal, 
state, and tribal lands and b) opportunities for cooperative restoration and enhancement 
efforts with private landowners, when habitat protections can be demonstrated to be 
permanent. (Priority 4) 

 
Biological Objective 1. 
Protect 2,150 acres of wetland/riparian wildlife habitat by the end of fiscal year 2012. 
 
The heart of the Tribe's habitat conservation efforts is the protection of either existing high 
quality habitat areas or sites with a high potential for restoration. The Pend Oreille subbasin 
plan provide additional detail for the factors limiting wildlife resources in the Idaho and 
Washington portions of the Intermountain province. All easement and fee-title acquisitions 
are consistent with tribal land acquisition policies. 
 
Pre-acquisition efforts such property searches, real estate negotiation, contracting 
appraisals, property surveys, environmental surveys, cultural resource surveys and 
conducting title searches are a necessary component of any habitat protection and 
conservation program. Many fixed costs are associated with the required due diligence on 
every acquisition and negotiated conservation easement or lease agreement and are 
included in this project proposal. The land protection actions themselves will be 
implemented via the capital funded Work Group project 1992-061-00. 
 
There are many factors that may limit the success of completing this objective. Seeking 
landowners willing to participate in the mitigation program can take several months or even 
years. Real estate negotiation is not a hurried process and also takes time. Increasingly, 
high demand and competitive real estate markets determine whether projects come to 
fruition. Agencies and tribes often cannot secure option agreements on a parcel until many 
of the pre-acquisition requirements are met. For properties that are listed on the open 
market, landowners often will not wait for an organization to complete its tasks before 
deciding to sell to another willing buyer. Bridge financing is often unattainable without 
guaranteeing the conservation buyer a sufficient take-out option and return on investment. 
 
Work Elements: 
a.  Manage and Administer Projects - Coordinate project actions with the Albeni Falls 
Work Group (CdAT and KTOI) 
Staff time is required to coordinate land protection activities with other members of the 
Work Group and complete BPA administrative requirements throughout the year. Work 
Group activities in which the members participate include:  1) coordination, preparation, 
and review of project proposals; 2) as needed meetings; scope of work and budget 
development; and, 3) public open houses. More significant staff time is used to develop, 
submit and track project proposals through the Work Group. 
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The purchase of land a) provides land managers with the full bundle of property rights, b) 
provides for the perpetual ability to restore, enhance, and manage habitat, and c) is one of 
the most cost effective conservation tools to permanently safeguard the protection of fish 
and wildlife habitat and habitat units. Tribes and agencies are more likely to pursue the 
acquisition of property rights either by purchase or donation as a more efficient means of 
land management. 
 
Often times, it is less costly to negotiate a land purchase than that of a conservation 
easement, for example, due to the increased complexity of an easement transaction and the 
long-term cost to monitor and enforce an easement. Because the core project area (Pend 
Oreille County, Washington and Bonner County, Idaho) is rural, sparsely populated, and 
lacks active land trust organizations that (can be) instrumental in educating the public about 
the potential benefits of charitable land and easement donation, landowners require more 
education as to the variety of conservation options available to them and, as a result, are 
more inclined to pursue the outright sale of land. Fully aware of these facts, however, the 
members of the Work Group have actively worked to sow the appropriate conservation 
seeds in those areas in which it has targeted its mitigation implementation efforts by 
educating landowners and providing them with information about conservation options 
such as land and easement donation, estate planning, charitable gift annuities, and bargain 
sales. The Kalispel Tribe also partners with the Inland Northwest Land Trust to work with 
landowners interested in land and/or easement donations. To date, the economic 
demographics of the project area (Pend Oreille County, Washington and Bonner County, 
Idaho) have been such that landowners are land rich and cash poor, which tend to yield 
very little tax incentive for the outright donation of land or easements. However, as 
wealthier individuals continue to relocate in the project area, the Work Group anticipates 
an increase in the opportunity to work with landowners willing to donate land and/or 
easement rights for the purpose of wildlife mitigation. 
 
Once Work Group members identify a potential mitigation project, the project undergoes 
careful consideration by the Work Group by way of a process established, in part, by the 
Northwest Power and Conservation Council (NPCC) and by the Work Group itself. The 
Work Group meets at least each quarter to consider new projects. Members must submit a 
project proposal (see Appendix A for criteria and example) for deliberation and ranking by 
the Work Group to determine whether it meets a) the NPCC requirements established as 
part of the 2000 Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Program, and b) the minimum score 
established by the Work Group (Appendix A). Once a project is determined to be an 
appropriate mitigation action, the project is further developed through processes established 
by BPA Real Property Services, KEC Environmental, and BPA communications. Once 
these processes are completed, perpetual land management rights are secured through 
either conservation easement or fee-title purchase. 
 

HU Benefits: Provides at least 1 – 1.5 HUs/acre for protecting in-kind habitat 
property rights. 
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Estimated Duration: Usually last about 1-2 days for each typical project proposal 
and ranking through the Work Group. 
 
Factors influencing Timing:  Willing sellers of potential project areas. 
 
Additional Long-term Activities Required: Management plan development, 
operations and maintenance funding and activities, and potential enhancements. 

 
b.  Conduct Pre-acquisition Activities - Identify willing landowner participants. 
Minimal staff time is used to identify willing sellers by targeting specific watersheds and 
generating landownership information from the county assessor's office. Other methods 
include coordinating with local real estate agents and targeting specific parcels and 
contacting the landowner in person, by telephone or letter. The Tribe has also been able to 
utilize a GIS-based landowner database to identify priority areas and potential willing 
sellers. 
 

HU Benefits: Provides at least 1 – 1.5 HUs/acre for protecting in-kind habitat 
property rights. 
 
Estimated Duration: Usually last about 2-4 weeks per year for sending out interest 
letters and information to target area landowners. 
 
Factors influencing Timing:  Willing sellers of potential project areas. 
 
Additional Long-term Activities Required: Management plan development, 
operations and maintenance funding and activities, and potential enhancements. 

 
c.  Manage and Administer Projects - Consult and coordinate with the NPCC, 
CBFWA, BPA, UCUT, FERC, local governments, and the public. 
Staff time will be used to coordinate with other wildlife managers throughout the Columbia 
Basin to ensure familiarity and consistency with established and evolving processes and 
guidelines for Operations, Maintenance and Enhancement methods. The Tribe consults, 
coordinates and build relationships with title companies, local planning and zoning 
departments, county assessors, health departments and the public when conducting pre-
acquisition activities. Staff time spent coordinating with BPA, CBFWA and local 
governments is considered a minimal administrative expenditure. 
 

HU Benefits: No actual HU benefit as this is merely a coordination and consistency 
check-in with other regional wildlife managers and peers. 
 
Estimated Duration: Usually lasts for about day for each typical project proposal 
and presentation to peers. 
 
Factors influencing Timing:  None. 
 
Additional Long-term Activities Required: None. 
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d.  Identify and Select Projects - Identify cost-sharing partnerships 
To maintain cost effectiveness, the Tribe seeks cost sharing partners to participate in the 
protection or enhancement of potential mitigation projects while maintaining strict 
guidelines for BPA project crediting. 
 

HU Benefits: Reduces HUs to BPA as any funding spent to offset BPA costs 
reduces BPA crediting. 
 
Estimated Duration: Usually last about 1-2 days for each typical project proposal. 
 
Factors influencing Timing:  Willing and committed partners with no restrictions 
for working on federal mitigation projects. 
 
Additional Long-term Activities Required: Strict separation of areas served by 
partners to maintain crediting adjustments through HEP. 

 
e.  Conduct Pre-acquisition Activities - Complete federal compliance requirements 
(appraisal, environmental survey, cultural resource survey, etc.) 
To meet the federal requirements associated with land protection, the Tribe contracts the 
completion of appraisal reports with certified appraisers. BPA conducts an environmental 
land audit to ensure potential mitigation sites are free of contaminants. The Tribe conducts 
cultural resource surveys with in-house archeological staff. Property boundary surveys 
become necessary for irregularly shaped parcels or for parcels for which no recorded 
survey can be established. Title searches are conducted by the local title company to 
identify property encumbrances and title exceptions. A running average of these pre-
acquisition costs is kept on all acquisitions to establish accurate cost estimates for this 
phase of the implementation process. This requires considerable staff time to implement 
contracts, coordinate actions of other staff, other agency participation, and paperwork and 
process management. 
 

HU Benefits: None. 
 
Estimated Duration: Usually lasts about 3-6 months for each typical project 
proposal. 
 
Factors influencing Timing:  Appraisal concurrence from BPA, Hazardous 
materials clearance, NHPA Section 106 compliance, and BPA Environmental 
Review compliance. 
 
Additional Long-term Activities Required: Management plan development. 

 
 
 
 



Albeni Falls Wildlife Mitigation – Kalispel FY 2010 - 2012 Project Selection, Section 10 27 

f.  Produce Environmental Compliance Documentation - Complete NEPA 
requirements 
The Tribe coordinates with BPA NEPA staff to complete the required NEPA checklists and 
species lists.  The Work Group has completed NEPA requirements for several projects 
resulting in the ability to establish accurate cost estimates. 

 
HU Benefits: None. 
 
Estimated Duration: Usually last about 1-2 days for each typical project proposal 
and ranking through the Work Group. 
 
Factors influencing Timing:  None. 
 
Additional Long-term Activities Required: Management plan development. 

 
g.  Produce Design and/or Specifications - Develop and or modify site-specific 
management plan. 
The Tribe will prepare a site-specific wildlife management plan for each parcel. Prior to 
completion of the plan, the Tribe conducts an open house in which members of the public 
are invited to solicit ideas and comments. The management plan outlines the goals and 
objectives for the protected site and includes enhancement activities, operations and 
maintenance activities, monitoring and evaluation activities, a five-year budget and the 
baseline HEP report. The management plan is circulated to other Work Group members for 
consistency, peer review and comment. 
 

HU Benefits: Provides approximately 1 – 1.5 HUs/acre for maintaining existing 
values or increasing HUs through maintenance and/or enhancement actions. 
 
Estimated Duration: Usually lasts up to 1 year for each typical project proposal. It 
can be longer or shorter depending upon the size of the project or the management 
actions under consideration. 
 
Factors influencing Timing:  Type of project (conservation vs. management) and 
size of project. 
 
Additional Long-term Activities Required: Operations and maintenance funding and 
activities, and potential enhancements. 

 
h. Conduct Pre-acquisition Activities – Credit BPA with baseline HUs for each parcel 
protected. 
Identify minimum baseline HUs from each land purchase including a letter to BPA with 
Work Group member concurrence signatures. 
 

HU Benefits: None, it only identifies the HUs. 
 
Estimated Duration: Usually lasts about one day for each project proposal. 
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Factors influencing Timing:  Tribal work group member signature timelines. 
 
Additional Long-term Activities Required: None. 

 
Biological Objective 2. 
Enhance at least 475 acres of riparian/wetland wildlife habitat annually. 
 
The amount of acreage enhanced in a given year will vary depending on the quality of new 
habitat protected, and ongoing enhancement activities on existing mitigation lands. For 
fiscal year 2010 through 2012, the Tribe will implement enhancement activities on at least 
475 acres annually across a number of parcels including Trimble Creek - Testall, Trimble 
Creek - Doramus, Trimble Creek – Sheibel, Tacoma Creek - Sivert, Carey Creek 
Conservation Unit, Calispell Creek – Twigg and Calispell Creek – Carney.   
 
Specific enhancement activities are identified in site-specific wildlife management plan 
prior to implementation. Habitats are enhanced to maximize HUs using techniques and 
methods consistent with those outlined in Techniques for Wildlife Habitat Management of 
Wetlands (Payne 1992); the Wildlife Mitigation Program Environmental Impact Statement 
(BPA 1997); the Albeni Falls Wildlife Management Plan Final Environmental Assessment 
(BPA 1996); and the Guidelines for Enhancement, Operation, and Maintenance Activities 
for Wildlife Mitigation Projects (CBFWA 1998). Enhancement activities will include:  1) 
establish native vegetation to increase vegetative diversity and waterfowl nesting habitat 
suitability; 2) conduct prescribed burns to increase forage and vegetative diversity; creating 
nesting islands to increase nesting habitat where necessary; 3) restore site-specific natural 
hydrologic conditions or use water control structures and other tools to manage water levels 
and aquatic vegetation where necessary to improve wetlands diversity and density; 4) erect 
signs, fences, and gates to control public access and reduce human and other disturbance; 
and, 5) construct boundary fences to prevent trespass grazing. The Tribe will provide 
documentation of its progress by continuing to provide BPA with annual reports, 
enhancement HEP reports, UWMEP monitoring and evaluation reports and completed 
wildlife management plans. 
 
The expected outcome of enhancement activities is an increase in habitat quality and 
quantity within five years. In the long-term, wetland enhancements would result in an 
increase of wetland/riparian plant and animal diversity and vegetative cover types that 
range from freshwater deep marsh to seasonally flooded wet meadows. Under ideal 
conditions, habitat quality and diversity of lacustrine and shoreline areas could improve at a 
rapid pace once restored. Restoration of native plant cover types in riparian zones or 
wetlands could improve habitat quality to the point of observable results within 4-5 years. 
We expect deciduous forested cover types to take upwards of 35 years to observe benefits. 
We further expect that habitat enhancements will increase the average HU/acre from just 
over 1 to at least 2.25 HUs/acre. As an example of enhancements, a 426 acre project 
(Flying Goose Ranch) received a baseline HEP assessment of 360 HUs in 1992. After 10 
years of scheduled enhancements, HU values increased to 945. We expect some additional 
modest HU gains on this property as the deciduous forest components mature. 
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Work Elements: 
a. Plant Vegetation - Reestablish native vegetation. 
The restoration of agricultural lands involves intensive vegetation reestablishment to:  1) 
minimize erosion and the invasion of noxious weeds; 2) improve vegetative diversity and 
waterfowl nesting cover; and, 3) stabilize streambanks. Riparian corridors will be planted 
using locally adapted native trees and shrubs to improve the riparian vegetative community 
and cover. Conservation tillage systems will be used to seed newly created pond shorelines 
and streambank stabilization sites where readily accessible and feasible. Re-vegetation 
techniques will often require wide-scale planting efforts and maintenance on an estimated 
50 acres annually. The reestablishment of desirable vegetation must be done quickly to 
reduce the likelihood of invasion by undesirable plant species such as thistle, reed canary 
grass, common tansy and St. Johnswort. The efficiency and speed of revegetation and 
ability to provide long-term management of these sites while they mature can be greatly 
improved through the use of mechanized equipment. Revegetation will be completed using 
several methods including hand planting of seed, rooted stock and cuttings. Using a tracked 
skid-steer and a tree spade, on-site large trees will be transplanted in the fall. This 
mechanized planting will be used for larger areas. Other revegetation techniques will 
include broadcast and drill seeding. Specifications for planting will follow NRCS and U.S. 
Forest Service (USFS) and other published standards (Crowder 1995; St. John 1999; 
Scianna et al. 2002). Passive vegetation restoration is used whenever feasible and where 
noxious weeds can be removed and excluded from these areas.  
 

HU Benefits: Provides approximately 50 – 75 HUs across the seven HEP target 
species annually. 
 
Estimated Duration: Usually last about 45 man-days of effort to complete the 50 
acres annually. 
 
Factors influencing Timing:  Weather, equipment and available plant and seed 
stock may influence timing and duration of actions. 
 
Additional Long-term Activities Required: Maintenance funding and activities to 
retain HU benefits in perpetuity. 

 
b. Conduct Controlled Burn - Conduct prescribed burns to increase forage and 
vegetative diversity. 
Using standards prescribed by USFS and detailed in the BPA Programmatic Wildlife 
Mitigation EIS, prescribed burning will be used in the spring and/or fall to increase the 
diversity and density of native habitats, as well as a tool for managing brood pastures, 
wetland vegetative complexity and previously disturbed areas. Brood pasture maintenance 
is an important aspect of waterfowl management and provides additional HUs to BPA. 
 

HU Benefits: Maintains at 650 HUs annually across all upland, wetland and riparian 
habitats treated. 
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Estimated Duration: Usually lasts about 14 man-days for each typical burn project. 
 
Factors influencing Timing:  Weather and fuels moisture are the main factors 
influencing prescribed burning. 
 
Additional Long-term Activities Required: Operations and maintenance funding and 
activities. 

 
c. Create, Restore, and/or Enhance Wetland - Create nesting islands to increase 
nesting habitat. 
Using methods identified in the Waterfowl Management Handbook (NBS 1995), nesting 
islands will be used to enhance nesting cover within wetland habitat complexes. These 
methods will be incorporated in areas that have encountered large-scale manipulations to 
wetland density. The presence of nesting islands within dense wetland areas will increase 
HUs and crediting to BPA. 
 

HU Benefits: Provides at least 50 - 75 HUs annually by creating nesting islands as a 
benefit to nesting waterfowl. 
 
Estimated Duration: Usually last about 10-14 man-days for each typical 50-acre 
project. 
 
Factors influencing Timing:  Weather and equipment availability may affect timing 
and completion. 
 
Additional Long-term Activities Required: Operations and maintenance funding and 
activities. 

 
d. Create, Restore, and/or Enhance wetland - Restore hydrologic function to increase 
and enhance wetland habitats. 
Using methods identified in the Waterfowl Management Handbook (NBS 1995), wetland 
hydrologic function will be restored or enhanced to Project lands by plugging ditches, 
installing water control structures and upgraded culverts and removing dikes. These 
methods will be incorporated in areas that have encountered large-scale manipulations and 
habitat changes through past land-use practices. Equipment will also assist in efforts to 
construct or eliminate ditches, dikes and levees, which are intended to control or alter 
hydrologic flows on Project lands. Increases in wetlands and their function greatly 
increases HUs for waterfowl target species and crediting for BPA. 
 

HU Benefits: Provides at least 75 – 110 HUs will be generated annually through 
these actions. 
 
Estimated Duration: Usually lasts about 21 man-days for each 75 acre project. 
 
Factors influencing Timing:  Weather and equipment availability. 
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Additional Long-term Activities Required: Operations and maintenance funding and 
activities. 

 
e. Install Fence - Construct fences and gates to control public access and reduce 
human disturbance. 
Fences and gates will be constructed to control public access and reduce human disturbance 
in a manner that is consistent with the guidelines for enhancement, operation and 
maintenance activities for wildlife mitigation projects (CBFWA 1998). Perimeter fences 
will also be installed not only to clearly delineate property boundaries, but also to reduce 
and or eliminate trespass grazing and control public access.  
 

HU Benefits: Maintains 1 – 1.5 HUs/acre for protecting in-kind habitat and securing 
property boundaries. 
 
Estimated Duration: Usually last about 14-21 man-days for each 10 miles of 
fencing. 
 
Factors influencing Timing:  Material availability and weather. 
 
Additional Long-term Activities Required: Operations and maintenance funding and 
activities. 

 
f. Remove Vegetation - Inventory and control noxious weeds. 
Noxious weed control will be important in enhancing habitats suitable for populations 
associated with the target species. Noxious weeds can adversely affect habitat condition, 
suitability and availability. Weed control will be one of the most important aspects of 
quality land management. This task will also include the completion of noxious weed 
surveys on newly acquired lands to determine the whether noxious weed control is 
necessary and how weed control will be implemented. 
 

HU Benefits: Maintains at least 300-450 HUs by removing competing non-native 
vegetation from in-kind habitat types. 
 
Estimated Duration: Usually last about 2-3 months of contractor time annually. 
 
Factors influencing Timing:  Weather. 
 
Additional Long-term Activities Required: Operations and maintenance funding and 
activities. 

 
g. Create, Restore, and/or Enhance Wetland - Increase wetland diversity and density. 
Using standard methods (blasting and heavy equipment scraping) improve wetland 
diversity and density by restoring micro-topography to areas impacted by past land use 
practices. Increases in wetlands and their function greatly increases HUs for waterfowl 
target species and crediting for BPA. 
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HU Benefits: Provides at least 75-110 HUs by restoring up to 75 acres of wetlands 
on project areas per year. 
 
Estimated Duration: Usually lasts about 21 man-days for each typical wetland 
project. 
 
Factors influencing Timing:  Weather and equipment availability. 
 
Additional Long-term Activities Required: Operations and maintenance funding and 
activities. 

 
h. Enhance Floodplain - Stabilize shorelines to decrease erosion. 
Shorelines will be stabilized using large woody debris, bio-engineering and hard shoreline 
stabilization techniques. Methods include using locally adapted and implemented designs 
by the Tribe and others to protect shorelines in the Pend Oreille River and Lake Pend 
Oreille. Designs will include both hard and soft stabilization methods and will be site-
specific in nature (Bentrup and Hoag 1998). These actions will retard currently exacerbated 
erosion that threatens existing and potential habitat. Stabilization and restoration of these 
riparian areas will assist in meeting HU goals for Albeni Falls Dam. 
 

HU Benefits: Provides and protects 1-1.5 HUs/acre by protecting in-kind habitat 
and establishing areas for re-vegetation. 
 
Estimated Duration: Usually last about 21 man-days for each typical shoreline 
project. 
 
Factors influencing Timing:  Weather, permitting guidelines and river elevation. 
 
Additional Long-term Activities Required: Operations and maintenance funding and 
activities. 

 
j. Produce Environmental Compliance Documentation – Complete permit 
applications and compliance documentation. 
The Tribe will acquire all necessary permits and forward them to BPA’s environmental 
compliance staff. Permits generally include Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Hydraulic Project Application, US Army Corps of Engineers 404, and county and state 
shoreline master program permits. These allow for the implementation of ground-
disturbing work to complete enhancements as identified in the management plans. 
 

HU Benefits: Provides for increased HUs by permitting action to restore and 
enhance potential habitats. 
 
Estimated Duration: Usually last about 4 man-days for each permitting application 
and follow-up. 
 
Factors influencing Timing:  Agencies timeliness. 
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Additional Long-term Activities Required: Operations and maintenance funding and 
activities. 

 
k. Prepare HEP Report – Complete HEP report. 
The Tribe conducts an evaluation of available wildlife habitat quality and quantity for BPA 
crediting using the standardized methods described in the HEP process (USFWS 1980). 
The Tribe will work with and assist the regional HEP team. Habitat measurements are 
made either visually or are consistent with methods outlined in Estimating Wildlife Habitat 
Variables (Hays et al. 1981). The Tribe completes a HEP report in which recommendations 
are made for HU credits to BPA. The HEP report is circulated to other Work Group 
members and Regional HEP Team for consistency, peer review and comment. 
 

HU Benefits: None. This reports HUs to BPA for crediting. 
 
Estimated Duration: Usually last about 8 man-days for each HEP report data 
collection, report writing and review. 
 
Factors influencing Timing:  Regional HEP Team availability and weather. 
 
Additional Long-term Activities Required: Continued 5 to 10 year recurring HEP 
reporting to provide enhancement crediting to BPA. 

 
l. Manage and Administer Projects - Coordinate with the Albeni Falls Work Group 
(CdAT and KTOI). 
Interagency coordination is of the utmost importance in order to maintain consistency 
between projects and meet broader habitat goals associated with this mitigation program. 
The Albeni Falls Interagency Work Group is unique as it blends the input and 
implementation from the three tribes in meeting wildlife mitigation requirements for Albeni 
Falls Dam. We also use this work element to share expertise and knowledge in developing 
and implementing restoration and enhancement activities across the three tribe’s mitigation 
property management. 
 

HU Benefits: Provides for increased HUs by coordinating efforts and expertise 
across the three tribe’s ownerships and management. 
 
Estimated Duration: Usually last about 4 man-days for each plan review or site 
visit. 
 
Factors influencing Timing:  None. 
 
Additional Long-term Activities Required: None. 
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m. Manage and Administer Projects - Consult and coordinate with the NPCC, 
CBFWA, BPA, UCUT, FERC, local governments, and the public. 
Staff time will be used to coordinate with other wildlife managers throughout the Columbia 
Basin to ensure familiarity and consistency with established and evolving processes and 
guidelines for Operations, Maintenance and Enhancement methods. The Tribe consults, 
coordinates and build relationships with other managers and experts when developing and 
implementing restoration and enahancement actions. Staff time spent coordinating with 
BPA, CBFWA and local governments is considered a minimal administrative expenditure. 
 

HU Benefits: No actual HU benefit as this is merely a coordination and consistency 
check-in with other regional wildlife managers and peers. 
 
Estimated Duration: Usually lasts for about day for each typical project proposal 
and presentation to peers. 
 
Factors influencing Timing:  None. 
 
Additional Long-term Activities Required: None. 

 
n. Identify and Select Projects - Identify cost-sharing partnerships 
To maintain cost effectiveness, the Tribe seeks cost sharing partners to participate in the 
enhancement of potential mitigation projects while maintaining strict guidelines for BPA 
project crediting. 
 

HU Benefits: Reduces HUs to BPA as any funding spent to offset BPA costs 
reduces BPA crediting. 
 
Estimated Duration: Usually last about 1-2 days for each typical project proposal. 
 
Factors influencing Timing:  Willing and committed partners with no restrictions 
for working on federal mitigation projects. 
 
Additional Long-term Activities Required: Strict separation of areas served by 
partners to maintain crediting adjustments through HEP. 

 
o. Produce Environmental Compliance Documentation - Complete NEPA 
requirements 
The Tribe coordinates with BPA NEPA staff to complete the required NEPA checklists and 
species lists.  The Work Group has completed NEPA requirements for several projects 
resulting in the ability to establish accurate cost estimates. 

 
HU Benefits: None. 
 
Estimated Duration: Usually last about 1-2 days for each typical project proposal 
and ranking through the Work Group. 
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Factors influencing Timing:  None. 
 
Additional Long-term Activities Required: Management plan implementation. 

 
p. Produce Design and/or Specifications - Develop and or modify site-specific 
management plan. 
The Tribe will prepare a site-specific wildlife management plan for each parcel. Prior to 
completion of the plan, the Tribe conducts an open house in which members of the public 
are invited to solicit ideas and comments. The management plan outlines the goals and 
objectives for the protected site and includes enhancement activities, operations and 
maintenance activities, monitoring and evaluation activities, a five-year budget and the 
baseline HEP report. The management plan is circulated to other Work Group members for 
consistency, peer review and comment. 
 

HU Benefits: Provides approximately 1 – 1.5 HUs/acre for maintaining existing 
values or increasing HUs through maintenance and/or enhancement actions. 
 
Estimated Duration: Usually lasts up to 1 year for each typical project proposal. It 
can be longer or shorter depending upon the size of the project or the management 
actions under consideration. 
 
Factors influencing Timing:  Type of project (conservation vs. management) and 
size of project. 
 
Additional Long-term Activities Required: Operations and maintenance funding and 
activities, and potential enhancements. 

 
 
 
Biological Objective 3. 
Maintain 4,231 acres and 4,902 HUs from fiscal year 2007 through 2012. 
 
The Tribe assumes:  1) BPA will fund operations and maintenance (O&M) activities for 
projects implemented by the Work Group; 2) if BPA does not fund O&M activities, then 
the protected and enhanced habitat values will deteriorate over time; and, 3) lands will 
continue to be protected on an annual basis and will, therefore, require O&M funding. As 
of 2009, the Tribe has completed management plans on all acres except Big Meadows (600 
acres) and Sand Creek (80 acres) and those management plans are to be completed by 
2012.  
 
Specific O&M activities and costs are identified in each wildlife management plan. 
However, several O&M activities have been ongoing since the properties were acquired, 
including access site maintenance, fence repair and maintenance and noxious weed control. 
All of these activities are necessary to maintain the current and enhanced habitat suitability 
of each site. For fiscal year 2010-2012, it is estimated that a total of ~4,902 HUs will be 
maintained on 4,231 acres. The Work Group anticipates that O&M activities on Albeni 
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Falls mitigation sites will include:  1) noxious weed control; 2) maintenance of brood 
pastures, habitat improvements, fences, water control structures, public access sites and 
open water brood rearing habitats; 3) seasonal closure implementation; and, 4) nuisance 
animal control. Protocols for controlling noxious weeds are adapted from the USFS Final 
Environmental Impact Statement for Managing Competing and Unwanted Vegetation 
(USFS 1988). For controlled burns, the managing agency/tribe may implement the 
recommended goal and actions outlined in the Federal Wildland Fire Management Policy 
and Program Review (USDI and USDA 1995 in BPA 1997). Operations and maintenance 
activities will be consistent with those outlined in the Guidelines for Enhancement, 
Operation, and Maintenance Activities for Wildlife Mitigation Projects (CBFWA 1998). 
The Work Group will provide documentation of its progress by providing BPA with annual 
reports and completed wildlife management plans. 
 
Work Elements: 
a. Maintain Vegetation - Control noxious weeds to maintain habitats suitable for 
populations associated with the target species. 
Noxious weeds can adversely affect habitat condition, suitability and availability. The 
Tribe will spray, pull, mow, or use other means to remove noxious weeds from Project 
lands as required by local laws and regulations. Approximately 600 acres will be treated 
annually. This treatment will maintain existing and enhanced HU values in critical and 
target habitat types. 
 

HU Benefits: Maintains at least 300-450 HUs by removing competing non-native 
vegetation from in-kind habitat types. 
 
Estimated Duration: Usually last about 2-3 months of contractor time annually. 
 
Factors influencing Timing:  Weather. 
 
Additional Long-term Activities Required: Operations and maintenance funding and 
activities. 

b. Maintain Vegetation - Maintain brood pastures. 
Using prescribed burning or mechanical methods (mowing), important brood pastures will 
be maintained at heights of less than six inches for foraging. This will be important for 
areas that have no suitable brood pastures within the Project area. Methods will be 
consistent with Waterfowl Management Handbook (NBS 1995).  
 

HU Benefits: Maintains at 650 HUs annually across all upland, wetland and riparian 
habitats treated. 
 
Estimated Duration: Usually lasts about 14 man-days for each typical burn project. 
 
Factors influencing Timing:  Weather and fuels moisture are the main factors 
influencing prescribed burning. 
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Additional Long-term Activities Required: Operations and maintenance funding and 
activities. 

 
c. Maintain Vegetation - Maintain habitat improvements. 
The Tribe will maintain existing riparin deciduous vegetation, bank stabilization efforts, 
and newly established areas using monitoring information. As survival rates fall below set 
standards of 80% success rate, re-planting efforts will be employed to increase plant 
densities to that level. 
 

HU Benefits: Maintains HUs annually across all upland, wetland and riparian 
habitats treated. 
 
Estimated Duration: Usually lasts about 4 man-days annually for assessment and 
replanting activities on previously restored and planted areas. 
 
Factors influencing Timing:  Weather and site accessibility. 
 
Additional Long-term Activities Required: Operations and maintenance funding and 
activities. 

 
d. Provide Access and Public Information - Maintain gates and fences. 
The Tribe will maintain gates and fencing to protect Project areas from habitat degradation 
such as trespass grazing, unauthorized vehicle uses and other forms of habitat degredation. 
We will also use signage and other means to provide reasonable and consistent access that 
does nbot detract from project objectives. 
 

HU Benefits: Maintains HUs annually across all upland, wetland and riparian 
habitats treated by eliminating trespass and associated damage. 
 
Estimated Duration: Usually lasts about 21 man-days for each fence maintenance 
project or signage project. 
 
Factors influencing Timing:  Weather and site accessibility. 
 
Additional Long-term Activities Required: Operations and maintenance funding and 
activities. 

 
e. Operate and Maintain Habitat/Passage/Structure - Maintain water control 
structures. 
When used, water control structures will be maintained and replaced on schedules set in the 
site-specific management plans. They will generally follow moist soil management 
techniques established by the US Fish and Wildlife Service.  
 

HU Benefits: Maintains HUs annually across all wetland habitats treated. 
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Estimated Duration: Usually lasts about 14 man-days across the contract year to 
operate structures. Replacements on schedules will take approximately 21 man-days 
per structure. 
 
Factors influencing Timing:  Weather and site accessibility. 
 
Additional Long-term Activities Required: Operations and maintenance funding and 
activities. 

 
f. Remove or Relocate Non-predacious Animals - Control nuisance animals. 
The Tribe will trap and remove nuisance animals that detract from Project goals. For 
example, beaver will be trapped and relocated in instances where damage to limited 
cottonwoods will result in loss of both short and long-term HUs. Other nuisance animals 
can include deer, coyotes, skunk and raccoon. The intention is to manage species until the 
habitat can provide life requisites necessary to offset the disturbance from certain animals. 
 

HU Benefits: Maintains HUs annually across all upland, wetland and riparian 
habitats treated. 
 
Estimated Duration: Usually lasts about 4 man-days annually. 
 
Factors influencing Timing:  None. 
 
Additional Long-term Activities Required: Operations and maintenance funding and 
activities. 

 
g. Outreach and Education - Manage public access and minimize human disturbance. 
Managing public access and recreational use and implementing seasonal closures are 
important in maintaining high quality habitat and minimizing disturbance to target wildlife 
species. Maintenance activities will be in compliance with the Guidelines for Enhancement, 
Operation, and Maintenance Activities for Wildlife Mitigation Projects (CBFWA 1998). 
 

HU Benefits: Maintains HUs annually across all upland, wetland and riparian 
habitats treated. 
 
Estimated Duration: Usually lasts about 14 man-days for each typical project. 
 
Factors influencing Timing:  Site accessibility. 
 
Additional Long-term Activities Required: Operations and maintenance funding and 
activities. 

 
h. Investigate Trespass - Implement seasonal closures. 
The Tribe will implement seasonal closures to protect nesting waterfowl from human 
disturbance. 
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HU Benefits: Maintains HUs annually across all wetland and riparian habitats 
treated. 
 
Estimated Duration: Usually lasts about 8 man-days to place signs, monitor for 
trespass, and interaction with public. 
 
Factors influencing Timing:  None. 
 
Additional Long-term Activities Required: Operations and maintenance funding and 
activities. 

 
i. Operate and Maintain Habitat/Passage/Structure - Maintain open water and 
pasture for brood rearing habitat. 
Using standard techniques and methods (blasting and heavy equipment) maintain long-term 
diversity of wetlands maximizing utilization by waterfowl. 
 

HU Benefits: Maintains HUs annually across wetland habitats treated. 
 
Estimated Duration: Usually lasts about 12 man-days for each typical wetland 
treatment, when necessary. 
 
Factors influencing Timing:  Weather and site accessibility. 
 
Additional Long-term Activities Required: Operations and maintenance funding and 
activities. 

 
j. Remove Debris - Debris removal. 
The Tribe will remove debris such as old fences, posts, tires and trash to maintain habitat 
values and public safety. 
 

HU Benefits: Does not specifically benefit HUs, but does provide for additional 
habitat in some cases. 
 
Estimated Duration: Usually lasts about 8 man-days for each typical removal/clean-
up project. 
 
Factors influencing Timing:  None. 
 
Additional Long-term Activities Required: Operations and maintenance funding and 
activities. 

 
k. Produce Environmental Compliance Documentation – Complete permit 
applications and compliance documentation. 
The Tribe will acquire all necessary permits and forward them to BPA’s environmental 
compliance staff. Permits generally include Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Hydraulic Project Application, US Army Corps of Engineers 404, and county and state 
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shoreline master program permits. These allow for the implementation of ground-
disturbing work to complete enhancements as identified in the management plans. 
 

HU Benefits: Provides for increased HUs by permitting action to restore and 
enhance potential habitats. 
 
Estimated Duration: Usually last about 4 man-days for each permitting application 
and follow-up. 
 
Factors influencing Timing:  Agencies timeliness. 
 
Additional Long-term Activities Required: Operations and maintenance funding and 
activities. 

 
l. Prepare HEP Report – Complete HEP report. 
The Tribe conducts an evaluation of available wildlife habitat quality and quantity for BPA 
crediting using the standardized methods described in the HEP process (USFWS 1980). 
The Tribe will work with and assist the regional HEP team. Habitat measurements are 
made either visually or are consistent with methods outlined in Estimating Wildlife Habitat 
Variables (Hays et al. 1981). The Tribe completes a HEP report in which recommendations 
are made for HU credits to BPA. The HEP report is circulated to other Work Group 
members and Regional HEP Team for consistency, peer review and comment. 
 

HU Benefits: None. This reports HUs to BPA for crediting. 
 
Estimated Duration: Usually last about 8 man-days for each HEP report data 
collection, report writing and review. 
 
Factors influencing Timing:  Regional HEP Team availability and weather. 
 
Additional Long-term Activities Required: Continued 5 to 10 year recurring HEP 
reporting to provide enhancement crediting to BPA. 

 
m. Manage and Administer Projects - Coordinate with the Albeni Falls Work Group 
(CdAT and KTOI). 
Interagency coordination is of the utmost importance in order to maintain consistency 
between projects and meet broader habitat goals associated with this mitigation program. 
The Albeni Falls Interagency Work Group is unique as it blends the input and 
implementation from the three tribes in meeting wildlife mitigation requirements for Albeni 
Falls Dam. We also use this work element to share expertise and knowledge in developing 
and implementing restoration and enhancement activities across the three tribe’s mitigation 
property management. 
 

HU Benefits: Provides for increased HUs by coordinating efforts and expertise 
across the three tribe’s ownerships and management. 
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Estimated Duration: Usually last about 4 man-days for each plan review or site 
visit. 
 
Factors influencing Timing:  None. 
 
Additional Long-term Activities Required: None. 

 
n. Manage and Administer Projects - Consult and coordinate with the NPCC, 
CBFWA, BPA, UCUT, FERC, local governments, and the public. 
Staff time will be used to coordinate with other wildlife managers throughout the Columbia 
Basin to ensure familiarity and consistency with established and evolving processes and 
guidelines for Operations, Maintenance and Enhancement methods. The Tribe consults, 
coordinates and build relationships with other managers and experts when developing and 
implementing restoration and enahancement actions. Staff time spent coordinating with 
BPA, CBFWA and local governments is considered a minimal administrative expenditure. 
 

HU Benefits: No actual HU benefit as this is merely a coordination and consistency 
check-in with other regional wildlife managers and peers. 
 
Estimated Duration: Usually lasts for about day for each typical project proposal 
and presentation to peers. 
 
Factors influencing Timing:  None. 
 
Additional Long-term Activities Required: None. 

 
o. Identify and Select Projects - Identify cost-sharing partnerships 
To maintain cost effectiveness, the Tribe seeks cost sharing partners to participate in the 
enhancement of potential mitigation projects while maintaining strict guidelines for BPA 
project crediting. 
 

HU Benefits: Reduces HUs to BPA as any funding spent to offset BPA costs 
reduces BPA crediting. 
 
Estimated Duration: Usually last about 1-2 days for each typical project proposal. 
 
Factors influencing Timing:  Willing and committed partners with no restrictions 
for working on federal mitigation projects. 
 
Additional Long-term Activities Required: Strict separation of areas served by 
partners to maintain crediting adjustments through HEP. 

 
p. Produce Environmental Compliance Documentation - Complete NEPA 
requirements 
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The Tribe coordinates with BPA NEPA staff to complete the required NEPA checklists and 
species lists.  The Work Group has completed NEPA requirements for several projects 
resulting in the ability to establish accurate cost estimates. 

 
HU Benefits: None. 
 
Estimated Duration: Usually last about 1-2 days for each typical project proposal 
and ranking through the Work Group. 
 
Factors influencing Timing:  None. 
 
Additional Long-term Activities Required: Management plan implementation. 

 
q. Produce Design and/or Specifications - Develop and or modify site-specific 
management plan. 
The Tribe will prepare a site-specific wildlife management plan for each parcel. Prior to 
completion of the plan, the Tribe conducts an open house in which members of the public 
are invited to solicit ideas and comments. The management plan outlines the goals and 
objectives for the protected site and includes enhancement activities, operations and 
maintenance activities, monitoring and evaluation activities, a five-year budget and the 
baseline HEP report. The management plan is circulated to other Work Group members for 
consistency, peer review and comment. 
 

HU Benefits: Provides approximately 1 – 1.5 HUs/acre for maintaining existing 
values or increasing HUs through maintenance and/or enhancement actions. 
 
Estimated Duration: Usually lasts up to 1 year for each typical project proposal. It 
can be longer or shorter depending upon the size of the project or the management 
actions under consideration. 
 
Factors influencing Timing:  Type of project (conservation vs. management) and 
size of project. 
 
Additional Long-term Activities Required: Operations and maintenance funding and 
activities, and potential enhancements. 

 
Biological Objective 4. 
Monitor and evaluate wildlife habitat through UWMEP project from fiscal year 2010 
through 2012. 
 
Limited monitoring and evaluation activities begin on all parcels as soon as they are 
protected. The Tribe plans to protect an additional 2,150 acres in fiscal year 2010 – 2012 
through Work Group project 1992-061-00, and will implement minimal HEP related 
monitoring and evaluation activities on those properties. All wildlife project related 
Monitoring and Evaluation will be conducted through project 2008-007-00; Upper 
Columbia Wildlife Monitoring and Evaluation project administered by UCUT and EWU. 
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Work Elements: 
a. Collect/Generate/Validate Field and lab Data – Coordinate UWMEP activities on 
Kalispel managed wildlife mitigation lands. 
The Tribe will provide support and coordination of M&E data collection associated with 
the UWMEP project activities on all BPA related wildlife mitigation lands managed by the 
Tribe. This is a no cost Work Element funded by the Tribe. 
 

HU Benefits: None. This determines project effectiveness related to desired future 
conditions or reference conditions for each habitat cover type. 
 
Estimated Duration: Usually last about 2 man-days for each UWMEP data 
collection year on Kalispel owned and managed lands.  
 
Factors influencing Timing:  UWMEP project data collection schedule. This will 
not occur every year for the project. 
 
Additional Long-term Activities Required: Continued UWMEP funding for 3 to 5 
year recurring UWMEP data collects and comparison of site data to reference data. 

 
b. Prepare HEP Report – Complete HEP report. 
The Tribe conducts an evaluation of available wildlife habitat quality and quantity for BPA 
crediting using the standardized methods described in the HEP process (USFWS 1980). 
The Tribe will work with and assist the regional HEP team. Habitat measurements are 
made either visually or are consistent with methods outlined in Estimating Wildlife Habitat 
Variables (Hays et al. 1981). The Tribe completes a HEP report in which recommendations 
are made for HU credits to BPA. The HEP report is circulated to other Work Group 
members and Regional HEP Team for consistency, peer review and comment. 
 

HU Benefits: None. This reports HUs to BPA for crediting. 
 
Estimated Duration: Usually last about 8 man-days for each HEP report data 
collection, report writing and review. 
 
Factors influencing Timing:  Regional HEP Team availability and weather. 
 
Additional Long-term Activities Required: Continued 5 to 10 year recurring HEP 
reporting to provide enhancement crediting to BPA. 

 
c. Manage and Administer Projects - Coordinate with the Albeni Falls Work Group 
(CdAT and KTOI). 
Interagency coordination is of the utmost importance in order to maintain consistency 
between projects and meet broader habitat goals associated with this mitigation program. 
The Albeni Falls Interagency Work Group is unique as it blends the input and 
implementation from the three tribes in meeting wildlife mitigation requirements for Albeni 
Falls Dam. We also use this work element to share expertise and knowledge in developing 
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and implementing restoration and enhancement activities across the three tribe’s mitigation 
property management. 
 

HU Benefits: Provides for increased HUs by coordinating efforts and expertise 
across the three tribe’s ownerships and management. 
 
Estimated Duration: Usually last about 4 man-days for each plan review or site 
visit. 
 
Factors influencing Timing:  None. 
 
Additional Long-term Activities Required: None. 

 
d. Manage and Administer Projects - Consult and coordinate with the NPCC, 
CBFWA, BPA, UCUT, FERC, local governments, and the public. 
Staff time will be used to coordinate with other wildlife managers throughout the Columbia 
Basin to ensure familiarity and consistency with established and evolving processes and 
guidelines for Operations, Maintenance and Enhancement methods. The Tribe consults, 
coordinates and build relationships with other managers and experts when developing and 
implementing restoration and enahancement actions. Staff time spent coordinating with 
BPA, CBFWA and local governments is considered a minimal administrative expenditure. 
 

HU Benefits: No actual HU benefit as this is merely a coordination and consistency 
check-in with other regional wildlife managers and peers. 
 
Estimated Duration: Usually lasts for about day for each typical project proposal 
and presentation to peers. 
 
Factors influencing Timing:  None. 
 
Additional Long-term Activities Required: None. 

 
e. Identify and Select Projects - Identify cost-sharing partnerships 
To maintain cost effectiveness, the Tribe seeks cost sharing partners to participate in the 
enhancement of potential mitigation projects while maintaining strict guidelines for BPA 
project crediting. 
 

HU Benefits: Reduces HUs to BPA as any funding spent to offset BPA costs 
reduces BPA crediting. 
 
Estimated Duration: Usually last about 1-2 days for each typical project proposal. 
 
Factors influencing Timing:  Willing and committed partners with no restrictions 
for working on federal mitigation projects. 
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Additional Long-term Activities Required: Strict separation of areas served by 
partners to maintain crediting adjustments through HEP. 

 
f. Produce Environmental Compliance Documentation - Complete NEPA 
requirements 
The Tribe coordinates with BPA NEPA staff to complete the required NEPA checklists and 
species lists.  The Work Group has completed NEPA requirements for several projects 
resulting in the ability to establish accurate cost estimates. 

 
HU Benefits: None. 
 
Estimated Duration: Usually last about 1-2 days for each typical project proposal 
and ranking through the Work Group. 
 
Factors influencing Timing:  None. 
 
Additional Long-term Activities Required: Management plan implementation. 

G. Monitoring and Evaluation 
 
Monitoring and evaluation will be provided by the Upper Columbia United Tribes (UCUT) 
Wildlife Monitoring and Evaluation Program (UWMEP; 200800700) that was established 
in 2008 when the five member tribes pooled resources to initiate a coordinated regional 
approach to M&E. Evaluation of habitat change and vertebrate response to management or 
restoration activities is based on comparisons between reference (desired future condition) 
and mitigation sites. Reference sites are monitored for 3 years to determine patterns of 
annual variation, whereas mitigation sites are monitored at 5-year intervals to detect 
change. Reference sites are located on tribal lands (e.g., 6 have been identified on Kalispel 
Tribe and Spokane Tribe of Indians lands) or other lands (e.g., 2 sites have been identified 
on Turnbull National Wildlife Refuge). Randomly selected mitigation sites are distributed 
across wildlife mitigation lands of each tribe with sample sizes proportional to acreage of 
each habitat type. Data from the mitigation sites will be compared against the appropriate 
reference sites to describe each habitat types' similarity to the reference site. Once 
restoration or passive management is complete and habitat types show strong similarity to 
the reference condition, the active portion of mitigation will be considered complete and 
the actions a success.  
 
The methods for monitoring small mammal, breeding bird, and amphibian abundance, and 
structure and composition of vegetation on reference and mitigation sites will largely 
follow those developed by wildlife biologists at Eastern Washington University for the 
Kalispel Tribe and adopted by the Albeni Falls Project Interagency Work Group (2001). As 
the regional approach to M&E is expanding into more habitat types and greater acreage 
than found on Kalispel lands, the adequacy of these methods is currently being evaluated. 
These methods are summarized as follows. 
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Small-mammal populations will be sampled by removal trapping on a 9 by 5 grid centered 
at each sample point and 12 m spacing. Trapping will be conducted for 3 consecutive 
nights yielding a total of 270 trap nights per sample point. Data recorded for each specimen 
will include trap location; date of capture; species; standard body measurements; and upon 
autopsy, sex and reproductive condition. Skulls will be labeled and cleaned for positive 
species identification and some specimens will be prepared as study skins.  
 
Point counts will be used to monitor breeding birds. Point counts are the most widely used 
quantitative method used for monitoring land birds and involve an observer recording birds 
from a single point for a standardized time period (Ralph et al. 1995). Each mitigation or 
reference point is the center of a point-count station. The focal survey area consists of a 50-
m radius circle around each birding station. At each site an 8-minute point count will be 
conducted between sunrise and 10 AM during the breeding season. Data are recorded in 
three time periods and all birds observed during this time will be recorded for 
presence/absence data. All points will be visited a minimum of five times with a minimum 
of 7 days between counts. To maximize the probability of recording all bird species present 
on a site regardless of variable arrival and breeding times, surveys are scheduled so that 
each site is visited at regular intervals throughout the breeding season. 
 
Where appropriate, amphibian populations will be monitored by larval trapping using 
collapsible minnow traps. Transects of 5 traps will be established in open water areas near 
mitigation or reference points. Traps will be set out for 5 days at each site during early and 
again in late summer. Salamander or frog larvae are identified, measured for snout-vent 
length, and examined for larval stage. Water depth will be measured for each capture. Fish 
will also be identified and counted.  
 
Monitoring of vegetation composition and structure will include measurements of ground 
vegetation and substrate, shrubs, and trees at each reference or mitigation point. The 
frequency and percent cover of ground vegetation and substrate will be measured on 
sampling plots spaced along transects. Unless precluded by plant condition (e.g., seedling), 
all plants will be identified to species. The most efficient number of plots and lengths of 
transects to sample the diversity of habitats will be evaluated. Shrubs will be measured 
along 2-m wide by 32-m long belt transects. The species and the size (length x width x 
height) of each shrub will be recorded. Number of trees by species and diameter at breast 
height (dbh) size class will be recorded within 16 × 16-m plots centered on each reference 
or mitigation point in 6 size classes. The number of standing dead trees (i.e., snags) will 
recorded by species, size class, and stage of decay.  
 
These data allow description of both the relative abundance and species diversity of 
vertebrates, and the structure and composition of the vegetation. Specific additions or 
losses of species that might be indicative of changes in restored lands can also be 
determined. Another approach considers overall similarity in the composition of species 
assemblages between reference and mitigation areas. Temporal comparisons of reference 
sites can also indicate annual variation in occurrence of species. Recent probabilistic 
models for estimating compositional similarity incorporate relative abundance and 
consideration of shared species that might not be detected during sampling (Chao et al. 



Albeni Falls Wildlife Mitigation – Kalispel FY 2010 - 2012 Project Selection, Section 10 47 

2005). These models are particularly appropriate for assessment monitoring which cannot 
be exhaustive. For example, over the course of four field seasons, a total of 125 bird 
species were recorded after >15,000 individual observations. Of these species, 26 were 
observed <10 times, whereas the most common species was observed 1,244 times. 
Application of Chao’s modified Jaccard similarity index to these data for reference sites 
showed consistent between year similarities averaging 84% (± 8% SD). Comparisons of 
permanent sites to their matched reference sites produced mean similarities of 63% (± 14% 
SD, range = 33-93%). These data suggest that significant changes at mitigation points may 
be detected over time by comparing compositional similarity with reference points, but also 
by temporal comparisons at multi-year intervals.  
 
The UWMEP monitoring procedures are designed to be compatible with data sets acquired 
under the Monitoring and Evaluation Plan for the Albeni Falls Wildlife Mitigation Project 
(Albeni Falls Interagency Work Group 2001). This wildlife monitoring program is 
designed to provide managers with information on population and community trends that 
can be used in an adaptive management context. A key component of this M&E approach 
will be a coordinated and accessible data management system. Sampling data and related 
products will be stored in a common database and be made available to managers via a web 
interface. This information will be used to adaptively manage each project and techniques 
used to restore, enhance, or manage each area and habitat type. The goal is for greater 
regional communication and understanding of both wildlife distributional changes and 
effectiveness of different management or restoration activities. 

H. Facilities and equipment  
 
Existing equipment will be used when possible. Enhancing and maintaining existing Albeni 
Falls mitigation sites will require vehicles, sprayers, fencing equipment, tractors, tree and 
shrub planters, hand tools, etc. The Tribe provides equipment to the Project if it is 
available. Additional equipment will be needed as existing equipment wears out. For 
example, vehicles used in connection with the Project that are below standard (>150,000 
miles) will need to be replaced. The following equipment is part of the project inventory 
and is necessary to meet and maximize the habitat management prescription goals of the 
Project: 
 
Equipment 

• Tracked CAT Skid-Steer 287B with bucket and auger 
• Brushhog hydraulic mower 
• Bullhog hydraulic chipper and masticator 
• 40 hp 4x4 John Deere tractor with front-end loader and auger. 
• Small three bottom plow 
• 5 foot John Deere PTO rotary tiller 
• Dutchman 42” tree spade 
• 22 foot JT flatbed equipment trailer 
• 10 foot ATV trailer 
• Suzuki 300 quad king ATV 
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J. Key personnel - Project Leads 
 
Ray D. Entz 
 
Education, Certification and Training: 
M.S., Biology, Eastern Washington University, 1995 
B.S., Biology/Zoology, Eastern Washington University, 1991 
 
Current Employer and Responsibilities: 
Kalispel Tribe of Indians, Director of Wildlife and Terrestrial Resources 
Responsibilities: Administration, supervision and management of wildlife program 
including wildlife projects and personnel for the Natural Resources Department. This 
includes drafting funding proposals; initiating contracts and coordinating subcontractors; 
budget tracking; approving supply requisitions; draft correspondence; and assist biologists 
and technicians in the field when necessary. 
 
Previous Employment: 
Wildlife Program Manager, Kalispel Tribe of Indians, Usk, WA, 1997-2008 
Assistant Director/Wildlife Biologist, Kalispel Tribe of Indians, Usk, WA, 1993-1997 
Research Assistant, Eastern Washington University, Cheney, WA, 1992 
Biologist, Eastern Washington University, Cheney, WA, 1991 
 
Expertise: 
Mr. Entz has extensive experience in project management, habitat conservation, wetland 
and riparian restoration, and project/program management. He participated in the Albeni 
Falls Interagency Work Group from 1992-present and assisted in drafting and approving 
the Albeni Falls Interagency Work Group Operating Guidelines. Ray has authored several 
wildlife management plans as well as HEP reports and HEP assessments. Mr. Entz has 
implemented several wetland and shoreline stabilization designs since 1994. From 1992 to 
2009, he has successfully negotiated or assisted in the protection of 18 parcels totaling 
4,231 acres of wildlife habitat in eastern Washington and northern Idaho. 
 
Publications and Presentations: 
Box Canyon Dam HEP Team.  2000.  Habitat Evaluation Procedure (HEP) Assessment 

Report for Box Canyon Hydroelectric Project FERC No. 2042. FERC, WA D.C. 
 
Entz, Ray.  1995.  Nest predation in managed forests of eastern Washington: effects of 

habitat and location. Eastern Washington University Library, Cheney, WA. 
 
Entz, R., N. Lockwood, and D. Holmes.  2003.  Tacoma/Trimble Area Management Plan.  

Bonneville Power Administration.  Portland, OR. 
 
Kalispel Tribe of Indians.  2002.  Fish and Wildlife Management Plan.  Kalispel Tribe of 

Indians – Natural Resources Department, Usk, WA. 
 
Merker, C. and R. Entz.  1992.  Habitat Evaluation Procedures for the Pend Oreille 

wetlands wildlife mitigation project –Flying Goose Ranch in Kalispel Tribe of Indians 
Wildlife mitigation and restoration for Albeni Falls Dam: Flying Goose Ranch Phase I. 
Bonneville Power Administration.  Portland, OR. 
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Neil W. Lockwood 
 
Education, Certification and Training: 
B.S., Biology, Eastern Washington University, Cheney, WA, 1995 
Habitat Evaluation Procedure (HEP) Certification, Usk, WA, 2003 
Wetland Delineation Training, Newport, WA, 2003 
 
Current Employer and Responsibilities: 
Kalispel Tribe of Indians, Wildlife Project Manager 
Responsibilities: Provide implementation and support in the management of BPA wildlife 
mitigation and Reservation lands; complete land protection actions for the wildlife 
mitigation program; develop management and operations plans for wildlife mitigation 
lands; develop Reservation land use conservation and management strategy. 
 
Previous Employment: 
Fisheries Project Manager, Joint Stock Assessment Project, Kalispel Natural Resource 

Dept, Usk, WA, 2000-2001 
Wildlife Technician, U.S. Forest Service, Newport, WA 1999-2000 
Fisheries Project Manager, Resident Fish Project, Kalispel Natural Resource Dept., Usk, 

WA, 1997-1998 
Fisheries Technician, Washington Dept. of Fish and Wildlife, Spokane, WA 1995-1997 
 
Expertise: 
Mr. Lockwood has extensive experience in project management, habitat conservation, and 
habitat enhancement techniques and implementation. He has managed 3 separate BPA 
funded projects as a staff member in the Kalispel Natural Resource Department. Neil’s 
emphasis at Eastern Washington University was in vertebrate zoology and botany, and he 
graduated as a distinguished biology student. Neil has worked on fishery, wildlife and 
habitat projects in the Pend Oreille Valley for 12 years and has extensive knowledge of the 
local flora and fauna. 
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James G. Hallett 
 
Education, Certification, Training: 
Ph.D., Zoology, Texas Tech University, 1981 
A.M., Biology, Boston University, 1976 
A.B., Biology, Boston University, 1972 
 
Current Employer and Responsibilities: 
Eastern Washington University; Adjunct Professor of Biology. 
Responsibilities: Conduct research on the ecology of terrestrial vertebrates including 
habitat relationships and methods for monitoring populations. Mentor undergraduate and 
graduate students in research methods. 
 
Previous Employment: 
Associate Scientist and Adjunct Associate Professor, School of Biological Sciences, 
Washington State University, Pullman, WA, 1991-2005  
 
Expertise: 
Dr. Hallett has been conducting field research on terrestrial vertebrates for over 30 years. 
His research has focused on wildlife-habitat relationships and conservation biology. Major 
projects have evaluated the importance of landscape structure and configuration on wildlife 
communities, determined the effectiveness of buffers in riparian areas in maintaining 
wildlife, and examined patterns of use of legacy and dead trees by wildlife. He has taught 
classes in population biology, conservation biology, mammalogy, landscape ecology, and 
multivariate statistics, and trained 12 graduate students. Dr. Hallett has served as a 
scientific advisor for federal, state, and nongovernment agencies. 
 
Publications and Presentations: 
Mech, S. G., and J. G. Hallett. 2001. Evaluating the effectiveness of corridors: a genetic 

approach. Conservation Biology 15:467-474. 
Hallett, J. G., T. Lopez, M. A. O’Connell, and M. A. Borysewicz. 2001. Decay dynamics 

and avian use of artificially created snags. Northwest Science 75:378-386. 
R. E. Drew, J. G. Hallett, K. B. Aubry, K. W. Cullings, S. M. Koepf, and W. J. Zielinski. 

2003. Conservation genetics of the fisher (Martes pennanti ) based on mitochondrial 
DNA sequencing. Molecular Ecology 12:51-62. 

Hallett, J. G., M. A. O’Connell, and C.C. Maguire. 2003. Ecological relationships of 
terrestrial small mammals in western coniferous forests. Pp 120-156 In C. Zabel and 
R. G. Anthony, editors. Mammal community dynamics: management and 
conservation in the coniferous forests of western North America. Cambridge 
University Press.  

Anthony, R. G., M. A. O’Connell, M. M. Pollock, and J. G. Hallett. 2003. Associations of 
mammals with riparian ecosystems in Pacific Northwest forests. Pp. 510-563 In C. 
Zabel and R. G. Anthony, editors. Mammal community dynamics: management and 
conservation in the coniferous forests of western North America. Cambridge 
University Press. 
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Margaret A. O’Connell 
 
Education, Certification, Training: 
Ph.D., Biology, Zoology, Texas Tech University, 1981 
M.S., Zoology, Wildlife Management, Texas Tech University, 1975 
B.A., Prescott College, 1973 
 
Current Employer and Responsibilities: 
Eastern Washington University; Professor, Department of Biology and Co-director of the 
Turnbull Laboratory of Ecological Studies (TLES), Eastern Washington University, 
Cheney, WA. Responsibilities: Teach university classes in Vertebrate Zoology, Wildlife 
Management, Conservation Biology, Mammalogy, and Ornithology. Advise graduate 
students in wildlife research. Coordinate teaching and research activities at TLES. Maintain 
a research program focused on the wildlife and habitats of eastern Washington. 

Previous Employment: 
Associate Professor, Department of Biology, Eastern Washington University, Cheney, WA, 
1991-1997. 

Expertise: 
Dr. O’Connell has over 30 years of experience in wildlife research including habitat 
assessment and population monitoring. In conjunction with Washington State’s Timber 
Fish and Wildlife Program, she has co-directed projects evaluating the importance of 
landscape structure and configuration on wildlife communities, determining the 
effectiveness of buffers in riparian areas in maintaining wildlife, and examining patterns of 
use of legacy and dead trees by wildlife.  
 
Publications and Presentations: 
Campbell, L.A., J.G. Hallett, and M.A. O'Connell. 1996.  Conservation of bats in managed 

forests:  Use of roosts by Lasionycteris noctivagans.  Journal of Mammalogy 77:976-
984.  

Hallett, J. G., T. Lopez, M. A. O’Connell, and M. A. Borysewicz. 2001. Decay dynamics 
and avian use of artificially created snags. Northwest Science 75:378-386. 

Hallett, J. G., M. A. O’Connell, and C.C. Maguire. 2003. Ecological relationships of 
terrestrial small mammals in western coniferous forests. Pp 120-156 In C. Zabel and 
R. G. Anthony, editors. Mammal community dynamics: management and 
conservation in the coniferous forests of western North America. Cambridge 
University Press.  

Anthony, R. G., M. A. O’Connell, M. M. Pollock, and J. G. Hallett. 2003. Associations of 
mammals with riparian ecosystems in Pacific Northwest forests. Pp. 510-563 In C. 
Zabel and R. G. Anthony, editors. Mammal community dynamics: management and 
conservation in the coniferous forests of western North America. Cambridge 
University Press. 

• Rancourt, S. A., M. I. Rule, and M. A. O’Connell. 2005. Maternity roost site 
selection of long-eared myotis, Myotis evotis. Journal of Mammalogy 86:77-84. 
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Wildlife Technician III:  Sonny Finley Dept: Kalispel Natural Resources 
Reports to: Wildlife Program Manager 

Summary of Functions 
Maintains wildlife land. Repairs fences.  Stabilizes shoreline.  Drives a tractor. Plants trees 
to protect shoreline. 
 
Essential Duties and Responsibilities 

• Operates Heavy Equipment 
• Implements field activities necessary to meet contract obligations. 
• Conducts all wildlife projects for Fish and Wildlife department as needed. 
• Repairs fences. 
• Maintains and stabilizes shorelines. 
• Maintains wildlife land. 
• Operates small farm tractor, four wheelers, and trucks. 

Additional Functions 
• Additional duties as assigned. 

 
Supervisory Responsibilities 
 
This position has no supervisory responsibilities. 

Qualifications 
• High school diploma or GED required. 
• Requires at least three years of related experience in the natural resources field or 

the equivalent. 

Certificates, Licenses, Regulations 
• Must have a valid driver’s license and be eligible for automobile insurance. 
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Wildlife Technician III/Crew Leader: 
Roy Finley 

Dept: Kalispel Natural Resources 

Reports to: Wildlife Project Manager II 

Summary of Functions 
Provides the best possible environment for wildlife by restoring habitat, repairing bank 
erosion, and maintaining fences on program managed lands. Helps guide seasonal 
technicians. Supports the community as directed. 
 
Essential Duties and Responsibilities 

• Builds, repairs, and maintains all barbed wire fences, restoration sites and water 
control structures. 

• Drives to and from sites. 
• Maintains the fleet of vehicles. 
• Conducts tool inventory. 
• Builds, repairs, and maintains all barbed wire fences, restoration sites and water 

control structures. 
• Conducts surveys for waterfowl and bald eagle nest sites. 

Additional Functions 
• Additional duties as assigned. 

Supervisory Responsibilities 
 
The incumbent directly supervises four technicians and leads/guides seasonal technicians. 
The incumbent carries out supervisory responsibilities in accordance with the 
organization’s policies and applicable laws. Responsibilities include interviewing, hiring, 
and training employees; planning, assigning, and directing work; appraising performance; 
rewarding and disciplining employees; addressing complaints and resolving problems. 

Qualifications 
• High school diploma required. Some college work preferred. 
• Requires at least three years of related experience. 

Certificates, Licenses, Regulations 
• Must have a valid driver’s license and be eligible for automobile insurance. 
• Must have HEP certification 
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Wildlife Technician II:  Bryan Merson and 
Rob Seymour 

Dept: Kalispel Natural Resources 

Reports to: Wildlife Program Manager 

Summary of Functions 
Maintains wildlife land. Repairs fences.  Stabilizes shoreline.  Drives a tractor. Plants 
trees to protect shoreline. 
 
Essential Duties and Responsibilities 

• Implements field activities necessary to meet contract obligations. 
• Conducts all wildlife projects for Fish and Wildlife department as needed. 
• Repairs fences. 
• Maintains and stabilizes shorelines. 
• Maintains wildlife land. 
• Drives a tractor, four wheelers, and trucks. 

Additional Functions 
• Additional duties as assigned. 

 
Supervisory Responsibilities 
 
This position has no supervisory responsibilities. 

Qualifications 
• High school diploma or GED required. 
• Requires at least three years of related experience in the natural resources field or 

the equivalent. 

Certificates, Licenses, Regulations 
• Must have a valid driver’s license and be eligible for automobile insurance. 
• Class A chainsaw operation certification. 
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Sample Work Group Project Proposal 
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Appendix A: 
 

CBFWA Criteria 
Score Sheet 

Project Proposal Example
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CBFWA Criteria 
 
 
Program Consistency - Threshold Questions: 
(Requires a positive response to each question) 
 
A. Is the project based on and supported by the best scientific knowledge? 
 (Response must be supported by answers to questions 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8.) 
 
B. Is the project biologically possible? 
 (Response by answers to questions 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8.) 
 
C. Are there any state, federal, or local laws, ordinances, executive orders that would 

prevent this project from coming to fruition? 
 
D. Does this project impose on Bonneville the funding responsibilities of others, as 
 prohibited by the Northwest Power Act? 
 
E.  Is the proposed project consistent with, or does it complement the activities of the 

region’s state and federal wildlife agencies and Indian tribe(s)? Identify agency/tribe 
affected) 

 
F. Does the project have measurable objectives, such as Habitat Units and/or species 

response to actions planned?
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Ranking Criteria: 
 
1. Be the least costly way to achieve the biological objective 
 Project presentation must identify and separate costs for pre-planning, acquisition, 

enhancement, and operation and maintenance for a five-year period. Project 
presentation should also discuss enhancement plans and site potential. 

 
Points:  0 = Less cost-effective 
  1 = Comparable costs 
  2 = More cost-effective 

 
2. Provide riparian or other habitat that may benefit both fish and wildlife (for 
 resident and anadromous fish) 
 
 Points:  0 = No benefits to fish 
   1 = Incidental benefits to fish 
   2 = Substantive benefits to fish 
 
3. Immediacy of threat 

The extent to which evidence (documented) shows that acquisition of this site is 
necessary to protect the site from an identified threat. Documentation is defined as, but 
not limited to: a letter, a picture, or a news article, which clearly shows the property is on 
the market for sale, rezoning or regulations are pending, property is being subdivided, or 
timber/mineral rights are for sale. 
 
Points:  0 = No evidence presented or minimal threat; target feature(s)   
 appear to be in no immediate danger of loss in quality. e.g.,   
 could be partially protected by zoning, regulation or voluntary   
 measures 
  1 = Actions are under consideration which could result in the   
 target feature(s) losing quality 
 

4. Mitigate losses in-place, in-kind where practical 
Out-of-kind mitigation is not acceptable for impacts to habitat for: endangered, 
threatened, sensitive or candidate species. When out-of-kind mitigation is being 
proposed, the sponsor must identify the proposed species of habitat type substitution. 
Project must also identify the target species and which hydroelectric facility(ies) will be 
credited with mitigation. Air miles (from anywhere on the pool) are used to calculate 
distances. 
 
Points:   0 = Off-site (more than 100 miles) and out-of-kind 

 1.0 = Off-site (more than 100 miles) and in-kind 
 1.5 = Off-site (50 - 100 miles) and in-kind 
 2.0 = On-site (within 50 miles) and in-kind  

   2.5 = On-site (must be adjacent to impact area) and in-kind 
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5.  Address achieving the Council’s mitigation priorities 
The purpose of this question is to determine how closely the proposed project matches 
the NPPC’s  mitigation priorities. To score the project, use the following example.  
 
The proposed project has: 45% High priority habitat = 4.5 

     25% Medium priority habitat = 2.5 
     30% Low priority habitat = 3.0 
 
 Points:  High = .3  
   Med  = .2 
   Low  = .1 
 
 Scoring: High priority habitat  = (4.5)(.3)  =  1.35 
   Med priority habitat  = (2.5)(.2)  =    .50 
   Low priority habitat  = (3.0)(.1)  =    .30 
   Total score          2.15   
  

 
6. Protect endangered, threatened, and sensitive species 

The extent to which evidence presented supports significant occurrence of threatened, 
endangered, and/or sensitive fish and wildlife species. Sponsor must demonstrate the 
relationship of the proposed project to key life history attribute of the species; e.g., 
breeding, wintering, feeding, resting, and migration. The site exhibits significant 
occurrence if: 
 

 Points:   0 = No species listed in state or federal policy, or listed         
   species is an occasional visitor 

1 = One species listed threatened or sensitive in state or federal policy 
 2 = One species listed endangered in state or federal policy 
3 = More than one species listed threatened, endangered or sensitive 
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7. Protect high quality, native or other habitat 
The extent to which evidence presented establishes that the area is among the best 
representatives of this type for the target species. The intent of this question is to 
determine the quality of habitat of a site compared to other sites of the same type. 
Consider quality and extent of cover, key structural elements, species composition, 
water, food sources, human disturbance, etc. 
 
Points: 0 = Marginal quality. High number of vegetative intrusions and/or 

degradation present, compared to others of same type. This site exhibits 
low quality and will require restoration. OR Land to be managed to 
support vegetation or habitat not existing there naturally (i.e., planting of 
ornamental vegetation, creation of artificial impoundments, water control 
structures). 
1 = Moderate quality. Vegetative intrusions and/or degradation are 
present. Will require some restoration (i.e., the majority of the property 
was intensively used). Property is degraded but has moderate potential 
for rehabilitation. 
2 = Average quality. Property is degraded but has high potential for 
rehabilitation. 
3 = Good quality. No significant vegetative intrusions found. Site is among 
the best regional representatives of this type (i.e., existing habitat is near 
optimum stage and exhibits signs of past disturbance). May require some 
restoration. 
4 = Excellent quality. No significant vegetative intrusions found. Site is 
among the best state representatives of this type. 

 
8. Connectivity 
 The extent to which evidence presented establishes that acquisition or management of 

this site will benefit or be benefited by other protected lands. Protected is defined as 
public/tribal land owned and managed exclusively for, and accessible to, wildlife OR land 
which, through zoning, regulation or voluntary measures, is not in danger of a loss in 
habitat quality and is accessible to wildlife. 

 
 Points:  0 = No or marginal connectivity. Generally, the area does not   

 relate to existing protected area/protected watershed. 
   1 = Moderate connectivity. The site will modestly enhance an   

 existing protected area/protected watershed. 
   2 = Good connectivity. The site provides an important ecological   

 corridor to at least one other protected area/watershed. 
3 = Excellent connectivity. The site is an important ecological  

 corridor to an especially important protected area/watershed 
(Consider total size if multiple sites are involved). 
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9.   Long-term management potential 
 The extent to which evidence presented shows the overall site (core and key buffer 

tracts) can be managed over the long term and still protect the target species. Consider 
the site size, location and buffers (to withstand surrounding human activities and invader 
species). A buffer increases protection of adjacent core site values by screening it from 
outside impacts and improving site manageability. Target features surrounded by 
numerous protected and undeveloped acres tend to resist most threatening forces than 
features surrounded by developed acres. 

 
Points:  1 = Marginal protection. On a long-term basis, core and/or bufer   
 areas are probably too small/poorly located to withstand   
 existing or future incompatible activities on neighboring lands,  
 e.g., timber harvesting, high density developments, etc. 
  2 = Average protection. Buffers/size/location are probably large  
 neighboring lands. 

3 = Excellent protection. Buffers/size/location will definitely foil  
 significant incompatible outside influences. 
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Score Sheet 
 
 
SOCIAL / ECONOMIC: 
 
1.  Least cost    0 1 2 
 
   
BIOLOGICAL MERIT: 
 
2.  Provides riparian benefits for fish 0 1 2 
4.  In-place, in-kind   0 1 1.5 2 2.5 
5.  NPPC mitigation priorities  0 1 2 3 
6.  Protect T, E, and S species  0 1 2 3 
7.  Protect high quality habitat  0 1 2 3 4 
8.  Connectivity    0 1 2 3 
 
   
LOGISTICS: 
 
3.  Immediacy of threat   0 1 
9.  Long-term management potential 0 1 2 3 
 
   
TOTAL POSSIBLE PROJECT SCORE:  23.5 (minimum 12)
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The Following Questions Will be Used to Evaluate and Prioritize New Project Proposals (Use 
these questions to develop project summary): 
 
1. Describe enhancement plans and site potential. Identify and separate costs for pre-

planning, acquisition, enhancement, operation and maintenance for a five-year period. 
 
2. Beyond general community support, describe the extent to which the project will make 

use of matching funds, volunteers, donations, signed cooperative agreements, or signed 
memoranda of understanding (includes tribal lands if dedicated in perpetuity for wildlife 
mitigation and if credit is given to BPA for enhancements). 

 
3. Identify the extent to which this project supports the occurrence of threatened, 

endangered, and/or sensitive fish and wildlife species. Sponsor must demonstrate the 
relationship of the proposed project to key life history attributes of the species, e.g., 
breeding, wintering, feeding, resting and migration. 

 
4. Does the project protect high quality, native or other habitat at the project site? Identify 

the extent to which this project is among the best representatives of this type for the 
target species. The intent of this question is to determine the site’s habitat quality 
compared to other sites of the same type. Consider quality and extent of cover, key 
structural elements, species composition, water, food sources, human disturbance, etc. 

 
5. Identify the extent to which this project is unique. This can be based on the rarity (few 

sites of its kind are protected) of the site’s key elements, the project size (i.e., the whole 
drainage or an “ecosystem”), or distribution and status of its key elements. 

 
6. Identify the number and types of habitat found on the project site. 
 
7. Does the project provide riparian or other habitat that may benefit both fish (resident and 

anadromous) and wildlife? 
 
8. How will the proposed acquisition or management of this site benefit or be benefited by 

other protected lands? Protected is defined as public/tribal land owned and managed 
exclusively for, and accessible to, wildlife OR land which, through zoning, regulation or 
voluntary measures, is not in danger of a loss in habitat quality and is accessible to 
wildlife. 

 
9. Describe how the overall site (core and key buffer tracts) can be managed over the long 

term and still protect the target species. Consider the site size, location and buffers (to 
withstand surrounding human activities and invader species). A buffer increases 
protection of adjacent core site values by screening it from outside impacts and 
improving site manageability. Target features surrounded by numerous protected and 
undeveloped acres tend to resist most threatening forces than features surrounded by 
developed acres. 
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10. Discuss how this project addresses concerns over additions to public land ownership 
and impacts on local communities, such as reduction or loss of local government tax 
base, special district tax base, the local economic base, and consistency with local 
government or tribal governments’ comprehensive plans. 

 
11. Identify the extent to which documented evidence shows that acquisition of this site is 

necessary to protect the site from an identified threat. Documentation is defined as, but 
not limited to, a letter, a picture, or an article which clearly shows the property is on the 
market for sale, rezoning or regulations are pending, property is being subdivided, or 
timber/mineral rights are for sale.  

 
12. Does this project use publicly owned land or management agreements on private or 

tribal land for mitigation, while providing permanent protection or enhancement of wildlife 
habitat? 

 
13. Does this project mitigate losses in-place, in-kind? Out-of-kind mitigation is not 

acceptable for impacts to habitat for endangered, threatened, sensitive, or candidate 
species. When out-of-kind mitigation is being proposed, the sponsor must identify the 
proposed species or habitat types substituted. Project must identify the target species, 
distance from impacting hydroelectric facility and which facility will be credited with 
mitigation. Air miles from anywhere on the pool are used to calculate distances. 

 
14. Does this project address special wildlife losses in areas that formerly had salmon and 

steelhead runs eliminated by hydroelectric projects? For example, societal and tribal 
wildlife losses. 

 
15. Chapter eleven of the NPCC’s Wildlife Program describes subbasin habitat priorities. 

Identify the estimated number of acres and the corresponding percentages of the habitat 
types represented within the project proposal. 
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Albeni Falls Wildlife Mitigation Project Proposal 
Riverbend Project 

 
Program Consistency - Threshold Questions: 
(Requires a positive response to each question) 
 
A. Is the project based on and supported by the best scientific knowledge?  (Response 

must be supported by answers to questions 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8) 
 
Yes 

 
B. Is the project biologically possible? 
 (Response by answers to questions 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8) 

 
Yes 

 
C. Are there any state, federal, or local laws, ordinances, executive orders that would 

prevent this project from coming to fruition? 
 

None 
 
D. Does this project impose on Bonneville the funding responsibilities of others, as 

prohibited by the Northwest Power Act? 
 

No 
 
E.  Is the proposed project consistent with, or does it complement the activities of the 

region’s state and federal wildlife agencies and Indian tribe(s)? 
 

It complements proposed activities by state agencies and Indian tribes. 
 
F. Does the project have measurable objectives, such as Habitat Units and/or species 

response to actions planned? 
 

Yes 
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Project Summary 
 
Riverbend is a 177-acre project to protect, enhance and maintain wet meadow habitat within the 
Pend Oreille River floodplain north of Cusick, Washington. The project is located in Sections 5-8 
of Township 34 North, Range 44 E.W.M., Pend Oreille County, Washington.  
 
The Riverbend project is located less than ½ mile north of the Flying Goose Ranch and the 
Kalispel Indian Reservation. Management efficiency and ecological connectivity will be 
moderately enhanced with the protection of the Riverbend parcel. 
 
Prior land use activity on the Riverbend project site includes livestock grazing and hay 
production. The successful acquisition of the project by the Tribe will eliminate grazing. The 
project will require enhancement measures, including noxious weed control and water level 
management. The Tribe will plant wetland shrubs and cottonwoods to create intermittent 
screening near the community of Riverbend and full screening adjacent to the road. Water level 
management will include elevational control and the creation of ephemeral ponds to isolate 
wetlands from the drainage system.  
 
The Riverbend project supports the occurrence of several state and federal threatened, 
endangered and special status species. Two active bald eagle nests and one alternate nest are 
located within 2 miles of the project. Other species include an active great blue heron rookery, 
osprey, and Columbia spotted frog. Target species benefits include Canada goose, mallard, and 
muskrat. An estimated 125 Habitat Units will be provided with the protection of the parcel. 
 
The Tribe will acquire the Riverbend parcel with BPA funds. The use of volunteers and matching 
funds may be used in long-term project management. The Tribe will continue to pay property 
taxes upon completion of the purchase of the Riverbend parcel. 
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Figure 6. Riverbend project, Cusick, WA. 
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Figure 7. Riverbend project vicinity, Cusick, WA.
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RANKING CRITERIA: 
 
1. Be the least costly way to achieve the biological objective 

Project presentation must identify and separate costs for pre-planning, acquisition, 
enhancement, and operation and maintenance for a five-year period. Project presentation 
should also discuss enhancement plans and site potential. 
 

Points:      0 = Less cost-effective 
    1.0 = Comparable costs 
    2.0 = More cost-effective 

 
The Riverbend project is comprised of open water and wet meadow habitat and is hydrologically 
connected to the Pend Oreille River. Enhancement activities on the Riverbend project include 
noxious weed control, water level management to enhance waterfowl and aquatic furbearer 
foraging habitat, and native wetland shrub planting to increase visual screening from the nearby 
road and enhance neotropical migratory songbird cover. 
 

Estimated Project Costs: 
a) Pre-acquisition $       8,000 
b) Acquisition $   350,000 
c) Enhancements $   125,000 
d) O&M  $     10,000 

 
2. Provide riparian or other habitat that may benefit both fish and wildlife (for resident and 

anadromous fish) 
 

Points:      0 = No benefits to fish 
    1.0 = Incidental benefits to fish 
    2.0 = Substantive benefits to fish 

 
The Riverbend project will protect 177 acres of wet meadow and open water habitat of Lake 
Pend Oreille floodplain. Site protection of these habitat types will increase the amount of 
invertebrates available for waterfowl and other avian species and will contribute to increased 
water quality for fish species. As livestock are removed, wetland vegetation is restored, and 
water levels are better managed, there will be incidental benefits in the way of overwintering fish 
habitat, increased shading and thermal cover.  
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3. Immediacy of threat 
The extent to which evidence (documented) shows that acquisition of this site is necessary 

to protect the site from an identified threat. Documentation is defined as, but not limited to, a 
letter, a picture, or a news article, which clearly shows the property is on the market for sale, 
rezoning or regulations are pending, property is being subdivided, or timber/mineral rights are 
for sale. 

 
Points: 0 = No evidence presented or minimal threat; target feature(s) appear to 

be in no immediate danger of loss in quality. e.g., could be partially 
protected by zoning, regulation or voluntary measures 

   1.0 = Actions are under consideration which could result in the  
   target feature(s) losing quality 

 
The Riverbend property is not currently listed for sale. However, the owner is considering selling 
the parcel and has approached the Tribe first. If the appraised value is not acceptable, the 
owner may list the property on the open market. 
 
4. Mitigate losses in-place, in-kind where practical 

Out-of-kind mitigation is not acceptable for impacts to habitat for: endangered, threatened, 
sensitive or candidate species. When out-of-kind mitigation is being proposed, the sponsor must 
identify the proposed species of habitat type substitution. Project must also identify the target 
species and which hydroelectric facility(ies) will be credited with mitigation. Air miles (from 
anywhere on the pool) are used to calculate distances. 

 
Points:     0 = Off-site (more than 100 miles) and out-of-kind 
        1.0 = Off-site (more than 100 miles) and in-kind 
   1.5 = Off-site (50 - 100 miles) and in-kind 
   2.0 = On-site (within 50 miles) and in-kind 
   2.5 = On-site (must be adjacent to impact area) and in-kind 

 
The Riverbend project is on-site and in-kind. One hundred percent (177 acres) of the property 
consists of open water/wetland habitat. The Riverbend parcel is located on the Pend Oreille 
River, approximately 25 miles downstream of Albeni Falls Dam. 
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5. Address achieving the Council’s mitigation priorities 
The purpose of this question is to determine how closely the proposed project matches the 

NPCC’s mitigation priorities. To score the project, use the following example.  
 
For example, If the proposed project has: 

 
 45% High priority habitat  = 4.5 
 25% Medium priority habitat  = 2.5 
 30% Low priority habitat  = 3.0 

 
Points:    
 

High = 0.30 
 Med = 0.20 
 Low = 0.10 

 
Example Scoring: 
 

High priority habitat  = (4.5)(0.30)  = 1.35 
 Med priority habitat  = (2.5)(0.20)  = 0.50 
 Low priority habitat  = (3.0)(0.10)  = 0.30 
 Total score         2.15 

 
The Riverbend project consists of 100% high priority habitat. Therefore, the score for this 
criterion is (10.0)(0.30) = 3.0. 
 
6. Protect endangered, threatened, and sensitive species 

The extent to which evidence presented supports significant occurrence of threatened, 
endangered, and/or sensitive fish and wildlife species. Sponsor must demonstrate the 
relationship of the proposed project to key life history attributes of the species; e.g., breeding, 
wintering, feeding, resting, and migration. The site exhibits significant occurrence if: 

 
Points: 0 = No species listed in state or federal policy, or listed species is an 

occasional visitor 
1.0 = One species listed threatened or sensitive in state or federal policy  
2.0 = One species listed endangered in state or federal policy 
3.0 = More than one species listed threatened, endangered or  
sensitive. 

 
The Riverbend project will protect habitats important to TE&S species and habitats impacted by 
Albeni Falls Dam. Two active bald eagle nests and one alternate nest are located within 4 miles 
of the property. Columbia spotted frog also occurs on site. There is potential for northern 
leopard frog occurrence as well. 
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7. Protect high quality, native or other habitat 
The extent to which evidence presented establishes that the area is among the best 

representatives of this type for the target species. The intent of this question is to determine the 
quality of habitat of a site compared to other sites of the same type. Consider quality and extent 
of cover, key structural elements, species composition, water, food sources, human 
disturbance, etc. 

 
Points: 0 = Marginal quality. High number of vegetative intrusions and/or 

degradation present, compared to others of same type. This site exhibits 
low quality and will  require restoration. OR Land to be managed to 
support vegetation or habitat not existing there naturally (i.e., planting of 
ornamental vegetation, creation of artificial impoundments, water control 
structures).    
1.0 = Moderate quality. Vegetative intrusions and/or degradation are 
present. Will require some restoration (i.e., the majority of the property 
was intensively used). Property is degraded but has moderate potential 
for rehabilitation. 
2.0 = Average quality. Property is degraded but has high potential for 
rehabilitation. 
3.0 = Good quality. No significant vegetative intrusions found. Site is 
among the best regional representatives of this type (i.e., existing habitat 
is near optimum stage and exhibits signs of past disturbance). May 
require some restoration. 
4.0 = Excellent quality. No significant vegetative intrusions found. Site is 
among the best state representatives of this type. 

 
The Riverbend project is comprised of 177 acres of open water and wet meadow habitat. 
Noxious weeds are present within the wet meadow, and livestock grazing does occur. The 
property is degraded but has high potential for restoration. The Riverbend project consists of 
100% Cusick silty clay loam (poorly drained soils) and is identified as farmlands of statewide 
importance. This soil type has low seepage potential and is generally unfavorable for septic tank 
absorption fields and single family dwellings. 
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8. Connectivity 
The extent to which evidence presented establishes that acquisition or management of this 

site will benefit or be benefited by other protected lands. Protected is defined as public/tribal 
land owned and managed exclusively for, and accessible to, wildlife OR land which, through 
zoning, regulation or voluntary measures, is not in danger of a loss in habitat quality and is 
accessible to wildlife. 
 

Points: 0 = No or marginal connectivity. Generally, the area does not relate to 
existing protected area/protected watershed. 
1.0 = Moderate connectivity. The site will modestly enhance an existing 
protected area/protected watershed. 

   2.0 = Good connectivity. The site provides an important ecological  
   corridor to at least one other protected area/watershed. 

3.0 = Excellent connectivity. The site is an important ecological corridor to 
an especially important protected area/watershed (Consider total size if 
multiple sites are involved). 
 

The Riverbend project protects 177 acres of Pend Oreille River floodplain habitat located less 
than ½ mile from tribally owned and managed wildlife mitigation lands. USFS lands are located 
¼ mile northeast and across the river from the Riverbend property. The Riverbend parcel is 
bordered by private property. This acquisition will moderately enhance connectivity among 
protected lands within the watershed.  
 
9. Long-term management potential 

The extent to which evidence presented shows the overall site (core and key buffer tracts) 
can be managed over the long term and still protect the target species. Consider the site size, 
location and buffers (to withstand surrounding human activities and invader species). A buffer 
increases protection of adjacent core site values by screening it from outside impacts and 
improving site manageability. Target features surrounded by numerous protected and 
undeveloped acres tend to resist most threatening forces than features surrounded by 
developed acres. 
 

Points: 1.0 = Marginal protection. On a long-term basis, core and/or buffer areas 
are probably too small/poorly located to withstand existing or future                        
incompatible activities on neighboring lands, e.g., timber harvesting, high 
density developments, etc. 

   2.0 = Average protection. Buffers/size/location are probably large   
   neighboring lands. 
   3.0 = Excellent protection. Buffers/size/location will definitely foil   
   significant incompatible outside influences. 

 
The Riverbend project provides average long-term management potential due to its adjacency 
to lands already owned and managed by the Tribe.  
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POINT DISTRIBUTION 
 
 
SOCIAL / ECONOMIC: 
 
1.  Least cost    0 1  2 
 
 
BIOLOGICAL MERIT: 
 
2.  Provides riparian benefits for fish 0 1  2 
4.  In-place, in-kind   0 1 1.5 2 2.5  
5.  NPPC mitigation priorities  0 1  2 3 
6.  Protect T, E, and S species  0 1  2 3 
7.  Protect high quality habitat  0 1  2 3 4 
8.  Connectivity    0 1  2 3 
 
 
LOGISTICS: 
 
3.  Immediacy of threat   0 0.5 1 
9.  Long-term management potential   1 2 3 
 
 
TOTAL POSSIBLE PROJECT SCORE:  23.5 (minimum 12) 
 
Riverbend Project:  16.5 
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Figure 1.  Kalispel Tribe:  Flying Goose Ranch WMA. 
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Figure 2.  Kalispel Tribe:  Dilling Addition to the Flying Goose Ranch WMA. 
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Figure 3.  Kalispel Tribe: Tacoma-Sivert WMA. 
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Figure 4.  Kalispel Tribe:  Tacoma-Carstens WMA. 
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Figure 5.  Kalispel Tribe:  Trimble-Testall WMA. 
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Figure 6.  Kalispel Tribe:  Trimble-Doramus WMA. 
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Figure 7.  Kalispel Tribe:  Trimble-Scheibel WMA. 
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Figure 8.  Kalispel Tribe:  Calispell Creek-Carney WMA. 
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Figure 9:  Kalispel Tribe:  Calispell Creek-Twigg WMA. 
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Figure 10.  Kalispel Tribe:  Big Meadows WMA. 
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Figure 11.  Kalispel Tribe:  Priest River WMA. 
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Figure 12.  Kalispel Tribe:  Carey Creek WMA. 
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Figure 13.  Kalispel Tribe:  Gamblin Lake WMA. 
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Figure 14.  Kalispel Tribe:  Beaver Lake-Strong WMA. 
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Figure 15.  Kalispel Tribe:  Beaver Lake-Korrengutt WMA. 
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Figure 16.  Kalispel Tribe:  Beaver/Eaton Lake-Helar WMA 
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Figure 17.  Kalispel Tribe:  Eaton Lake-Nikkola WMA. 
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Figure 18.  Kalispel Tribe:  Sand Creek WMA. 
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Chapter 1. Purpose and Need 

1.1 Proposed Action 

The Kalispel Tribe of Indians (Tribe) proposes to enhance and maintain 947 acres of wildlife 
habitat in Pend Oreille County, Washington as part of the Albeni Falls Wildlife Mitigation 
Program. The Tribe is proposing this action to meet the need for mitigation of adverse effects on 
wildlife and wildlife habitat caused by the construction and operation of Albeni Falls Dam. The 
proposed action would enable the Tribe to enhance and maintain a variety of wetland and 
riparian habitats and implement long-term habitat management activities throughout the Kalispel 
Tribe Wildlife Management Area (KTWMA). 
 
This habitat management plan presents the effects of maintaining and enhancing wildlife habitat 
within the KTWMA. Three proposed activities are analyzed: habitat enhancement, operations 
and maintenance (O&M), and monitoring and evaluation (M&E). 
 
This document is meant to serve as a wildlife management plan for all lands acquired by the 
Tribe in the State of Washington for wildlife mitigation associated with Albeni Falls Dam. As new 
lands are acquired, additional management, enhancement, and maintenance activities will be 
required, but they will continue to be addressed by the goals and objectives set forth in this 
document. Site-specific habitat enhancement, management, and maintenance activities will 
continue to be added to this plan in the form of appendices as additions to the KTWMA come 
online.  

1.2 Background 

The Northwest Power Planning and Conservation Act (1980) requires that measures be 
implemented to protect, mitigate, and enhance wildlife affected by the development and 
operation of hydropower projects on the Columbia River System. The Bonneville Power 
Administration funds the protection, enhancement, maintenance, and monitoring of wildlife 
habitat. In exchange, BPA receives credits, or habitat units (HUs), to offset the losses to wildlife 
habitat incurred by the construction and operation of Albeni Falls Dam. 
 
The construction of Albeni Falls Dam in 1954 inundated 6,600 acres of wetlands once used by 
the Tribe and area residents. Martin et al. (1987) documented a loss of 28,587 HUs due to 
construction of the dam. Fluctuations in water levels impacted riparian habitat and precluded the 
re-establishment of wetland plant communities. The riverine, riparian, and wetland habitats that 
were inundated by construction of the hydropower system are habitats with unusually high value 
to wildlife. Construction and operation of the dam impacted terrestrial resources by reducing the 
area of wetland habitats and associated primary productivity, wildlife habitat, and wildlife forage. 
 
To partially mitigate wildlife and wetland habitat losses associated with the construction and 
inundation of Albeni Falls Dam, the Tribe owns and manages a total of 2,930 acres as part of 
the KTWMA in Pend Oreille County, Washington. From 1992 to 2003, the Tribe purchased five 
properties totaling 1,793 acres. Management of the Flying Goose Ranch and other properties 
within the Tacoma Creek and Trimble Creek watersheds was addressed in the Flying Goose 
Ranch Management Plan (Merker 1993) and the Tacoma/Trimble Area Management Plan (Entz 
et al. 2003) (Appendix A).  
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From 2004 to 2006, the Tribe purchased four additional properties totaling 947 acres, including 
Trimble Creek – Testall Unit (241 acres), Tacoma Creek – Carstens Unit (94 acres), Calispell 
Creek – Twigg Unit (170 acres), and Calispell Creek – Carney Unit (442 acres). This 
management plan addresses these most recent acquisitions, and it is meant to re-design the 
management plan format as well as the management area nomenclature.  
 
The Tribe’s decision to purchase these properties was based on several criteria, not the least of 
which include the presence of a rich diversity of habitats and plant and animal species, 
invertebrates, and other biota, many of which are considered tribally significant, rare, or 
threatened. All of the parcels that comprise the KTWMA were purchased for full appraised value 
on the open real estate market from willing private landowners.  
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Chapter 2. Affected Environment 

2.1 Area Description 

2.1.1 Wildlife Management Area Location 

The KTWMA is comprised of nine parcels (2,930 acres) located in Pend Oreille County, 
Washington (Figure 1). This habitat management plan addresses four recent acquisitions 
totaling 927 acres, including Trimble Creek – Testall Unit (241 acres), Tacoma Creek – 
Carstens Unit (84 acres), Calispell Creek – Twigg Unit (160 acres), and Calispell Creek – 
Carney Unit (442 acres) (Figure 2). Site-specific information for each property is located in 
Appendices C-F. 
 
The KTWMA is located within the Cusick Valley in the Lower Pend Oreille Subbasin (Figure 3). 
The Lower Pend Oreille Subbasin includes the Lower Pend Oreille River and its tributaries from 
Albeni Falls Dam to the Canadian border. The subbasin is bordered by the Selkirk Mountains to 
the west and the Chewelah Mountains or Calispell Mountains to the east in the upper part of the 
Colville Valley. The Pend Oreille River is large, averaging 25,000 cubic feet per second (cfs) 
annually, with a spring peak average of 90,000 cfs. The largest tributary to the Pend Oreille 
River in the U.S. is Sullivan Creek, which drains a basin approximately 87.6 miles2. Other large 
tributaries in the U.S. include Calispell Creek, Tacoma Creek, Ruby Creek, LeClerc Creek, Lost 
Creek, Slate Creek, and Skookum Creek.  
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Figure 1. Pend Oreille County, Washington. 
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Figure 2. Kalispel Tribe Wildlife Management Area, Pend Oreille County, Washington. 
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Figure 3. Lower Pend Oreille Subbasin (BPA in NPCC 2004). 
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2.2 Physical Environment 

2.2.1 Climate 

Much of Pend Oreille County has a typical Pacific Northwest climate. Weather patterns include 
cool, wet springs and autumns; dry, moderate summers; cool, relatively long winters with 
alternating periods of severe and moderate temperatures. In winter, the average temperature is 
27-28°F and the average daily minimum temperature is 20-21°F. In summer, the average 
temperature is 63°F and the average daily maximum temperature is 79°F. The total annual 
precipitation is about 27 inches with about 9-11 inches, or 30-40 percent, occurring from April 
through September. Most of the crops growing seasons fall in this time frame. The average 
seasonal snowfall is about 62 inches at Boundary Dam and 70 inches at Newport., Washington. 
 
Microclimate processes resulting from wetland and riparian enhancement activities would 
contribute toward reduced soil erosion, increased water retention, and increased water quantity 
and water quality benefits in localized watersheds. 

2.2.2 Soils 

A variety of soil conditions are found throughout Pend Oreille County. Donaldson et al. (1992) 
described and mapped Pend Oreille County soil types. Soils types are described and illustrated 
for each property (see Appendices C-F). 
 
Wave and wind action have had dramatic soil erosion impacts in the vicinity of the Pend Oreille 
River, particularly in areas where shoreline vegetation has been lost. Seasonal drawdowns of 
Lake Pend Oreille combined with the operations of Box Canyon Dam have increased mass 
shoreline slumping.  
 
Habitat enhancement activities would be beneficial for reducing soil erosion and sedimentation 
rates. The establishment of wetland root systems would hold soils and banks in place, reducing 
damage caused by wave action and flooding. 
 
Re-establishment of native vegetation and planting activities would disturb soils in the near 
term. However, to avoid soil compaction and stream sedimentation, these activities would take 
place when stream flows are at their lowest. Hydric soil conditions are expected to increase as 
wetland acreage is enhanced. 
 
The Tribe would monitor newly disturbed soils for evidence of erosion and implement active 
controls such as buffer strips along streams and designated skid trails. 

2.2.3 Air Quality 

Air quality information for Pend Oreille County is limited because there are no air quality 
monitoring stations. Some data were derived from http://www.scorecard.org. Emissions and 
exposure information for air pollutants are derived from two EPA sources: the National 
Emissions Trend database and the Aerometric Information Retrieval System database. Criteria 
air pollutant emissions data are only available for 1999, while exposure monitoring data are 
available for 2002 (Table 1). Because of the lack of monitoring stations in the County, it is not 
possible to describe pollutant exposures to characterize potential health risks. However, Pend 
Oreille County air quality rankings relative to other counties in the U.S. are included in Table 2.
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Table 1. 1999 Emissions summary of criteria air pollutants, Pend Oreille County, Washington 
(www.scorecard.org). 

Source 
Carbon 

Monoxide 
Nitrogen 
Oxides 

PM–2.5 PM–10 
Sulfur 

Dioxide 
Volatile Organic 

Compounds 

Mobile 2,852 570 123 573 41 424 
Area 7,838 264 811 1,166 19 674 
All 10,690 834 934 1,739 60 1,097 

 
Table 2. Air quality rankings: health risks, exposure, and emissions (www.scorecard.org). 

Cleanest/Best Counties in the U.S. Percentile Dirtiest/Worst Counties in the U.S. 
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Carbon Monoxide emissions: 

   

Nitrogen Oxides emissions: 

   

PM-2.5 emissions: 

   

PM-10 emissions: 

   

Sulfur Dioxide emissions: 

  

Volatile Organic Compound emissions: 

   

 
Controlled burning may be implemented as a strategy to enhance native vegetation and reduce 
undesirable plant species. To minimize smoke emission effects, the Tribe would restrict 
prescribed fire to specific conditions such as when 1) weather conditions and forecasts 
favorable to a controlled burn, 2) air quality is sufficiently high to allow local smoke emissions, 
and 3) smoke dispersion conditions are favorable. 

2.3 Biological Resources 

2.3.1 Vegetation 

Habitat types within the KTWMA are typical of the area (Table 3). Without exception, all of the 
parcels within the KTWMA at the time of purchase were grazed, hayed, and/or infested with 
noxious weeds. The result was a reduction in upland grass and hydrophytic shrub cover, 
waterfowl nesting and brood cover, and bald eagle nest and perch sites. Grassland meadows 
were typified by noxious weeds and native grasses were severely reduced by cattle grazing. 
Riparian vegetation in some areas was devoid of shrub recruitment, stream corridors were 
channelized, soils were contaminated from household waste, and upland forests were disturbed 
by logging and road construction.  
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Table 3. Habitat types of the Kalispel Tribe Wildlife Management Area. 

Habitat 
Type 

Code Description Picture 

Coniferous 
Forest 

CF 

Areas generally upslope of marshes 
and dominated by ponderosa pine (in 
hottest, driest areas), Douglas-fir and 
western redcedar, with an understory 
of serviceberry and red-osier 
dogwood. 

 

Grassland 
Meadow 

GM 

Rarely-flooded areas dominated by 
graminoids such as timothy, brome, 
bentgrass, reed canarygrass and 
Poa species. 

 

Forested 
Wetland 

FW 

Areas dominated by woody 
vegetation > 20’ tall. Areas contain 
overstory of trees, understory of trees 
or shrubs, and a herbaceous layer. 
Tree species include black 
cottonwood, red maple, and western 
redcedar. 

 

Scrub- 
shrub 

Wetland 
SSW 

Areas dominated by woody 
vegetation < 20’ tall. Plant species 
include red osier dogwood, birch, 
willow, and spirea. 
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Habitat 
Type 

Code Description Picture 

Wet 
Meadow 

WM 

Areas saturated or seasonally 
flooded dominated by forbs and 
grasses. Usually found in transitional 
areas along shorelines. 

 

Emergent 
Wetland 

EW 

Regularly flooded areas dominated 
by perennial plants. Vegetation is 
present for most of the growing 
season in most years. Plant species 
include cattails, bulrushes, sedges. 

 

Open 
Water 

OW Permanently flooded, open water. 

 

2.3.1.1 Conifer Forest 

Historic vegetation patterns in the Lower Pend Oreille Subbasin were largely influenced by 
wildfire. Uplands were typically dominated by seral species in various stages of succession, with 
age and composition dependent largely on fire cycles, elevation, slope, and aspect. Effective 
fire suppression since the 1930s, the introduction of white pine blister rust, timber harvest, and 
the building of roads are the major causes of deviation from historic disturbance and vegetation 
patterns. These changes from historic conditions lead to further changes in disturbance and 
successional processes, making it difficult to provide for a sustainable ecosystem. For example, 
in moist habitats, there has been a shift from western white pine (Pinus monticola) and larch 
(Larix occidentalis), to Douglas fir (Pseudotsuga menziesii), grand fir (Abies grandis), and 
hemlock (Tsuga heterophylla); there has been a decrease in the late-successional stage 
forests; and there has been an increase in shade-tolerant, drought-intolerant tree species 
(USFS 2005). 
 
Conifer forests currently consist of mixed stands, typified by stands of western redcedar (Thuja 
plicata)/western hemlock; stands of co-dominant Douglas fir and ponderosa pine (Pinus 
ponderosa); and stands of Douglas fir, western larch, lodgepole pine (Pinus contorta), and 
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western white pine. Dense stands of Douglas fir, larch, and lodgepole are characteristic of 
slopes with north and east aspects. Relatively open stands of Douglas fir and ponderosa pine 
are typical on the warmer, dryer south and west aspects. 
 
Representative species of upland shrubs include western serviceberry (Amelachier alnifolia), 
mountain maple, snowberry (Symphoricarpos albus), mountain balm (Ceanothus velutinus), 
mallow ninebark (Physocarpus malvaceus), huckleberry (Vaccinium spp.), and others. 
 
Select timber harvest and controlled burning activities may cause near-term disturbance to soils 
and existing native plant species. The Tribe would create a Fire Management Plan that 
incorporates burned area rehabilitation, fuels reduction and restoration activities that contribute 
to sustainability The Tribe anticipates that the long-term benefits of forest enhancement would 
be a positive change in forest structure to include large residual trees and snags in young 
stands as well as decreased risk from insects and diseases. It is expected that noxious weed 
control would change vegetative composition and increase native plant species and 
communities.  

2.3.1.2 Riparian/Wetlands 

Low elevation riparian zones near tributary mouths include areas with and without tree canopy 
cover. Along stream corridors where tree overstory does not exist or is thin, vegetation includes 
shrubs and small trees such as thin-leaf alder (Alnus sinuate), willows (Salix spp.), snowberry, 
mountain maple (Acer glabrum), red-osier dogwood (Cornus stolonifera), blue elderberry 
(Sambucus cerulea), and black hawthorn (Crataegus douglasii). Where tree canopy is present, 
tree species include black cottonwood (Populus trichocarpa), water birch (Betula occidentalis), 
quaking aspen (Populus tremuloides), and a mix of conifer species including western redcedar, 
western hemlock, Douglas fir, grand fir, and western white pine. 
 
Emergent and open water wetlands consist of sedges (Carex spp.), cattails (Typha spp.), 
bulrushes (Scirpus spp.), spike rushes (Eleocharis spp.), rushes (Juncus spp.), grasses (Poa 
spp., Phalris spp., etc.), and chord grasses (Spartina spp.) and are characterized by agricultural, 
excavated and naturally occurring ponds, topographic depressions and old river channels.  
 
The function of existing riparian and wetland habitats is in many cases lower than the historic 
condition. Timber harvest and grazing have caused changes in the soil structure and vegetation 
cover of riparian zones; loss of mature trees and reduction in large diameter standing dead and 
downed trees are examples of changes to the habitat elements in riparian zones. Roads, 
agriculture, and other human developments are often located within riparian zones because of 
topography or proximity to water. Reduced riparian zone flooding and fluctuating water levels 
from reservoir flood control operations are also having continuing impacts on riparian gallery 
forests and backwater sloughs. 
 
Wetland restoration activities may cause near-term disturbance to existing native plant species. 
To decrease any adverse effect to existing native wetland or riparian vegetation, the Tribe would 
avoid activities to the extent possible in those areas where remnant plant communities have 
been identified. In areas where wetland restoration activities cannot be avoided without 
temporarily impacting existing native plant communities, topsoil would be stockpiled, replaced, 
and re-vegetated to the extent feasible upon completion.  
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The near-term effect of shoreline protection and re-establishment of native vegetation would 
depend on local site conditions. It is expected that vegetation planting and the elimination of 
livestock grazing would increase habitat quality in the shrub community within riparian corridors 
and along shorelines. The elimination of livestock grazing has allowed cottonwood trees and 
shrub and grass communities to propagate and rebound with increased vigor. In heavily 
degraded areas, it has taken only one growing season for an observable response in heavily 
degraded areas. It is anticipated that in the long-term, increases in habitat quality would lead to 
an increase in wildlife benefits. 

2.3.1.3 Noxious Weeds 

A noxious weed survey has not been completed for the KTWMA. However, noxious weeds 
known to occur throughout Pend Oreille County are listed in Table 4. Most noxious weeds occur 
as a result of soil disturbance. Intensive, season-long grazing not only increases soil 
disturbance, but also increases the extent of bare ground in the landscape. By removing grazing 
disturbance, weeds such as bull thistle and common mullein are expected to disappear as grass 
competition increases. 
 
Table 4. Noxious weeds of Pend Oreille County, Washington (WSNWCB 2006). 

Common Name Scientific Name 

Velvetleaf Abutilon theophrasti  

Annual bugloss Anchusa arvensis  

Common bugloss Anchusa officinalis  

Hoary cress Cardaria draba  

Musk thistle Carduus nutans  

Plumeless thistle Carduus acanthoides  

Brown knapweed Centaurea jacea  

Vochin knapweed Centaurea nigrescens  

Bighead knapweed Centaurea macrocephala  

Yellow starthistle Centaurea solstitialis  

Rush skeletonweed Chondrilla juncea  

Poison-hemlock Conium maculatum  

Houndstongue Cynoglossum officinale  

Scotch broom Cytisus scoparius  

Wild carrot Daucus carota  

Blueweed Echium vulgare  

Myrtle spurge Euphorbia myrsinites  

Leafy spurge Euphorbia esula  

Common catsear Hypochaeris radicata  

Policeman’s helmet Impatiens glandulifera  

Yellow flag iris Iris pseudacorus  

Kochia Kochia scoparia  

Purple loosestrife Lythrum salicaria  

Parrotfeather Myriophyllum aquaticum  

Fragrant water lily Nymphaea odorata  

Scotch thistle Onopordum acanthium  

Japanese knotweed Polygonum cuspidatum  

Giant knotweed Polygonum sachalinense  

Clary sage Salvia sclarea  

Cereal rye Secale cereale 

Tansy ragwort Senecio jacobaea  

Common groundsel Senecio vulgaris  
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Common Name Scientific Name 

Buffalobur Solanum rostratum  

Saltcedar Tamarix ramosissima  

 
The extent of herbicide application is expected to be less than currently applied for agricultural 
purposes. In the long-term, chemical use should decrease due to the lesser degree of soil 
exposed to seed sources and the crowding or shading out of weed species as native plant 
communities expand. No adverse effects to aquatic organisms are anticipated as site-specific 
herbicide selections would conform to existing state regulations applicable to label restrictions 
and chemical products suitable for aquatic environments. In an effort to protect non-targeted 
species and lessen the risk of chemicals being transported to ground water or streams, 
chemical applications would be coordinated with the Pend Oreille County Noxious Weed Control 
Board prior to spraying. 

2.3.2 Habitat Evaluation Procedures 

The Habitat Evaluation Procedures (HEP) are based on the assumption that habitat for selected 
wildlife species can be described by a Habitat Suitability Index (HSI). This value is derived from 
an evaluation of the ability of key habitat components to supply the life requisites of selected 
wildlife species. Habitat quality, expressed as an index or HSI, measures how suitable the 
habitat is for a particular species when compared to optimum habitat. The HSI varies from zero 
to one (optimum). The value of an area to a given species of wildlife is a product of the size of 
the area and the quality of the area (HSI) for the species. This product is comparable to “habitat 
value” and is expressed as a Habitat Unit (HU). One HU is equal to a unit of area (one acre, for 
example) which has optimum value to the target species. 
 
By purchasing the properties that comprise the KTWMA, the Tribe has provided BPA with a total 
of 2,945.04 (HUs) for a variety of habitat types, including 846.97 protection HUs for the most 
recent acquisitions. Table 5 displays the total number of protection and enhancement HUs 
reflected by the most recent 2007 HEP data for all properties. In addition to important wetland 
habitat types, the properties provide upland habitats (i.e., conifer forest and grassland meadow) 
that offer critical nesting cover for waterfowl, protection for bald eagles from human disturbance, 
black-capped chickadee nesting and foraging habitat, white-tailed deer thermal cover, and 
Canada goose brood cover. 
 
Table 5. Habitat units provided for each habitat type on the KTWMA (March 2008). 

Property* CF DF GM FW SSW WM EW OW 
TOTAL 

HUs 

Flying Goose Ranch (FGR)          

FGR I 160.44 0.00 3.38 148.62 14.43 229.55 308.42 71.92 936.76 

FGR II 22.60 0.00 0.00 140.47 9.78 124.98 0.00 16.08 313.91 

Subtotal 183.04 0.00 3.38 289.09 24.21 354.53 308.42 88.00 1250.67 

Trimble Creek Watershed          

Sheibel Unit 12.00 15.80 174.80 13.70 0.00 0.00 21.10 0.00 237.40 

Testall Unit 111.88 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.87 136.92 0.00 0.00 250.67 

Doramus Unit 0.00 0.00 96.70 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 96.70 

Subtotal 123.88 15.80 271.50 13.70 1.87 136.92 21.10 0.00 584.77 

Tacoma Creek Watershed          
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Property* CF DF GM FW SSW WM EW OW 
TOTAL 

HUs 

Siverts Unit 228.40 28.30 194.80 14.10 12.70 0.00 25.80 9.20 513.30 

Carstens Unit 139.92 19.15 1.65 0.00 9.56 0.00 20.51 0.00 190.79 

Subtotal 368.32 47.45 196.45 14.10 22.26 0.00 46.31 9.20 704.09 

Calispell Creek Watershed          

Twigg Unit 0.00 0.00 132.02 0.00 0.99 0.00 5.16 0.00 138.17 

Carney Unit 0.00 0.00 258.57 0.00 1.80 1.66 3.88 1.43 267.34 

Subtotal 0.00 0.00 390.59 0.00 2.79 1.66 9.04 1.43 405.51 

TOTAL HUs 675.24 63.25 861.92 316.89 51.13 493.11 384.87 98.63 2945.04 
Properties highlighted in grey were purchased in 2004-2006 and are the subject of this management plan. 
CF = conifer forest; DF = deciduous forest; GM = grassland meadow; FW = forested wetland; SSW = scrub-shrub wetland; WM = 
wet meadow; EW = emergent wetland; OW = open water 

2.3.3 Wildlife 

2.3.3.1 HEP Target Species 

The HEP target species were selected based on their use of specific habitat types and structural 
elements, and they represent other wildlife species that use those habitats. The quality and 
quantity of habitat, expressed as HUs, impacted by the construction and operation of Albeni 
Falls Dam is presented in Table 6. 
 
Table 6. HEP results for Albeni Falls impacts for selected target wildlife species. 

Target Species 
Albeni Falls 

Impacts 
(Habitat Units) 

Bald eagle  
Wintering -4,365 
Breeding -4,508 

Black-capped chickadee - 2,286 
Canada goose -4,699 
Mallard -5,985 
Muskrat -1,756 
Redhead -3,379 
Yellow warbler +71 
White-tailed deer -1,680 

Total -28,587 

 
Bald Eagle 
Forests with suitable nest and perch trees are critical for bald eagle populations. Construction of 
Albeni Falls Dam resulted in extensive losses of forested wetlands and a reduction in suitable 
nesting and perching habitat. 
 
Black-capped Chickadee 
Black-capped chickadees generally prefer deciduous or riparian woodlands. Black-capped 
chickadees are cavity nesters, and nesting habitat is often limited by the number of available 
snags. The loss of forested wetlands impacted black-capped chickadees. 
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Mallard 
Mallards depend on wetlands for successful nesting and brood production. Their diet consists 
primarily of aquatic plants, so the presence of shallow-water feeding areas is critical. Mallard 
production is best in areas that have dense herbaceous vegetation close to water, and that are 
safe from predators. Construction of Albeni Falls Dam caused a loss of extensive herbaceous 
wetlands, reducing wetland interspersion and brood cover quality. 
 
Native vegetation planting activities should improved nesting and brood-rearing habitat for 
ducks. Enhancement activities are expected to provide increased substrate for aquatic 
invertebrates that are critical to laying hens and waterfowl broods. Enhancement activities may 
create short-term disturbance to wildlife populations presently using the existing wetlands, and 
disturbance of existing site vegetation could temporarily reduce the habitat quality of a wetland 
area. To avoid potential impacts to waterfowl, vegetation manipulation or weed control activities 
would be performed after the waterfowl nesting and brood-rearing season. 
 
Muskrat 
Muskrats reach their greatest densities in aquatic habitats that provide dense emergent 
vegetation and that are bordered by terrestrial herbaceous vegetation. Muskrats build lodges 
from the dominant emergent plants available in the vicinity of the lodge site. Water depth 
between 18 inches and 4 feet is most suitable for muskrats. Construction of Albeni Falls Dam 
caused a reduction in the percentage of emergent herbaceous vegetation consisting of cattail 
and bulrush, the preferred foods of muskrats. 
 
Canada Goose 
Canada geese use a variety of nest sites on the ground, and on elevated posts and trees and 
include small islands,. Adequate brood-rearing habitat includes open water, gentle bank slopes, 
and short grasses and forbs for foraging. Construction of Albeni Falls Dam resulted in the loss 
of wetland acreage and in brood-rearing habitat suitability. 
 
Native vegetation planting activities should improved nesting and brood-rearing habitat for 
Canada geese. Many species of wildlife would benefit from re-establishment of native grassland 
meadow habitat. The re-establishment of native grasses would increase available habitat for 
upland and waterfowl species and insure that food is available for wildlife during the 
reproduction season and other critical periods of the year. Canada goose brood rearing would 
be enhanced by providing optimum pasture conditions.  
 
Yellow Warbler 
The yellow warbler is a common breeder in scrub-shrub habitat in Washington. Preferred 
nesting habitats are generally wet areas with abundant shrubs or small trees. Areas of extensive 
forest with closed canopies are generally avoided, while areas of low deciduous growth are 
preferred. Construction of Albeni Falls Dam resulted in a slight gain in habitat suitability for 
yellow warblers because the willow-dominated wetlands are dense, tall, and primarily composed 
of hydrophytes.  
 
It is anticipated that as vegetation becomes more mature and increasingly dense, nongame 
birds, such as yellow warblers, would benefit in proportion to the increase in structural diversity. 
 
White-tailed Deer 
White-tailed deer habitat in Idaho is dominated by dense conifer forests interspersed with 
natural brush fields, logged areas, river bottoms, and farm lands. Eastern Washington whitetails 
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subsist almost entirely on a diet of browse during the winter. During the coldest months and 
deep snow conditions, deer select habitats for cover value and eat whatever is available in 
these habitats. During the winter, whitetails are usually located at lower elevations in association 
with river bottoms and lake shores. The major impact of Albeni Falls Dam was the loss of 
forested wetlands in the lowland areas. 
 
The Tribe’s acquisition of the KTWMA resulted in the protection of 2,945.04 HUs for the 
selected target species, including 846.97 HUs provided by the most recent acquisitions (Table 
7). The HEP results for each property are included in Appendices C-F. 
 
The process of managing, enhancing, maintaining, and monitoring land for wildlife would 
provide both immediate and long-term wildlife benefits. Immediate benefits would be realized by 
the elimination of land use practices that decrease wildlife habitat value. 
 
Table 7. Habitat units provided by the KTWMA for each target species (March 2008). 

Property* 
BE 
(W) 

BE 
(B) 

BCC Mal Mus CG YW WtD 
TOTAL 

HUs 

Flying Goose Ranch (FGR)        

FGR I 96.24 87.09 47.23 223.18 134.70 279.29 5.37 63.66 936.76 

FGR II 45.15 46.05 25.63 72.47 1.75 89.21 3.49 30.16 313.91 

Subtotal 141.39 133.14 72.86 295.65 136.45 368.50 8.86 93.82 1250.67 

Trimble Creek Watershed        

Sheibel 11.10 16.70 13.70 21.10 0.00 174.80 0.00 0.00 237.40 

Testall 12.96 19.00 32.40 67.32 58.68 19.56 0.87 39.88 250.67 

Doramus 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 96.70 0.00 0.00 96.70 

Subtotal 24.06 35.70 46.10 88.42 58.68 291.06 0.87 39.88 584.77 

Tacoma Creek Watershed        

Siverts 130.60 126.10 14.10 25.80 9.20 164.80 12.70 0.00 513.30 

Carstens 35.75 29.53 36.59 10.56 5.38 10.58 2.00 60.40 190.79 

Subtotal 166.35 155.63 50.69 36.36 14.58 205.38 14.70 60.40 704.09 

Calispell Creek Watershed        

Twigg 0.00 0.00 0.00 66.76 2.80 67.62 0.51 0.48 138.17 

Carney 0.00 0.00 0.00 159.38 0.84 106.09 0.42 0.61 267.34 

Subtotal 0.00 0.00 0.00 226.14 2.80 173.71 0.93 1.09 405.51 

TOTAL HUs 331.80 324.47 169.65 646.57 212.51 1038.65 25.36 195.19 2945.04 
Properties highlighted in grey were purchased in 2004-2006 and are the subject of this management plan. 
BE (W) = bald eagle (wintering); BE (B) = bald eagle (breeding); BCC = black-capped chickadee; Mal = mallard; Mus = muskrat; CG = 
Canada goose; YW = yellow warbler; WtD = white-tailed deer. 

2.3.4 Threatened and Endangered Species 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Upper Columbia Fish and Wildlife Office website was 
consulted for a list of the threatened, endangered or other special status species that may occur 
on or in the vicinity of the KTWMA (Table 8). Bald eagle and bull trout are the only listed animal 
species known to occur on the KTWMA. Listed species that may occur in the vicinity of the 
Kalispel Indian Reservation (Reservation) and the KTWMA include grizzly bear, gray wolf, 
Canada lynx, and woodland caribou. Both nesting and wintering bald eagles are common 
throughout Pend Oreille County. Bald eagles are commonly observed perching and feeding 
along the shoreline of the Pend Oreille River. Albeni Falls Dam resulted in a loss of 4,508 HUs 
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for breeding bald eagles and 4,365 HUs for wintering bald eagles. Two active bald eagle nests 
are located within the KTWMA. Smalle Creek, located within the Calispell Creek watershed, is 
identified as critical bull trout habitat.  
 
Positive long-term benefits for both listed species are expected. By enhancing forested 
wetlands, habitat diversity would be enhanced and direct benefits to waterfowl populations and 
an increase in bald eagle foraging and feeding opportunities are anticipated.  
 
Riparian habitat enhancement would provide benefits for white-tailed deer populations and a 
variety of other species. Over time, enhancement activities designed to improve winter browse 
availability and habitat conditions for reproductive life requisites are expected to increase the 
prey base of listed predator species. The opportunity to enhance protected areas that are better 
suited for maintaining or increasing specific habitat values could provide additional long-term 
benefits for all listed species. 
 
The Tribe expects the adverse effects of habitat enhancement activities to be minimal to listed 
species. Public access by motorized vehicles and site disturbance activities would be controlled 
to reduce and/or eliminate disturbance of nesting and wintering bald eagles. Disturbance of 
nesting and wintering bald eagles due to habitat enhancement work would be avoided because 
the majority of work would occur from late July through October. Consultation with the USFWS 
would be initiated if site disturbing activities would occur within 2.5 miles of any known nest site 
during the nesting period (January through mid-July) or within 0.6 miles during the wintering 
season (early November through late February). Appropriate site-specific conservation 
measures designed to avoid disturbance to bald eagles would be developed through informal 
consultation with the USFWS. The near-term effects of enhancement activities and other 
disturbance on gray wolves, grizzly bears, and/or woodland caribou are expected to be minimal, 
because it is unlikely they would be found in the study area during the time work activities are 
occurring. 
 
Table 8. Threatened, endangered, and other special status species that may occur on or within the 
vicinity of the KTWMA (USFWS 2006). 

Common Name Scientific Name Status* 

Gray wolf Canis lupus E 
Woodland caribou Rangifer tarandus caribou E 
Bull trout Salvelinus confluentus T 
Canada lynx Lynx canadensis T 
Grizzly bear Ursus arctos horribilis T 
Bald eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus SC 
Crenulate moonwort Botrychium crenulatum SC 
Fisher Martes pennanti SC 
Kincaid meadow vole Microtus pennsylvanicus kincaidi SC 
Long-eared myotis Myotis evotis SC 
Northern goshawk Accipiter gentilis SC 
Northern leopard frog Rana pipiens SC 
Olive-sided flycatcher Contopus cooperi SC 
Pacific lamprey Lamperta tridentata SC 
Pallid Townsend's big-eared bat Corynorhinus townsendii pallescens SC 
Pygmy whitefish Prosopium coulteri SC 
Redband trout Oncorhynchus mykiss SC 
River lamprey Lampetra ayresi SC 
Stalked moonwort Botrychium pedunculosum SC 
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Triangular-lobed moonwort Botrychium ascendens SC 
Two-spiked moonwort Botrychium paradoxum SC 
Western brook lamprey Lampetra richardsoni SC 
Westslope cutthroat trout Oncorhynchus clarki lewisi SC 
Whitebark pine Pinus albicaulis SC 
Wolverine Gulo gulo SC 
*  E = Endangered; T = Threatened; SC = Species of Concern 

2.4 Social/Economic and Cultural Resources 

2.4.1 Cultural Resources 

The KTWMA is located in the prehistoric and historic homeland of the Kalispel Indians (Chalfont 
1974 in BPA 1996). Traditionally, the Kalispel were divided into a number of bands. The Lower 
Kalispel lived mostly along the Pend Oreille River below Newport, Washington and were 
strongly oriented toward the camas resource in the Calispel Valley (Smith 1986 in BPA 1996). 
They also used wintering and other sites along the river between Newport, Washington and 
Sandpoint, Idaho. Today, their descendants for the most part live on the Kalispel Reservation 
near Usk, Washington. The Upper Kalispel occupied the lands from around Albeni Falls 
upstream to Thompson Falls, Montana. Frequently, they divided into two main groups a group 
that occupied the lower reach from Albeni Falls to around Clark Fork, Idaho; and another 
located farther upstream to the Thompson Falls, Montana vicinity. Today, the Upper Kalispel 
usually refer to themselves as “Pend Oreille.” Reflecting their strong eastward ties, most of the 
Upper Kalispel people moved to the reservation of the Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes 
near Polson, Montana in the late 19th century. 
 
Past land uses of the Kalispel included fishing, the hunting of large and small game for meat, 
gathering of bulbs, roots, berries, fiber resources and other materials for tools (Cotes 1980 in 
BPA 1996). The Kalispel were widely famed canoeists and preferred the use of canoes, even on 
the steeper gradients of the Clark Fork River, over the use of horses and other overland travel 
methods (Salo 1995 in BPA 1996). 
 
Wildlife enhancement activities are compatible with cultural resource goals to protect, preserve, 
stabilize, and enhance historic, prehistoric and traditional use sites and areas. Four categories 
of actions would be used to avoid potential cultural effects when traditional use sites are 
identified: (1) total avoidance of known cultural resources by wildlife enhancement actions; (2) 
the creation of buffer zones designed to protect sites from looting and/or other negative impacts; 
(3) stabilization of endangered sites and locations; and (4) revegetation of those areas impacted 
by forest practices, agricultural or other land use activities. 

2.4.1.1 Consultation Process 

General Consultation.  The Kalispel Tribe shall aid consultations efforts between its Federal and 
State partners with the requirements of other statutes, as applicable. Consulting parties shall be 
provided the opportunity to participate in the development and implementation of agreements, 
management plans, and activities developed or required under this plan. Consultation shall not 
be required for undertakings listed in section 2.4.1.4 below.  
 
Review and Response Requirements.  Except as otherwise provided, all consulting parties shall 
be afforded a 30-day opportunity to complete a Section 106 request to respond to any Tribal 
communications required under the statute. A complete request shall include information that is 
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needed to make a decision on the matter. Should any consulting party not respond within this 
time limit, the Tribe will document non-response by that affected consulting party in the 
appropriate case file.  

 
Pre-Consultation Actions/Consultation Guidelines.  For participation to be effective and 
meaningful, consulting parties should have access to sufficient information so that their input or 
judgment is informed. Therefore, the Tribe shall utilize the following notification procedure so 
that the affected consulting parties may determine if they would like to consult on that particular 
undertaking or issue:  

i. Provide reasonable notification with information about the proposed undertaking to 
each designated consulting party representative designated in this agreement, with a 
copy to the head of the agency, as early in the process as is possible. 

ii. Follow-up via telephone with the designated consulting party representative who is 
chosen by the consulting party after notification letters have been distributed to 
establish a person-to-person contact between the Tribe and the consulting parties 
concerning the proposed action. 

iii. Provide draft agendas, request input from the consulting parties, and finalize the 
agenda based on this input prior to the consultation meeting so that all parties can 
come prepared to consult.  

 
Consultation Meetings.  Consultation meetings are where face-to-face discussion, dialogue, and 
agreements take place. To fulfill consultation requirements set forth in existing Federal law and 
regulations, the Tribe shall:  

i. Listen carefully, before any decisions are made concerning the proposed 
undertaking or action, so as to understand the needs and perspectives of the 
consulting parties. 

ii. Work as equal partners with the consulting parties to consider and devise plans, 
methods, and actions to preserve cultural resource sites and avoid impacts to such 
sites on a site-by-site basis, consistent with the tribe’s viewpoints and values. If 
avoidance is not possible, the Tribe shall work as equal partners with the consulting 
parties to minimize impacts to such sites to the greatest extent possible. 

iii. Provide access to all pertinent documents, consistent with federal law, to consulting 
parties to ensure fully informed decisions are made with respect to impacts to sites. 

iv. Provide an accurate record of all consultations and make copies of this record 
available to all consulting parties within 30 days of the consultation. Consulting 
parties shall have the opportunity to review and offer corrections and add alternative 
views to the record.  

 
Consulting parties shall, as appropriate under the circumstances, in good faith respond to, make 
easier, and supplement the immediately preceding consultation requirements undertaken by the 
Tribe, toward the mutual goal of informed promotion of, and respect for, the respective interests 
of each party.  

 
Protocol Agreements.  In the case of State, Federal, or Tribal consultation or other specific 
topics of concern to a State, Federal, or Tribal government, the Tribe understands that each 
entity may request that a specific protocol be developed. Therefore, when requested by an 
officially designated representative, the Tribe shall cooperatively develop a Protocol Agreement 
(PRAG) as the means to document that agreed-upon protocol. A PRAG shall be supplemental 
to the general procedure(s) in this section of the plan.  
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2.4.1.2 Consulting Party Requirements 

Designated Representative(s).  Each consulting party shall designate, within 60 days of 
approval of this plan, a point of contact for all actions pursuant to this plan. Any consulting party 
that designates more than one person as a point of contact shall also indicate the 
responsibilities of each such person for carrying out this plan. Such information may be 
incorporated into a PRAG pursuant to section 2.4.1.1 above. 
  
Government/Agency Changes.  The parties to this plan shall inform all participants, through 
written correspondence, of changes in elected, appointed, cultural, or historic preservation 
positions. Such positions shall include, but not necessarily be limited to, any applicable head of 
an agency, any applicable State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), any applicable Native 
American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) Coordinator, and any applicable 
designated representative(s) to this plan.  
 
Undertaking-Specific Review Process.  All activities and historic properties, on KTWMA lands 
shall be covered by the provisions of this plan. The Tribe shall comply with 36 CFR Part 800.1 
through 800.7 and documentation standards at 36 CFR Part 800.11 and the terms of this plan 
for undertakings on KTWMA lands. For sites located below the high water mark and historic 
property stabilizations and treatments located above the high water mark, the Tribe shall 
provide annual prioritization updates, and historic property treatment or stabilization plans for 
review and comment by consulting parties. In the case of historic property treatment or 
stabilization plans, the Tribe shall provide the consulting parties with 30 days for review and 
comment. The Tribe shall take into account the comments received in finalizing and 
implementing the final plan. Annual prioritization updates and other documents shall be 
reviewed as provided for in this plan.  

2.4.1.3 Project Activities 

Cultural Resource Management Plans.  The Tribe shall draft a Cultural Resources Management 
plan (CRMP) that will partially fulfill the requirements of the National Historic Preservation Act 
(NHPA), Section 110, and aid in the annual prioritization of site conservation efforts within the 
KTWMA. The CRMPs will utilize the Lake Sharpe CRMP as a template or any revision to that 
template developed in consultation with the affected tribes and other consulting parties. 
Requirements from the action plan and other sections of the CRMP will be added to the cultural 
resources program list and prioritized. Recommended actions (i.e., archeological surveys, 
testing and evaluations, etc.) from CRMP shall be completed in accordance with applicable 
federal laws governing such actions.  
 
The Tribe and other consulting parties shall work together to develop and implement a process 
by which the Tribe and consulting parties will be involved in the development and review of draft 
and final CRMPs. Until completion of this review process, the Tribe shall provide consulting 
parties no less than 60 days to review and provide comments on CRMP drafts or revisions. To 
facilitate review, the Tribe shall provide consulting parties with related historic property and 
management information, such as future management actions, needs, and policies; project 
maps and information showing historic properties, management/use areas, cultural resources 
survey coverage and boundaries of tribally managed lands. The Tribe shall incorporate 
comments from the consulting parties in finalizing the draft or final CRMPs. After review and 
comment by the appropriate consulting parties, the Tribe shall ensure that the CRMPs are 
finalized and implemented.  
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The Tribe shall update the completed CRMPs every two years. The intent is to monitor 
progress, incorporate new information, and allow for additional input into the implementation of 
the cultural resources program at the KTWMA for which the CRMP is written.   
 
Identification of Cultural Resource Sites.  The Tribe shall identify historic properties, including 
those to which the Tribe attaches religious and/or cultural significance and Traditional Cultural 
Properties (TCPs), and other types of cultural resources by carrying out surveys, archaeological 
testing, and other field investigations, background and documentary research, oral histories, 
elder consultation and by other means.  The Tribe shall ensure that historic properties are 
identified prior to making decisions about undertakings, consistent with priorities and goals set 
forth in the CRMPs, and in fulfillment of the Tribe’s cultural resources responsibilities (reference 
appendix with laws, etc.). The Tribe will evaluate whether properties meet the National Register 
eligibility criteria and National Park Service guidance (including Bulletin 38), in consultation with 
the SHPO. The Tribe shall add sites to its restricted geographic information system. All work 
shall be carried out in accordance with pertinent agency and departmental regulation and 
guidance, the Department of the Interior’s Standards for Historic Preservation Projects, 
including Archeological Identification Standards, and other pertinent state and tribal 
requirements.  
 
The Tribe will locate sites, including both known and those to be identified in the future, by GPS, 
complete a site visit form, and add the site information to the Tribe’s site GIS system. 
Additionally, the condition and threats to sites will be recorded through the site monitoring 
system. All site and monitoring information shall be included in the Tribe’s site GIS system and 
in the next update of the applicable CRMP. New and updated site information in accepted 
formats shall be provided to applicable state offices charged with maintaining and managing 
that information. 
 
Traditional Cultural Property (TCP) surveys shall be conducted for the project areas designated 
in the CRMP. The results of the survey shall be documented according to National Park Service 
Bulletin 38.   
 
Prioritization System.  The Tribe shall develop a prioritization system to use in evaluating 
preservation activities and resource allocation against criteria of importance to the identification, 
protection, and preservation of cultural resource sites being potentially impacted by project 
activities, consistent with the Tribe’s cultural resource responsibilities, the goals and priorities in 
the Five-Year Program Plan and the CRMPs. The prioritization system shall evaluate activities 
by the following three categories of activities: site inventory and evaluation, mitigation, and other 
critical activities. The prioritization system shall, at a minimum, consider the following criteria 
under each category:  

i. Inventory and evaluation activities  
ii. Site mitigation activities  
iii. Project activities   

 
The Tribe and its consulting parties shall work together to develop a draft version of the 
prioritization system for review within 180 days of approval of this plan. The Tribe shall then 
develop a final prioritization system with a schedule for on-going use within 180 days of 
submission of comments on the draft system.  
 
Annually, in consultation with the consulting parties, the Tribe shall update the system and use it 
to prioritize cultural resources project activities for the coming year. This annual update shall 
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allow new projects/activities to be considered, allow for new information to be incorporated into 
the system, and provide a current ranking of activities for funding. The Tribe shall provide draft 
and final annual prioritizations to the consulting parties for their review and comment.  
Consultation on the draft prioritization will normally occur at the November semiannual meeting.   
 
Site Monitoring and Enforcement.  The Tribe shall develop a monitoring program for the 
purpose of providing continued oversight of the cultural sites located on KTWMA. Information 
from this program shall be used by the Tribe to determine the condition of such sites and the 
severity of impacts or threats to them such as erosion, agricultural encroachment, and looting or 
vandalism, as well as to plan the implementation of preventive or corrective management 
actions. The Tribe shall monitor sites according to the schedules outlined in the CRMPs and 
recent information about potential threats.   
 
The Tribe and consulting parties shall work together to develop a draft version of a monitoring 
plan for review within 180 days of approval of this plan. The Tribe shall then develop a final 
monitoring plan within 180 days of submission of comments on the draft monitoring plan. The 
Monitoring plan will include the methodology of site monitoring and conditions recordation, 
including forms, data dictionary, and computerization. The goal of the plan is to facilitate 
management decisions based on site conditions and threat susceptibility.  
 
The Tribe, in cooperation with the local, State and Federal law enforcement officials will develop 
an Enforcement Memoranda of Agreement (Enforcement MOA) that provides for a cultural 
resources enforcement program to address looting, vandalism, and other illegal activity 
involving cultural resource sites, including but not limited to archeological resources, graves, 
and human remains. Specifically, the Enforcement MOA shall address laws, authorities, 
potential cross-authorities, delegations and deputization of authorities, fine distribution, field 
deployment, access, sharing of equipment, public education, and information reporting, 
gathering and exchange. The Tribe shall provide draft Enforcement MOA for review by all 
interested parties within 180 days of approval of this plan. The Enforcement MOA shall be 
finalized within 180 days of submission of comments on the draft Enforcement MOA.  
 
Section 106/ARPA Overlap.  The Tribe shall comply with both Section 106 and the 
Archaeological Resources Protection Act (ARPA) in circumstances in which both authorities 
apply. In addition to complying with ARPA, the Tribe shall take steps to provide training and 
involve the consulting parties in the ARPA permitting process.  
 
Curation of Material and Data. All material shall be curated according to 36 CFR Part 79.1- 
Curation of Federally owned and Administered Archeological Collections. This regulation 
establishes definitions, standards, procedures and guidelines to be followed by Federal 
agencies to preserve collections of prehistoric and historic material remains, and associated 
records, recovered under the authority of the Antiquities Act (16 U.S.C. 431-433), the Reservoir 
Salvage Act (16 U.S.C. 469-469c), Section 110 of the National Historic Preservation Act (16 
U.S.C. 470h-2), or the Archaeological Resources Protection Act (16 U.S.C. 470aa-mm). 
Agreements with curation facilities will be formatted according to the example given in 36 CFR 
Part 79.1. Artifact collection shall be allowed in only those situations that require the collection to 
support a requirement of the NHPA.  

 
These curation standards do not apply to those resources that meet the NAGPRA definitions.  
These resources shall be handled according to the requirements and procedures listed in the 
NAGPRA regulations.  
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Protection of Sensitive Information.  The signatories recognize the need for treating certain 
kinds of sensitive or proprietary information with confidentiality, including but not limited to 
information about the location of places that hold sacred significance for affected tribes. The 
signatories shall, working in close and ongoing consultation, develop a protocol for the 
confidentiality of such sensitive information. Until such a protocol is adopted, the signatories 
shall act in accordance with this stipulation. 
 
As provided in ARPA section 9 (16 U.S.C. §470hh), information concerning the nature and 
location of archaeological resources on Federal land and Indian land is protected from 
disclosure under the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA). As provided in NHPA section 304 (16 
U.S.C. §470w(5)), information about the location, character, or ownership of a historic property 
shall be withheld from disclosure under FOIA if the Tribe, in consultation with the National Park 
Service, determines that disclosure may 

1. cause a significant invasion of privacy; 
2. risk harm to the historic resource; or 
3. impede the use of a traditional religious site by practitioners. 

 
This management plan constitutes a generalized determination that release of information 
regarding the location and character of any historic property would likely render applicable one 
or more of the three criteria for withholding information from disclosure under FOIA. Properties 
that are unevaluated, but considered eligible for the National Register, including TCPs, shall be 
presumed to be eligible for the National Register.   
 
Each document that includes information about the location or character of any historic property 
and/or information about the location or nature of archeological resources shall be accompanied 
with a prominent notice that it is to be withheld from disclosure under FOIA, and, more 
generally, treated with confidentiality. 
 
Five-Year Cultural Resources Program Plan. The Tribe, working cooperatively and in 
consultation with the consulting parties, shall develop a plan that outlines goals and priorities for 
the KTWMA Management Project for the coming five years. This plan will become part of the 
Tribe’s Strategic Plan. The Tribe shall provide a draft within 180 days of approval of this plan 
and revised draft within 120 days of receipt of comments, of the Five-Year Plan. The consulting 
parties shall be given a 60-day review and comment period for each version. The Tribe shall 
take comments received into account in developing, finalizing, and implementing the Five-Year 
Cultural Resources Program Plan. 
 
Section 106/NAGPRA Overlap.  The Tribe shall comply with both Section 106 and NAGPRA in 
circumstances in which both authorities apply, such as the discovery of human remains. In 
addition to complying with NAGPRA, the Tribe shall take steps to identify if human remains and 
other types of items meeting the definitions outlined in NAGPRA are associated with a property 
that may meet the National Register criteria and for which Section 106 also applies.  In such 
case, the Tribe shall comply with the provisions of this plan, 36 CFR Part 800, in addition to 
NAGPRA. 
 
Annual Report.  A report shall be prepared by the Tribe and submitted to the consulting parties 
not less than 60 days prior to the date of the review. At a minimum, the report shall include (for 
the past year): 

i. All undertakings that have taken place in the last year; 
ii. all survey and identification activities; 
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iii. all undertakings exempted from review; 
iv. all historic properties affected by Tribe’s undertakings during the reporting period; 
v. measures the Tribe implemented to avoid, minimize, or mitigate effects to historic 

properties; 
vi. a summary of Tribal progress toward the completion or revision of any CRMPs; 
vii. tribal assessment of how well the management plan is working; and 
viii. other facts the Tribe considers pertinent to the evaluation of activities covered by the 

management plan and any available information that the consulting parties may have 
requested the Tribe incorporate into the report.  

2.4.1.4 Categorically Exempt Land Management Activities 

The following activities are exempt from the Section 106 process. The nature of these activities 
does not jeopardize the integrity of historic properties or cultural practices occurring on the 
KTWMA. These activities do not require consultation review and/or concurrence: 
 
Fencing • Perimeter and internal fence removal  
 • Perimeter fence replacement 
  
Habitat Enhancement • Chemical and mechanical noxious weed removal 
 • Hay cultivation and harvesting 
 • Thinning of timber stands in the absence of historic properties 
 • The planting of native herbaceous species adjacent to or within 

the bounds of a known historic property 
  
Data Collection • Habitat evaluation protocol data collection including but not 

limited to bird count inventories, vegetation plot inventories, 
and scat recovery and analysis. 

 
  
Roads • Road abandonment 
 • Road rehabilitation (i.e., new materials placed within original 

footprint of road corridor; substrate not affected and width of 
the road is not expanded) 

2.4.2 Land Use 

Logging, ranching, farming, and mining have shaped the land use pattern in Pend Oreille 
County. Most of the forestland is in public ownership as national forests. Small towns that have 
resource-based economies are situated along the Pend Oreille River valley with hay meadows 
and pastures predominating. There are second-home and retirement-home subdivisions along 
the river and lakeshores. Major land uses in Pend Oreille County include agricultural and forest 
production (Table 9). Surface water accounts for an estimated 9.1 percent of the land use. 
Urban land coverage is a minor percentage (0.3%) of the overall land coverage, reinforcing the 
fact that the County remains rural in nature. 
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Table 9. Pend Oreille County land use (Pend Oreille County 2005). 

Land Use Type Acres Percent 

Forest  1,034,200 84.8 

Water  110,700 9.1 

Agricultural  69,700 5.7 

Urban Land  3,400 0.3 

Wetland  1,200 0.1 

Total  1,219,200 100 

 
The proposed habitat management, enhancement, maintenance, and monitoring activities 
would not change existing private land use practices within the KTWMA, and the objectives 
would be consistent with current Pend Oreille County land use direction. Adverse effects to 
private property rights or to public management objectives are not expected. 
 
Habitat enhancement activities could benefit existing landowners in those areas directly 
adjacent to management areas within the KTWMA. For example, the adjacent landowners 
would benefit by the removal of weed seed sources as weed control plays an increasingly 
important role in habitat enhancement and maintenance.  

2.4.3 Land Ownership 

Pend Oreille County contains approximately 896,000 acres of land, or 1,400 miles2. 
Approximately 65 percent is publicly owned and approximately 35 percent is held in private 
ownership. Figure 4 and Table 10 summarize land ownership in Pend Oreille County according 
to six general land ownership and/or use categories: Federal, State, Tribal, County, 
Incorporated Areas and their Interim Urban Growth Areas (UGAs), and private land.  
 

 
Figure 4. Pend Oreille County land ownership (Pend Oreille County 2005). 
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Table 10. Pend Oreille County land ownership (Pend Oreille County 2005). 

Land Ownership, Use, and/or Designation Number of Acres % of Total Acres 

Federal  529,319  59.2  

U.S. Forest Service  527,725  58.9  

Bureau of Land Management  1,594  0.20  

State of Washington  34,251  3.80  

County  10,937  1.20  

Pend Oreille County  8,011  0.90  

Public Utility District  2,022  0.20  

Port of Pend Oreille  904  0.10  

Kalispel Tribe of Indians  6,040  0.70  

Incorporated Cities and Towns  

[incorporated areas + interim Urban Growth Area (UGA)]  

5,159  
0.60  

Cusick UGA [2,090 + 405]  2,495   

Ione UGA [383 + 442]  825   

Metaline UGA [195 + 0]  195   

Metaline Falls UGA [143 + 0]  143   

Newport UGA [712 + 789]  1,501   

Other Public: City of Seattle  859  0.10  

Private  308,797   

Agricultural Open Space  28,280  3.10  

Designated Timber  223,341  24.90  

Improved Parcels (incl. incorporated areas)  4640  0.60  

Unimproved Parcels (incl. incorporated areas)  10,722  1.20  

Rural Lands  41,162  4.60  

TOTAL [1,400.5 mi
2
]  895,362  100.00  

2.4.3.1 Public Lands 

Public ownership accounts for roughly 65 percent (580,000 acres) of the land in the County, 
including over 500,000 acres in federal lands (Pend Oreille County 2005). Almost all of the 
timber resource in the north half of the County is contained within the Colville and Panhandle 
National Forest.  
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2.4.3.2 Private Lands 

Privately owned property comprises an estimated 310,000 acres of land or approximately 35 
percent of the total land area in the County. Of privately owned land, almost 72 percent is 
designated as timber land, 9 percent is within the agricultural open space program, 5 percent is 
platted, and 14 percent consists of rural lands outside the Urban Growth Areas (Pend Oreille 
County 2005). 
 
Approximately 3.2 percent of the land in the County (28,000 acres) is designated agricultural 
land. There is an estimated total cropland of more than 33,000 acres, predominantly in hay 
production, and there are fewer than ten self-supporting farming operations.  

2.4.4 Public Access 

Prior to the KTWMA purchase by the Tribe, all the parcels were privately owned with no public 
access. Public access would be permitted in the KTWMA consistent with public access on the 
Reservation unless it is incompatible with wildlife goals. Potential authorized activities may 
include hunting, fishing, hiking, wildlife viewing, and photography. 
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Chapter 3. Objectives and Strategies 

The Tribe used the results from the Habitat Evaluation Procedures (HEP) (see section 2.3.2) 
and conducted numerous site visits and wildlife observations to formulate KTWMA management 
objectives. In developing objectives and strategies, the Tribe considered several criteria, 
including: 
 

1. Does the objective or strategy protect, mitigate, and enhance fish and wildlife 
resources? 

2. Is the strategy consistent with achieving the biological objectives identified in the Pend 
Oreille Subbasin Plan (NPCC 2004)? 

3. Will implementation of the objective or strategy result in long-term biological benefits 
over short-term gains? 

4. Does the objective or strategy help to achieve multiple objectives within the province or 
subbasin (e.g., benefit both fish and wildlife, restoration of ecosystems rather than 
single species)? 

5. Does the objective or strategy help to protect, mitigate, or restore habitat, while avoiding 
or minimizing impacts to native fish and wildlife species? 

6. Does the objective or strategy emphasize restoration of, or provide benefits to, native 
over nonnative species? 

7. Does the objective or strategy address Tribal fish and wildlife use for cultural and 
subsistence purposes?  

8. Does the objective or strategy balance human interests with fish and wildlife needs? 

9. Is the objective or strategy feasible (in terms of politics, geography, economic viability, 
current state of science, achievable time frames, etc.)? 

10. Does a federal, tribal treaty right, federal trust responsibility, state, or local 
law/regulation legally require the objective or strategy (e.g., ESA, Clean Water Act, 
federal trust responsibilities, etc.)? 

3.1 Management Objectives and Strategies 

The primary goal of the KTWMA is to protect and restore riparian deciduous forest and 
freshwater wetlands to mitigate losses resulting from reservoir inundation and operations at 
Albeni Falls and Box Canyon Dams. 
 
Objective 1. Determine baseline habitat availability and animal community composition, 
abundance and distribution.  
 

Strategy 1.1. Determine baseline habitat availability by cover type. 
In 2004, the Columbia Basin Regional HEP Team conducted HEP baseline surveys on each 
property within the KTWMA. The objective of using HEP on the KTWMA is to document the 
baseline habitat quality and quantity available for selected wildlife species. 
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Strategy 1.2. Determine animal species abundance and distribution. 
Avian species richness and abundance surveys using point-count stations began on portions 
of the KTWMA in 2002 (http://kalispeltribe.com/default.aspx?page=80). Other surveys 
including amphibian and small mammal population sampling were also completed in the 
same year. Similar surveys would be conducted on each newly acquired management unit. 

 
Objective 2. Enhance biologically valuable but degraded habitat. 
 

Strategy 2.1. Restore natural hydrology. 
 

Task 2.1.1. Identify streams and wetlands in which natural hydrologic function has been 
impaired. 
 
Task 2.1.2. Restore identified areas to increase sinuosity, facilitate water movement, 
improve stream flow and floodplain function, and enhance wetland hydrologic function. 
Specific methods may include dredging; plugging ditches; using logs, snags, and other 
vegetative material to establish shoreline protection and decrease erosion potential. 
Other methods may also include the installation of culverts and flap valves to facilitate the 
movement of water on to and off of habitat areas and to prevent water movement onto 
adjacent private lands. 
 

Strategy 2.2. Control noxious weeds. 
Several types of control mechanisms would likely be used individually or in combination to 
control noxious weeds. In most cases, weed composition is such that large-scale chemical 
treatments would be necessary. Subsequent treatments may consist of spot spraying, 
manual removal, controlled burn, short-term inundation, and reseeding and planting of 
desired species of native vegetation. 
 
Strategy 2.3. Increase deciduous tree/shrub density in wetland habitats.  
The Tribe would restore degraded forested wetland areas to black cottonwood-dominated 
forests, with an understory of willow and red-osier dogwood. Scrub-shrub wetlands would be 
enhanced to achieve greater crown cover and shrub density for focal target species. 
Methods may include seeding, hand planting of plugs, and mechanical planting of buckets, 
clumps, and live stakes. 
 
Strategy 2.4. Increase emergent wetland vegetation. Methods may include seeding, hand 
planting of plugs. 

 
Strategy 2.5. Restore river and stream shoreline habitat to protect shorelines and increase 
riparian and wetland plant diversity. 
 
Where archaeological resources exist, it may be necessary to use rip rap material for 
resource protection. Specific methods may include dredging, plugging ditches, and using 
logs, snags, and other vegetative material to establish shoreline protection and decrease 
erosion potential.  

 
Strategy 2.6. Increase open water and/or seasonally/temporarily flooded habitat. The 
manipulation of open water habitats would be accomplished for the purpose of enhancing 
habitat for all target species. Methods may include dredging, blasting and diking.  
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Objective 3. Operate and maintain the KTWMA 
 

Strategy 3.1. Reduce human-induced wildlife disturbance and grazing trespass through 
access management. 
 
Routine fence and property patrols will be conducted to reduce grazing and other forms of 
trespass. The use of biologist and technician time associated with other activities will be 
used for this purpose. On-site personnel will monitor and/or enforce grazing trespass with 
follow-up provided by the Program Manager and/or Tribal Police. Human trespass and/or 
property damage will be referred to the Pend Oreille County Sheriffs’ Office and Pend 
Oreille County Prosecutor for action. 
 
As a productive and compatible use, waterfowl hunting access to the general public will be 
promoted and encouraged. Big game and waterfowl bag limits and season lengths follow 
Washington regulations and are enforced by the Washington Department of Fish and 
Wildlife until such time as the properties are enrolled into trust status. At that time, the 
management units will come under the jurisdiction of the Tribe, and hunting regulations 
would be consistent with Federal migratory bird rules as administered through the USFWS. 
Hunters and trappers would be required to take whatever precautions are available to them 
to ensure public safety. 
 
Unauthorized motorized vehicles would not be allowed on the KTWMA. Non-consumptive 
activities such as bird watching and day hiking will also be encouraged in a manner that 
does not interfere with the intended wildlife and habitat purposes and may be managed via 
seasonal and area access restrictions.  

  
Task 3.1.1. Maintain, repair and replace entry gates, perimeter fencing, roads, and dikes 
on an as-needed basis to facilitate management access within the management units. 

 
Strategy 3.2. Control noxious weeds 
Several types of control mechanisms would likely be used individually or in combination to 
control noxious weeds. In most cases, weed composition is such that large-scale chemical 
treatments would be necessary. Subsequent treatments may consist of spot spraying, 
manual removal, controlled burn, short-term inundation, and reseeding and planting of 
desired species of native vegetation. 
 
Strategy 3.3. Increase deciduous tree/shrub density in wetland habitats. 
The Tribe would restore degraded wetland areas to black cottonwood-dominated forests, 
with an understory of willow and red-osier dogwood. 
 

Task 3.3.1. Manage and maintain deciduous tree/shrub stands. 
Low density planting of annual cottonwood and understory shrub species such as willow 
and red-osier dogwood is intended to speed up both increased plant density and mean 
height following years of cattle grazing. The Tribe would collect local plant stock and root 
prior to spring planting to increase survival. During the summer prior to planting, the Tribe 
would fallow targeted areas in each of 3 years to control weeds. 
 
Task 3.3.2. Remove conifer and undesirable species competition to release aspen, 
cottonwood, and desirable native shrub species. 
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The Tribe would remove competing vegetation, particularly conifer, from within and near 
aspen stands. Aspen prefer full sunlight and higher moisture than conifers. Aspen stands 
should sucker and expand following removal of competition and minor root disturbance. 
 

Strategy 3.4. Practice sustainable forest management in a way that maintains biodiversity, 
productivity, and regeneration capacity, and that does not cause damage to other 
ecosystems. 
 
The Tribe would maintain healthy tree stands and/or, where needed, re-establish pre-
existing stands. Specific methods would include pre-commercial thinning, diseased tree 
removal, desired species conversion, chemical and fire applications, and general harvest 
where required for forest health. 
 
Strategy 3.5. Implement controlled burning. 
Controlled burning may be used to remove undesired plant species. Burning would occur 
only on days authorized by the local Clean Air authority. To minimize smoke emission 
effects, the Tribe would obtain outdoor burning permits from the local fire district prior to any 
burning activities. 
 
Strategy 3.6. Manage and maintain open water wetland habitat. 
The maintenance of open water habitat is important to aquatic furbearers, waterfowl 
foraging, and Canada goose brood rearing. Using appropriate methods, it may become 
necessary to increase open water habitat availability in order to restore hydrologic function. 
This strategy will also include the maintenance of water control structures, beaver removal, 
and mechanical manipulation of habitat using excavation and explosive devices. 
 
Strategy 3.7. Manage and maintain emergent wetland habitat. 
The maintenance of emergent wetland habitat is important to aquatic furbearers, waterfowl 
foraging, nesting, and rearing. Using appropriate methods, it may become necessary to 
increase emergent wetland habitat availability in order to restore hydrologic function. This 
strategy will also include the maintenance of water control structures, beaver management, 
and mechanical manipulation of habitat using excavation and explosive devices. 
 
Strategy 3.8. Manage and maintain shoreline habitats. 
The maintenance of shoreline habitat is important for terrestrial and aquatic interface. 
Maintenance of riparian zones and improvements made through shoreline stabilization will 
be important over the life of a project. This will include replanting of native vegetation, 
replacement of rip rap, and replacement of woody debris and structure. 
 

Objective 4. Monitor and evaluate the effectiveness of management actions 
Wildlife monitoring would begin in 2007. Monitoring information would be collected for small 
mammals, neo-tropical migratory birds, migratory waterfowl, and vegetative characteristics for 
each representative habitat. The KTWMA monitoring data would be compared to reference sites 
to provide managers with information crucial to the function of each habitat type. In future years, 
comparisons would be made to determine habitat progress toward meeting KTWMA goals and 
objectives.  
 

Strategy 4.1. Implement complete monitoring program in spring 2007.  
The Monitoring and Evaluation Plan for the Albeni Falls Wildlife Mitigation Project 
(AFIWG 2001), now implemented under the Upper Columbia United Tribes’ (UCUT) 
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Wildlife Monitoring and Evaluation Project (UWMEP) (Appendix B), was developed to 
determine project success compared to reference site conditions for various habitat 
types. Initial monitoring would begin in 2007 and would expand to newly protected lands 
as they enter into tribal management.  
 
Strategy 4.2. Conduct HEP updates every five (5) years to determine the appropriate 
amount of habitat units to be credited to BPA for Albeni Falls wildlife mitigation. 

 
Expected outcomes of habitat enhancement and management activities are described in further 
detail and by habitat type for each area within the KTWMA (see Appendices C-F). 
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Chapter 4. Annual Budget 

Implementation of enhancement and maintenance measures would require an expenditure of 
BPA funds to enhance and maintain habitat values on the KTWMA. The proposed operations 
and maintenance budget for the KTWMA is included in Table 11. 
 
Table 1. Annual Kalispel Tribe Wildlife Management Area budget. 

Tacoma Creek – 

Carstens

Trimble Creek – 

Testall 

Calispell Creek – 

Twigg

Calispell Creek – 

Carney
TOTAL

84 Acres 241 Acres 160 Acres 420 Acres 905 Acres

Project Administration

Project supervision $500 $1,000 $750 $2,000 $4,250

Contract reporting $250 $250 $250 $250 $1,000

Avg. annualized costs $750 $1,250 $1,000 $2,250 $5,250

Cost/acre $9 $5 $6 $5 $6

Restoration/Enhancement (5 yr. schedule)

Strategy 2.1  Restore hydrology X $10,000 $5,000 $25,000 $40,000

Strategy 2.2  Control weeds $1,000 $3,000 $2,000 $4,000 $10,000

Strategy 2.3  Enhance deciduous veg. $1,000 $3,000 $3,000 $6,000 $13,000

Strategy 2.4  Enhance wetland veg. $1,000 $3,000 $3,000 $6,000 $13,000

Strategy 2.5  Shoreline stabilization X X X X $0

Strategy 2.6  Increase wetland acres X $12,000 $5,000 $15,000 $32,000

Avg. Annualized Costs $3,000 $31,000 $18,000 $56,000 $108,000

Cost/acre $36 $129 $113 $134 $120

Operations and Maintenance (O&M)

Strategy 3.1  Public access management $500 $1,000 $1,000 $1,000 $3,500

Strategy 3.2  Noxious weed control $500 $1,000 $1,000 $2,000 $4,500

Strategy 3.3  Maintain deciduous trees/shrubs $500 $1,000 $1,000 $2,000 $4,500

Strategy 3.4  Sustainable forest management $1,000 $1,000 X X $2,000

Strategy 3.5  Controlled burning $500 $2,000 $1,000 $3,000 $6,500

Strategy 3.6  Maintain open water X $1,000 $2,000 $5,000 $8,000

Avg. Annualized Costs $3,000 $7,000 $6,000 $13,000 $29,000

Cost/acre $36 $29 $38 $31 $32

Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E)

Strategy 4.1. Implementation UWMEP UWMEP UWMEP UWMEP ~5%

Strategy 4.2.       Conduct HEP updates $200 $200 $200 $200 $800

Avg. Annualized Costs $200 $200 $200 $200 $800

Cost/acre $2 $1 $1 $1 $1

Indirect Costs $1,390 $7,890 $5,040 $14,290 $28,610

Indirects (avg. 20%)

Total Average Annualized Costs $8,340 $47,340 $30,240 $85,740 $171,660

Total Cost/Acre $99 $196 $189 $205 $190

Total O&M Cost/Acre (post enhancement) $64 $68 $77 $71 $70

Implementation Costs
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Chapter 5. Compliance with Environmental Protection 
Statutes 

5.1 Federal Requirements Applicable to this Management Plan 

5.1.1 Endangered Species Act: 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq. 

Tribal consultation with the USFWS pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act was 
conducted for each property acquisition within the KTWMA. Prior to any land disturbing 
activities, the Tribe will prepare a Biological Assessment to address impacts to threatened or 
endangered plant or animal species that potentially occur in the vicinity of the KTWMA. 

5.1.2 Effects on the Waters of the United States; Permits for Structures in 
Navigable Waters, Rivers and Harbors Act, 33 U.S. C. 401 et seq., 
Federal Water Pollution Control Act (See 404 as amended); Clean 
Water Act, 33 U.S.C. 1251 et seq. 

Sections 10, 401, and 404 of the Clean Water Act permits may be required for some wetland 
activities. The Tribe will secure any and all required Federal permits prior to stream and wetland 
enhancement activities to ensure that adequate sediment and erosion control plans are 
developed. 

5.1.3 Executive Order 11990: Protection of Wetlands 

All Federal agencies are required to minimize the loss or degradation of wetlands under the 
provisions of this directive. The objective of enhancing riparian and wetland areas for wildlife 
habitat are consistent with this directive. Although existing wetland soils and vegetation may be 
temporarily disturbed during enhancement activities, the habitat treatments should result in a 
long-term net gain of wetland acres. 

5.1.4 Executive Order 11988: Floodplain Management (10 CFR 1022) 

Executive Order 11988—Floodplain Management requires each Federal agency to issue or 
amend existing regulations and procedures to ensure that the potential effects of any action it 
may take in a floodplain are evaluated and that its planning programs and budget requests 
reflect consideration of flood hazards and floodplain management. A Notice of floodplain and 
wetland involvement for the Albeni Falls Management Plan (1996) was published in the Federal 
Register on July 13, 1995. Proposed habitat treatments would result in the long-term protection 
of floodplains. The Albeni Falls Management Plan serves as a floodplain and wetland 
assessment. 

5.1.5 The Federal Wildland Fire Management Policy and Program Review 

The Federal Wildland Fire Management Policy and Program Review was chartered in 1994 by 
the Secretaries of the Interior and Agriculture to ensure that federal policies are uniform and 
programs are cooperative and cohesive. Prior to prescribed forest burning, the Tribe will create 
a Fire Management Plan that incorporates burned area rehabilitation, fuels reduction and 
restoration activities that contribute to ecosystem sustainability. 
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5.1.6 Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act: 7 U.S.C. 136 et 
seq. 

This Act regulates the manufacture and use of pesticides. Herbicides would be used to control 
incompatible weedy vegetation within the KTWMA. When applied, only EPA-approved 
herbicides would be used, and only according to the manufacturer’s labels. Herbicides would be 
employed by a licensed applicator on an as-needed basis. 
 

5.1.7 American Indian Religious Freedom Act (AIRFA), Pub. L. No. 95-341 
(codified in part at 42 U.S.C. §1996). 

AIRFA is a 1978 United States federal law and a joint resolution of Congress which articulates 
the policy of the United States to "protect and preserve for American Indians their inherent right 
of freedom to believe, express, and exercise the traditional religions of the American Indian, 
Eskimo, Aleut, and Native Hawaiians." The acquisition and management of lands does not 
adversely affect the free exercise of Native American religious practices nor shall it practically 
expand those rights beyond administrative boundaries described in this plan. 

5.1.8 Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA), 
18 U.S.C. §1170, 25 U.S.C. §3001 – 3013, implemented through 
regulations codified at 43 C.F.R. part 10. 

This Act requires federal agencies and institutions that receive federal funding to return Native 
American cultural items and human remains to their respective peoples. Cultural items include 
funerary objects, sacred objects, and objects of cultural patrimony. In accordance with Kalispel 
Tribal policy and tradition, in the unlikely event that ancestral human remains are discovered 
within the KTWMA, the remains shall be reburied from their known source of origin or in the 
nearest possible location. If further relocation is needed, the remains may be relocated 
elsewhere on the Reservation. 

5.1.9 Archeological Resources Protection Act, 16 U.S.C.470aa – 470mm, 
implemented through uniform regulations (identical except for 
numerical designations) codified at 18 C.F.R. part 1312 (Tennessee 
Valley Authority), 32 C.F.R. part 229 (Defense), 36 C.F.R. part 296 
(Agriculture), 43 C.F.R. part 7 (Interior); with respect to Indian lands, 
see also Interior supplemental regulations, 43 C.F.R. part 7, subpart 
B, and Bureau of Indian Affairs supplemental regulations, 25 C.F.R. 
part 262. 

The purpose of this Act is to secure, for the present and future benefit of the American people, 
the protection of archaeological resources and sites which are on public lands and Indian lands, 
and to foster increased cooperation and exchange of information between governmental 
authorities, the professional archaeological community, and private individuals having 
collections of archaeological resources and data which were obtained before the date of the 
enactment of this Act. In the event that there is a resource conflict or inadvertent discovery of 
significant historic properties otherwise not on file, all land disturbing actions shall cease and a 
site assessment excavation may be initiated. 
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Calispell Creek – Carney Unit 

1.0 Site Description 

The Carney Unit is a 442-acre acre parcel with historical agricultural uses (Figure 1). Historic 
land use on the property was limited to cattle grazing and the production and harvest of Timothy 
hay.  
 

 
Figure 2. Calispell Creek – Carney Unit, Pend Oreille County, Washington (August 2006). 

 
The Tribe purchased the Carney Unit in December 2006. The property is bordered on the north 
by Cusick Meadow Road, on the west by private property, on the east by the Calispell Creek – 
Twigg Unit, and on the south by lands owned by the Washington Department of Natural 
Resources. This property lies within Diking District No. 2 and annual flooding is controlled by the 
Pend Oreille P.U.D. operation of a dam and pumping station, located downstream of the Carney 
Unit near the mouth of Calispell Creek. Annual flooding is generally from snow melt and 
precipitation. Normal hydrology is severely curtailed by the operation of the pumps. Therefore, 
hydrologic restoration will require the long-term use and maintenance of water rights and 
associated pumps, dikes and ponds on the property. 
 
The Carney Unit is located just west of Highway 20 off Cusick Meadow Road, approximately ¼ 
mile north of Cusick, Washington (Figure 2).  
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Figure 3. Calispell Creek – Carney Unit topographic map. 

1.1 Soils 

Pend Oreille County soil types were described and mapped by Donaldson et al. (1992) (Figure 
3) and include the following: 
 
Cusick silty clay loam (38), 0 to 3 percent slopes:  The majority of property consists of Cusick 
silty clay loam. This soil type is very deep and somewhat poorly drained. Typically, the surface 
layer is gray silty clay loam about 7 inches thick. Permeability is very slow in the Cusick soil. 
Available water capacity is high. The effective rooting depth is limited by a perched seasonal 
high water table within a depth of 2 feet from November through April. Runoff is very slow, and 
the hazard of water erosion is slight. The main limitation is the seasonal wetness. Tile drains 
and open ditches have been used in most areas to remove excess surface and subsurface 
water where suitable outlets are available. 
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Blueslide silt loam (19), 0 to 3 percent slopes:  This soil type is very deep and somewhat poorly 
drained. Typically, the surface layer is silt loam about 14 inches thick. Permeability is very slow. 
Available water capacity is high. The effective rooting depth is limited by a perched seasonal 
high water table within a depth of 3 feet from November through April. Runoff is very slow, and 
the hazard of water erosion is slight. The main limitation is the seasonal wetness. It is prone to 
frequent flooding. 
 

 
Figure 4. Carney Unit soil types. 

1.2 Habitats 

Historic (1943) aerial photography was used to detect former vegetation and hydrologic 
composition to develop habitat enhancement strategies prior to habitat alteration (Figure 4).  
 
Current conditions at the Carney Unit include five habitat types: open water (9.79 acres), 
emergent wetland (26.58 acres), wet meadow (18.46 acres), scrub-shrub wetland (15.41 acres), 
and grassland meadow (371.76 acres) (Figure 5). The HEP results indicate these habitat types 
provide a total of 267.34 HUs (0.60 HUs/acre) for the selected target species (Appendix C-1). 
Land use practices over the past several decades have changed the composition and structure 
of habitats on the property. There have been significant reductions in wetland diversity and 
density as well as woody vegetation. By visual observation it appears that diking and draining 
have significantly altered hydrologic conditions. 
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Figure 5. Historic habitat types of the Carney Unit (1943).  

 

 
Figure 6. Current habitat types of the Carney Unit (2005). Note that the shaded areas on the map refer to 
the Wetland Reserve Program (WRP) easement of 196 acres. 
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1.2.1 Open Water  

Open water habitat on the Carney Unit is limited to the wetlands previously created in the area 
under conservation easement (Wetland Reserve Program), an interior slough managed by 
pumping stations and gate valves, and portions of Calispell and Smalle Creeks. These habitats 
provide for important resting, feeding, and rearing habitat for waterfowl. Additionally, open water 
serves to recharge the local water table and sub-irrigates the grassland meadow habitat. 

1.2.2 Emergent Wetland 

This habitat type is very diverse and is characterized by wetlands with persistent vegetation 
emerging from the surface of the water. It contains various types of vegetative communities, 
including wetlands dominated by grasses, sedges, and rushes to those dominated by cattails, 
bulrushes and reed canarygrass. The quality of the wetlands on the Carney Unit is fair due to 
the lack of vegetative diversity and the dominance of reed canarygrass, a non-native plant 
species. These habitats provide for important waterfowl habitat used for reproduction, hiding, 
resting, feeding, and rearing. The emergent wetlands also recharge the local water table and 
sub-irrigate grassland meadows. 

1.2.3 Wet Meadow 

As a result of historic grazing and land use practices, shrub and tree vegetation has been 
removed and soils have become compacted and depleted. These conditions have decreased 
the habitat suitability for the target species as evidenced by the HEP results. Numerous weed 
species are found throughout the wet meadow. Washington State listed noxious weeds include 
Canada thistle (Cirsium arvense) and spotted knapweed (Centaurea biebersteinii). 
 
Pend Oreille County listed noxious weeds include common tansy (Tanecetum vulgare) and St. 
Johnswort (Hypericum perforatum). Other non-native plant species include bull thistle (Cirsium 
vulgare), common mullein (Berbascum thapsus), ox-eye daisy (Leucanthemum vulgare), reed 
canarygrass, Queen Anne’s lace (Dacus carrota), and sulfur cinquefoil (Potentilla recta). These 
habitats generally serve as breeding and hiding habitat for waterfowl and certain Neotropical 
migratory birds.  

1.2.4 Scrub-shrub Wetland 

This habitat type is characterized by hydrophytic obligate and facultative shrubs. They include 
Douglas hawthorne (Crataegus douglasii), Douglas spirea (Spirea douglasii), rose (Rosa spp.), 
snowberry (Symphocarpus albus), mountain alder (Alnus incana), and sapling ponderosa pine 
(Pinus ponderosa). The quality of this habitat type is fair and exists only in the area 
encompassed by the WRP conservation easement. All other woody vegetation has been 
removed from the property through years of farming and grazing practices. Other potential 
native species that could be reintroduced include several willow species (Salix spp.), red osier 
dogwood (Cornus sericea), aspen (Populus tremuloides) and cottonwood (Populus tricocarpa). 
Scrub-shrub wetland habitat is important for waterfowl reproduction and hiding, and it is an 
important winter food resource for ungulates. 

1.2.5 Grassland Meadow 

The grassland meadow habitat type is similar to wet meadows in its function, but it is usually 
drier than wet meadow habitat. It has also been degraded as a result of historic grazing and 
land use practices, decreasing the habitat suitability for the target species. Several weed 
species are present in this habitat type, including Canada thistle, spotted knapweed, common 
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tansy, and St. Johnswort. Other non-native plant species include bull thistle, common mullein, 
ox-eye daisy, reed canarygrass, Queen Anne’s lace, and sulfur cinquefoil.   

2.0 Habitat Objectives 

The collection of baseline plant and animal community composition, abundance and distribution 
data (Objective 1) began in 2007. While the baseline habitat availability data have already been 
discussed in section 1.2, survey data for target species abundance and distribution are limited 
and are not included. However, these data will be provided to BPA on an annual basis when 
they become available. This section includes site-specific details for enhancing biologically 
valuable but degraded habitat (Objective 2); and the operations and maintenance of the 
KTWMA (Objective 3). The Tribe will monitor and evaluate (Objective 4) the Carney Unit 
according to the Monitoring and Evaluation Plan for the Albeni Falls Wildlife Mitigation Project 
(AFIWG 2001) as implemented under the Upper Columbia United Tribes’ (UCUT) Wildlife 
Monitoring and Evaluation Project (UWMEP). It is assumed the Tribe will operate and maintain 
the Carney Unit as expected by BPA, so no further discussion will be required here. Annual 
budgets will also be provided to BPA on an annual basis (see Chapter 4 of the Habitat 
Management Plan).  
 
Restoration and enhancement of the Carney Unit (Figure 6) will include short and long-term 
actions in each habitat type. The site-specific activities identified in the following sections are 
further clarification of the objectives and strategies identified in Chapter 3 of the Habitat 
Management Plan. 

 
Figure 7. Habitat restoration and enhancements planned for the Carney Unit. 
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2.1 Open Water 

Objective 2. Strategy 2.1: Plug and or modify 0.4 miles of ditch and remove associated road 
beds to enhance water delivery and retention systems for WRP and new wetland developments.  
 
Objective 2. Strategy 2.5: A total of 1.8 miles of drainage ditch configuration will also be 
enhanced by using ditch plugging and flow modifications to increase water control. 
 
Objective 3. Strategy 3.6: The Tribe will provide for access to the gate valve and 
repair/maintenance on the main water withdrawal site on Calispell Creek. Management and 
maintenance of open water habitat will also include the repair and maintenance of gate valves, 
pumps and water delivery systems to WRP and new wetland developments at the dike and 
access crossing. 

2.2 Emergent Wetland 

Objective 2. Strategy 2.1: Plug and or modify 0.4 miles of ditch and remove associated road 
beds to enhance water delivery and retention systems for WRP and new wetland developments.  
 
Objective 2. Strategy 2.5: A total of 1.8 miles of drainage ditch configuration will be enhanced 
using ditch plugging and flow modifications to increase water control and wetland efficiency. 

2.3 Wet Meadow 

Objective 2. Strategy 2.1: Plug and or modify 0.4 miles of ditch and remove associated road 
beds to enhance water delivery and retention systems for WRP and new wetland developments.  
 
Objective 2. Strategy 2.5: A total of 1.8 miles of drainage ditch configuration will be enhanced 
using ditch plugging and flow modifications to increase water control and wetland efficiency. 
 
Objective 3. Strategy 3.5: Use spring and fall field burning to control vegetation heights on 75 
acres for Canada goose brood pasture management. 

2.4 Scrub-Shrub Wetland 

Objective 2. Strategy 2.3: Increase shrub-scrub habitat in the western terminal slough areas by 
at least 2 acres. Use transplanting techniques and equipment (CAT 287B and Dutchman tree 
spade) to plant local native clumps of desirable hydrophytic shrubs at 5 to 10 foot intervals. 

2.5 Grassland Meadow 

Objective 3. Strategy 3.5: Use controlled burns and/or haying services to control vegetation 
heights on 100 acres for Canada goose brood pasture management. 

2.6 Deciduous Forest 

Objective 2. Strategy 2.3: Increase deciduous forest habitats by at least 40 acres using 
transplanting techniques and equipment (CAT 287B and Dutchman tree spade). Planting will be 
using local transplant stock of cottonwood and aspen of 4 to 5 dbh planted at 10 to 15-foot 
intervals. 
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Calispell Creek – Carney Unit HEP Results. 

Cover Type/ 

Target Species 
HEP Variable 

Var. 

Score 

HSI 

Equation 

HSI 

Score 
Acres HUs 

Scrub-shrub Wetland (WRP) 

Mallard V1 - Wetland Type 0.50 Lowest Value 0.50 15.41 7.70 

 V2 - Nesting Cover 0.90     

 V3 - Shoreline Cover 0.85     

       

Yellow warbler V1 - % Shrub Cover 0.30 (V1*V2*V3)
1/3 0.27 15.41 4.16 

 V2 - Avg. Shrub Height 0.25     

 V3 - % Wetland Obligates 1.00     

       

White-tailed deer V1 - % Shrub Crown Cover 0.40 V1 0.40 15.41 6.16 

       

Grassland Meadow (WRP) 

Canada goose V1 – Island Nesting Habitat 0.40 [(V1+V2)*V3]
1/2 0.40 125.76 50.30 

 V2 – Shoreline Nesting 0.50     

 V3 – Brood Rearing Habitat 0.40     

       

Mallard V1 – Wetland type 0.70 Lowest Value 0.60 125.76 75.45 

 V2 – Nesting cover 0.60     

 V3 – Shoreline cover 0.93     

       

Grassland Meadow (Non-WRP) 

Canada goose V1 – Island Nesting Habitat 0.40 [(V1+V2)*V3]
1/2 0.40 246.00 98.40 

 V2 – Shoreline Nesting 0.50     

 V3 – Brood Rearing Habitat 0.40     

       

Mallard V1 – Wetland type 0.70 Lowest Value 0.60 246.00 147.60 

 V2 – Nesting cover 0.60     

 V3 – Shoreline cover 0.93     

       

Wet Meadow (WRP) 

Canada goose V1 – Island Nesting Habitat 0.40 [(V1+V2)*V3]
1/2 0.40 18.46 7.38 

 V2 – Shoreline Nesting 0.50     

 V3 – Brood Rearing Habitat 0.40     

       

Mallard V1 – Wetland type 0.50 Lowest Value 0.50 18.46 9.23 

 V2 – Nesting cover 0.90     

 V3 – Shoreline cover 0.85     
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Cover Type/ 

Target Species 
HEP Variable 

Var. 

Score 

HSI 

Equation 

HSI 

Score 
Acres HUs 

Emergent Wetland (WRP) 

Canada goose V1 – Island Nesting Habitat 0.40 [(V1+V2)*V3]
1/2 0.53 26.58 14.08 

 V2 – Shoreline Nesting 0.50     

 V3 – Brood Rearing Habitat 0.65     

       

Mallard V1 - Wetland Type 0.70 Lowest Value 0.70 26.58 18.60 

 V2 - Nesting Cover 0.85     

 V3 - Shoreline Cover 0.93     

       

Muskrat V1 - % Cover 0.55 

Lowest of 

(V1*V2)
1/2 or 

(V1*V8)
1/2 

0.23 26.58 6.11 

 V2 - % of Year w/ Water 1.00     

 V8 - % Preferred Vegetation 0.10     

       

Open Water (WRP) 

Canada goose V1 – Island Nesting Habitat 0.40 [(V1+V2)*V3]
1/2 0.53 9.79 5.18 

 V2 – Shoreline Nesting 0.50     

 V3 – Brood Rearing Habitat 0.65     

       

Mallard V1 - Wetland Type 0.70 Lowest Value 0.70 9.79 6.85 

 V2 - Nesting Cover 0.85     

 V3 - Shoreline Cover 0.93     

       

Muskrat V1 - % Cover 0.55 

Lowest of 

(V1*V2)
1/2 or 

(V1*V8)
1/2 

0.23 9.79 2.25 

 V2 - % of Year w/ Water 1.00     

 V8 - % Preferred Vegetation 0.10     

       

Total      267.34 

 
Crediting: 
WRP (196 acres)        213.45 HUs 
 
BPA Credit for WRP (10% of WRP HUs)       21.34 
BPA Credit for Non-WRP (246 acres @ 100% of Non-WRP HUs)  246.00 
TOTAL BPA Credit        267.34 HUs 
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Calispell Creek – Twigg Unit 

1.0 Site Description 

The Calispell Creek – Twigg Unit is a 170-acre acre parcel with historical agricultural uses 
(Figure 1). Historic land use on the property was limited to the production and harvest of 
Timothy hay.  
 

 
Figure 4. Calispell Creek – Twigg Unit, Pend Oreille County, Washington. 

 
The Tribe purchased the Twigg Unit in February 2004. The property is bordered on the north by 
Cusick Meadow Road, on the west and south by the Calispell Creek – Carney Unit, and on the 
east by Calispell Creek. This property lies within Diking District No. 2 and annual flooding is 
controlled via Pend Oreille P.U.D. operation of a dam and pumping station located downstream 
of the project near the mouth of Calispell Creek. Annual flooding is generally from snow melt 
and precipitation. Normal hydrology is severely curtailed by the operation of the pumping 
station. Therefore, hydrologic restoration will require the long-term use and maintenance of 
water rights and associated dikes and wetlands on the property. 
 
The Twigg Unit is located just west of Highway 20 off Cusick Meadow Road approximately ¼ 
mile north of Cusick (Figure 2).  
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Figure 5. Calispell Creek – Twigg Unit topographic map. 

1.1 Soils 

Pend Oreille County soil types were described and mapped by Donaldson et al. (1992) (Figure 
3) and include the following: 
 
Cusick silty clay loam (38), 0 to 3 percent slopes:  This soil type is very deep and somewhat 
poorly drained. Typically, the surface layer is gray silty clay loam about 7 inches thick. 
Permeability is very slow in the Cusick soil. Available water capacity is high. The effective 
rooting depth is limited by a perched seasonal high water table within a depth of 2 feet from 
November through April. Runoff is very slow, and the hazard of water erosion is slight. The main 
limitation is the seasonal wetness. Tile drains and open ditches have been used in most areas 
to remove excess surface and subsurface water where suitable outlets are available. 
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Figure 6. Calispell Creek – Twigg Unit soil types. 
 

1.2 Habitats 

Historic (1943) aerial photography was used to detect former vegetation and hydrologic 
composition to develop habitat enhancement strategies prior to habitat alteration (Figure 4). 
 
Current conditions at the Twigg Unit include five habitat types: open water (9.66 acres) 
emergent wetland (2.19 acres), wet meadow (46.50 acres), scrub-shrub wetland (1.44 acres), 
and grassland meadow (99.35 acres) (Figure 5). The HEP results indicate these habitat types 
provide a total of 138.17 HUs (0.86 HUs/acre) for the selected target species (Appendix D-1). 
The 2004 HEP results assumed all habitat was uniform and Grassland Meadow. The cover type 
map (Figure 5) differs from that assessment and the 2009/2010 HEP will reflect those changes 
and improved accuracies. We assume these cover type changes would not influence the HEP 
results as the same species would benefit from the additional cover types. Land use practices 
over the past several decades have remarkably changed the composition and structure of 
habitats on the property. There have been significant reductions in wetland diversity and density 
as well as woody vegetation. By visual observation it appears that diking and draining have 
significantly changed the hydrology on the property.  

1.2.1 Open Water  

Open water habitat on the Twigg Unit is limited to portions of Calispell Creek. Open water 
habitat is important for waterfowl and is used for resting, feeding, and rearing. Open water also 
serves to recharge the local water table and sub-irrigates pasture on the project.  
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1.2.2 Emergent Wetland 

This emergent wetland habitat type on the Twigg Unit is characterized as fair due to the lack of 
vegetative diversity and dominance of reed canary grass, a non-native plant species. Emergent  
 

      
Figure 7. Historic habitat types of the Twigg Unit (1943). 

wetlands serve as important habitat for waterfowl reproduction, hiding, resting, feeding, and 
rearing. 

1.2.3 Wet Meadow 

As a result of historic grazing and land use practices, shrub and tree vegetation has been 
removed and soils have become compacted and depleted, decreasing the habitat suitability for 
the target species as evidenced by the HEP results. Numerous weed species are found 
throughout the wet meadow. Washington State listed noxious weeds include Canada thistle 
(Cirsium arvense) and spotted knapweed (Centaurea biebersteinii).  
 
Pend Oreille County listed noxious weeds include common tansy (Tanecetum vulgare) and St. 
Johnswort (Hypericum perforatum). Other non-native plant species include bull thistle (Cirsium 
vulgare), common mullein (Berbascum thapsus), ox-eye daisy (Leucanthemum vulgare), reed 
canarygrass, Queen Anne’s lace (Dacus carrota), and sulfur cinquefoil (Potentilla recta). These 
habitats generally serve as breeding and hiding habitat for waterfowl and Neotropical migratory 
birds. 

1.2.4 Scrub-shrub Wetland 

Scrub-shrub wetlands are characterized by the presence of hydrophytic shrubs. The quality of 
this wetland habitat type on the Twigg Unit is fair and exists on a limited portion of the property. 
All other woody vegetation has been removed through years of farming and grazing practices. 
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Scrub-shrub habitat is important for waterfowl reproduction and hiding as serves as an 
important winter food resource for ungulates. 
  
 

 
Figure 8. Current habitat types of the Twigg Unit (2005). 
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1.2.5 Grassland Meadow 

Grassland meadows are similar to wet meadows in their function, but lack the wetland 
hydrology typically found in wet meadows. The grassland meadow habitat type on the Twigg 
Unit has also been degraded as a result of historic grazing and land use practices, decreasing 
habitat suitability for many of the target species as evidenced by the HEP results. Several weed 
species are found throughout the grassland meadow. Washington State listed noxious weeds 
include Canada thistle (Cirsium arvense) and spotted knapweed (Centaurea biebersteinii). Pend 
Oreille County listed noxious weeds include common tansy (Tanecetum vulgare) and St. 
Johnswort (Hypericum perforatum). Other non-native plant species include bull thistle (Cirsium 
vulgare), common mullein (Berbascum thapsus), ox-eye daisy (Leucanthemum vulgare), reed 
canarygrass, Queen Anne’s lace (Dacus carrota), and sulfur cinquefoil (Potentilla recta).  

2.0 Habitat Objectives 

The collection of baseline plant and animal community composition, abundance and distribution 
data (Objective 1) began in 2007. While the baseline habitat availability data have already been 
discussed in section 1.2, survey data for target species abundance and distribution are limited 
and are not included. However, these data will be provided to BPA on an annual basis when 
they become available. This section includes site-specific details for enhancing biologically 
valuable but degraded habitat (Objective 2); and the operations and maintenance of the 
KTWMA (Objective 3). The Tribe will monitor and evaluate (Objective 4) the Carney Unit 
according to the Monitoring and Evaluation Plan for the Albeni Falls Wildlife Mitigation Project 
(AFIWG 2001) as implemented under the Upper Columbia United Tribes’ (UCUT) Wildlife 
Monitoring and Evaluation Project (UWMEP). It is assumed the Tribe will operate and maintain 
the Carney Unit as expected by BPA, so no further discussion will be required here. Annual 
budgets will also be provided to BPA on an annual basis (see Chapter 4 of the Habitat 
Management Plan). 
 
Restoration and enhancement of the Twigg Unit (Figure 6) will include short and long-term 
actions in each habitat type. The site-specific activities identified in the following sections are 
further clarification of the objectives and strategies identified in Chapter 3 of the Habitat 
Management Plan.  

2.1 Open Water 

Objective 3. Strategy 3.6: Management and maintenance of open water habitat will include the 
repair and maintenance of the gate valve and pumping station on Calispell Creek. 

2.2 Emergent Wetland 

Objective 3. Strategy 3.2: The spread of undesirable plant species would be controlled to 
increase native plant species and species richness. In the event that reed canarygrass 
adversely affects wildlife life history requisites, such as waterfowl foraging, measures would be 
undertaken to reduce its extent. Such measures may include mechanical dredging, controlled 
burns, and chemical control.  

2.3 Wet Meadow 

Objective 3. Strategy 3.1: Perimeter fencing, roads, dikes and entry gates would be maintained, 
repaired and replaced as needed to facilitate management access. 
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Objective 3. Strategy 3.2: In order to avoid the spread of noxious weeds, it will be important to 
avoid unmitigated ground disturbance and earth movement in areas of weed infestation, as this 
would spread not only the seed already present but also the root fragments, and open sites to 
further invasion.  

2.4 Scrub-Shrub Wetland 

Objective 2. Strategy 2.3: Scrub-shrub habitat would be enhanced to achieve greater crown 
cover and tree and shrub density for focal target species. Methods may include seeding, hand 
planting of plugs, and mechanical planting of buckets, clumps, and live stakes. 
 
Objective 3. Strategy 3.2: Where invasive species occur, the Tribe would implement weed 
control measures to reduce and/or eliminate further spread and distribution.  
 

 
Figure 9. Planned restoration and enhancements for the Calispell Creek – Twigg Unit. 

2.5 Grassland Meadow 

Objective 2. Strategy 2.2: Several types of control mechanisms would be used individually or in 
combination to control noxious weeds. Large-scale chemical treatments may be necessary, with 
subsequent treatments consisting of spot spraying, manual removal, controlled burn, short-term 
inundation, and reseeding and planting of desired species of native vegetation. 
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Objective 3. Strategy 3.1: Perimeter fencing, roads, dikes and entry gates would be maintained, 
repaired and replaced as needed to facilitate management access. 
 
Objective 3. Strategy 3.2: Where invasive species occur, the Tribe would implement weed 
control measures to reduce and/or eliminate further spread and distribution.  
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Appendix D-2. Calispell Creek – Twigg Unit HEP Results 
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Calispell Creek – Twigg Unit HEP Results. 

Cover Type/ 

Target Species 
HEP Variable 

Var. 

Score 

HSI 

Equation 

HSI 

Score 
Acres HUs 

Emergent Wetland       

Mallard V1 - Wetland Type 0.75 Lowest Value 0.40 5.90 2.36 

 V2 - Nesting Cover 0.53     

 V3 - Shoreline Cover 0.90     

       

Muskrat V1 - % Cover 0.90 

Lowest of 

(V1*V2)
1/2 or 

(V1*V8)
1/2 

0.47 5.90 2.80 

 V2 - % of Year w/ Water 0.70     

 V8 - % Preferred Vegetation 0.25     

       

Grassland       

Canada goose V1 – Island Nesting Habitat 0.00 [(V1+V2)*V3]
1/2 0.42 161.00 67.62 

 V2 – Shoreline Nesting 0.35     

 V3 – Brood Rearing Habitat 0.50     

       

Mallard V1 - Wetland Type 0.50 Lowest Value 0.40 161.00 64.40 

 V2 - Nesting Cover 0.43     

 V3 - Shoreline Cover 1.00     

       

Scrub-shrub       

Yellow warbler V1 - % Shrub Cover 1.00 (V1*V2*V3)
1/3 0.32 1.60 0.51 

 V2 - Avg. Shrub Height 1.00     

 V3 - % Wetland Obligates 0.10     

       

White-tailed deer V1 - % Shrub Crown Cover 0.30 V1 0.30 1.60 0.48 

       

Total     168.50 138.17 
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Trimble Creek – Testall Unit 

1.0 Site Description 

The Testall Unit is a 241-acre parcel with historical agricultural uses (Figure 1). Historic land 
uses on the property included cattle grazing, production and harvest of Timothy hay and timber 
harvest/management.  
 

 
Figure 1. Upper Trimble Creek – Testall Unit, Pend Oreille County, Washington (May 2003). 

 
The Tribe purchased the Testall Unit in 2004. The property is bordered on the north and west by 
Westside Calispell Road, on the east by a U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Refuge, and on the 
south by lands owned by the Tribe. The property lies within Diking District No. 1 and annual 
flooding is controlled by the Pend Oreille P.U.D. operation of a dike and pumping station, 
located downstream of the Testall Unit near the intersection of Trimble Creek and State 
Highway No. 20. Annual flooding is generally from snow melt and precipitation. Normal 
hydrology is severely curtailed by several drainage ditches and operation of the pumps. 
Therefore, hydrologic restoration will require the long-term maintenance of changes to localized 
hydrologic features such as water control structures, dikes, ditch plugs and ponds on the 
property. 
 
The Testall Unit is located just west of Highway 20, approximately 4 miles north of Cusick, 
Washington (Figure 2). 
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Figure 2. Trimble Creek – Testall Unit topographic map. 

1.1 Soils 

Pend Oreille County soil types were described and mapped by Donaldson et al. (1992) (Figure 
3) and include the following: 
 
Cusick silty clay loam (38), 0 to 3 percent slopes:  This soil type is very deep and somewhat 
poorly drained. Typically, the surface layer is gray silty clay loam about 7 inches thick. 
Permeability is very slow in the Cusick soil. Available water capacity is high. The effective 
rooting depth is limited by a perched seasonal high water table within a depth of 2 feet from 
November through April. Runoff is very slow, and the hazard of water erosion is slight. The main 
limitation is the seasonal wetness. Tile drains and open ditches have been used in most areas 
to remove excess surface and subsurface water where suitable outlets are available. 
 
Inkler gravelly silt loam (55), 0 to 20 percent slopes:  This soil type is very deep and well 
drained. Typically, the surface layer is grayish brown gravelly silt loam about 5 inches thick. 
Permeability is moderate in this Inkler soil. Available water capacity also is moderate. The 
effective rooting depth is 60 inches or more. Runoff is medium, and the hazard of water erosion 
is moderate. 
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Figure 3. Trimble Creek – Testall Unit soil types. 

 
Kaniksu sandy loam (60), 0 to 15 percent slopes:  This soil type is very deep and well drained. 
Typically, the surface is covered with a mat of organic material about 1 inch thick. Permeability 
is moderately rapid to a depth of 30 inches in this Kaniksu soil and rapid below that depth. 
Available water capacity is low. The effective rooting depth is 60 inches or more. Runoff is 
medium, and the hazard of water erosion is moderate.  
 
Martella silt loam (71), 5 to 15 percent slopes:  This soil unit is very deep and moderately 
drained. Typically, the surface is covered with a mat of organic material about 1 1/2 inches thick. 
Permeability is moderately slow in this Martella soil. Available water capacity is high. The 
effective rooting depth is limited by a perched seasonal high water table at a depth of 2 to 3 feet 
from February through April. Runoff is medium, and the hazard of water erosion is moderate. 
 
Uncas muck (146), 0 to 3 percent slopes:  This soil unit is very deep and very poorly drained, 
occurring on floodplains and in old lake basins. Typically, the surface layer is muck about 7 
inches thick Permeability is moderate in the Uncas soil. Available water capacity is very high. 
The effective rooting depth is limited by a seasonal high water table that is at a depth of 0.5 foot 
to 1.5 feet from December through April. The soil is subject to frequent, long periods of flooding 
from March through May. Runoff is very slow, and the hazard of water erosion is slight. 

1.2 Habitats 

Historic (1943) aerial photography was used to detect former vegetation and hydrologic 
composition to develop habitat enhancement strategies prior to habitat alteration (Figure 4).  
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Figure 4. Historic habitat types of the Testall Unit (1943).  

 
Current conditions at the Testall Unit include five habitat types: emergent wetland (____ acres), 
wet meadow (___ acres), scrub-shrub wetland (___ acres), forested wetland (____ acres), and 
grassland meadow (____ acres) (Figure 5). The HEP results indicate these habitat types 
provide a total of _____ HUs (___ HUs/acre) for the selected target species (Appendix E-1). 
Land use practices over the past several decades have changed the composition and structure 
of habitats on the property. There have been significant reductions in wetland diversity and 
density as well as woody vegetation. By visual observation it appears that diking and draining 
have significantly changed the hydrology on the property. 

1.2.1 Emergent Wetland 

This habitat type is very diverse and is characterized by wetlands with persistent vegetation 
emerging from the surface of the water. It contains various types of vegetative communities, 
including wetlands dominated by grasses, sedges, and rushes to those dominated by cattails, 
bulrushes and reed canarygrass. These habitats provide for important waterfowl habitat used for 
reproduction, hiding, resting, feeding, and rearing. The emergent wetlands also recharge the 
local water table and sub-irrigate grassland meadows. 

1.2.2 Wet Meadow 

As a result of historic grazing and land use practices, shrub and tree vegetation has been 
removed and soils have become compacted and depleted. This has decreased the habitat 
suitability for the target species as evidenced by the HEP results. Numerous weed species are 
found throughout the wet meadow.  Washington State listed noxious weeds include Canada 
thistle (Cirsium arvense) and spotted knapweed (Centaurea biebersteinii). Pend Oreille County 
listed noxious weeds include common tansy (Tanecetum vulgare) and St. Johnswort  
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Figure 5. Current habitat types of the Testall Unit (2005).   

(Hypericum perforatum). Other non-native plant species include bull thistle (Cirsium vulgare), 
common mullein (Berbascum thapsus), ox-eye daisy (Leucanthemum vulgare), reed 
canarygrass, Queen Anne’s lace (Dacus carrota), and sulfur cinquefoil (Potentilla recta). These 
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habitats generally serve as breeding and hiding habitat for waterfowl and certain Neotropical 
migratory birds. 

1.2.3 Scrub-shrub Wetland 

This habitat type is characterized by hydrophytic shrubs being present, mainly mountain alder 
(Alnus sinuata). The quality of this habitat type is fair and exists on only an acre of the property. 
All other woody vegetation has been removed from the property through years of farming and 
grazing practices.  These habitats are important to waterfowl for reproduction and hiding cover, 
as well as a winter food resource for ungulates. 

1.2.4 Forested Wetland 

This habitat type is characterized by intermittent hydrophytic trees and shrubs being present. 
The dominant species are lodgepole pine with intermittent black cottonwood, aspen, and red-
osier dogwood. The quality of this habitat type is poor and exists on about 40 acres of the 
property. This habitat is important for waterfowl reproduction and hiding as well as an important 
winter food resource for ungulates. 

1.2.5 Grassland Meadow 

The grassland meadow habitat type is similar to wet meadows in its function, but it is usually 
drier than wet meadow habitat. It has also been degraded as a result of historic grazing and 
land use practices, decreasing the habitat suitability for the target species. Several weed 
species are present in this habitat type, including Canada thistle, spotted knapweed, common 
tansy, and St. Johnswort. Other non-native plant species include bull thistle, common mullein, 
ox-eye daisy, reed canarygrass, Queen Anne’s lace, and sulfur cinquefoil.   

2.0 Habitat Objectives 

The collection of baseline plant and animal community composition, abundance and distribution 
data (Objective 1) began in 2007. While the baseline habitat availability data have already been 
discussed in section 1.2, survey data for target species abundance and distribution are limited 
and are not included. However, these data will be provided to BPA on an annual basis when 
they become available. This section includes site-specific details for enhancing biologically 
valuable but degraded habitat (Objective 2); and the operations and maintenance of the 
KTWMA (Objective 3). The Tribe will monitor and evaluate (Objective 4) the Carney Unit 
according to the Monitoring and Evaluation Plan for the Albeni Falls Wildlife Mitigation Project 
(AFIWG 2001) as implemented under the Upper Columbia United Tribes’ (UCUT) Wildlife 
Monitoring and Evaluation Project (UWMEP). It is assumed the Tribe will operate and maintain 
the Carney Unit as expected by BPA, so no further discussion will be required here. Annual 
budgets will also be provided to BPA on an annual basis (see Chapter 4 of the Habitat 
Management Plan).  
 
Restoration and enhancement of the Carney Unit (Figure 6) will include short and long-term 
actions in each habitat type. The site-specific activities identified in the following sections are 
further clarification of the objectives and strategies identified in Chapter 3 of the Habitat 
Management Plan.  
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Figure 6. Habitat restoration and enhancements planned for the Testall Unit. 

2.1 Emergent Wetland 

Objective 2. Strategy 2.1: Increase emergent wetlands by completing approximately 39 acres of 
ephemeral wetland excavation to increase temporary and seasonal wetlands for waterfowl 
feeding, rearing and resting habitat. Pond locations will be associated with shrub and deciduous 
forest restoration to enhance waterfowl breeding, rearing, resting, and hiding habitat. 
 
Objective 2. Strategy 2.2: The spread of undesirable plant species would be controlled to 
increase native plant species and species richness. In the event that reed canarygrass 
adversely affects wildlife life history requisites, such as waterfowl foraging, measures would be 
undertaken to reduce its extent. Such measures may include mechanical dredging, controlled 
burns, and chemical control. 

2.2 Wet Meadow 

Objective 2. Strategy 2.1: Plug and or modify 1.81 miles of ditch and remove associated road 
beds to enhance water delivery and retention systems for new wetland developments. Convert 
approximately 39 acres of wet meadow to emergent wetland habitat and 36 acres to deciduous 
forest and shrub-scrub wetland. 
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Objective 2. Strategy 2.2: The spread of undesirable plant species would be controlled to 
increase native plant species and species richness. In the event that reed canarygrass 
adversely affects wildlife life history requisites, such as waterfowl foraging, measures would be 
undertaken to reduce its extent. Such measures may include mechanical dredging, controlled 
burns, and chemical control. 
 
Objective 2. Strategy 2.5: A total of 1.49 miles of drainage ditch configuration will be enhanced 
using ditch plugging and flow modifications to increase water control and wetland efficiency. 
 
Objective 3. Strategy 3.5: Use spring and fall field burning to control vegetation heights on 119 
acres for Canada goose brood pasture management. 

2.3 Scrub-shrub Wetland 

Objective 2. Strategy 2.2: The spread of undesirable plant species would be controlled to 
increase native plant species and species richness. In the event that reed canarygrass 
adversely affects wildlife life history requisites, such as waterfowl foraging, measures would be 
undertaken to reduce its extent. Such measures may include mechanical dredging, controlled 
burns, and chemical control. 
 
Objective 2. Strategy 2.3: Increase shrub-scrub habitat in the western terminal slough areas by 
at least 3.5 acres. Use transplanting techniques and equipment (CAT 287B and Dutchman tree 
spade) to plant local native clumps of desirable hydrophytic shrubs at 5 to 10 foot intervals. 

2.4 Forested Wetland 

Objective 2. Strategy 2.3: To maintain bald eagle nesting habitat, large diameter, dominant or 
co-dominant trees containing large trunk forks, multiple forks, leaders of the trunk, and/or large 
limbs would be identified and retained in groups, patches, or forest stands.The Tribe would 
restore degraded forested wetland areas to black cottonwood-dominated forests with an 
understory of willow and red-osier dogwood, and remove competition to release aspen. Local 
plant stock would be collected and rooted prior to spring planting to increase survival. During the 
summer prior to planting, targeted areas would be fallowed in each of 3 years to control weeds. 
The Tribe would remove competing vegetation, particularly conifer, from within and near aspen 
stands. Aspen stands should sucker and expand following removal of competition and minor 
root disturbance. 
 
Objective 3. Strategy 3.2: Where invasive species occur, the Tribe would implement weed 
control measures to reduce and/or eliminate further spread and distribution.  

2.5 Grassland Meadow 

Objective 2. Strategy 2.2: The spread of undesirable plant species would be controlled to 
increase native plant species and species richness. In the event that reed canarygrass 
adversely affects wildlife life history requisites, such as waterfowl foraging, measures would be 
undertaken to reduce its extent. Such measures may include mechanical dredging, controlled 
burns, and chemical control. 
 
Objective 3. Strategy 3.2: In order to avoid the spread of noxious weeds, it will be important to 
avoid unmitigated ground disturbance and earth movement in areas of weed infestation, as this 
would spread not only the seed already present but also the root fragments, and open sites to 
further invasion.  
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Trimble Creek – Testall Unit HEP Results. 

Cover Type/ 

Target Species 
HEP Variable 

Var. 

Score 

HSI 

Equation 

HSI 

Score 
Acres HUs 

Mixed Forest       

Bald eagle 

(wintering) 
V1 - Food 0.50 [(V1)

2*V2]
1/3 0.30 43.20 12.96 

 V2 - Perch 0.10     

 V3 - Distance to Water 0.90     

 V4 - Human Disturbance 0.90     

       

Bald eagle 

(breeding) 
V1 - Food 0.50 (V2*V3*V4)

1/3 0.44 43.20 19.00 

 V2 - Nest 0.10     

 V3 - Distance to Water 0.90     

 V4 - Human Disturbance 0.90     

       

Black-capped 

chickadee 
V1 -% Canopy Closure 0.58 (V1*V2)

1/2 or V3 0.75 43.20 32.40 

 V2 - Avg. Tree Height 0.55     

 V3 - No. Snags/acre 1.00     

       

Mallard V1 - Wetland Type 0.30 Lowest Value 0.20 43.20  

8.64 

 V2 - Nesting Cover 0.40     

 V3 - Shoreline Cover 0.20     

 V4 - No. of Wetland Types 0.20     

       

White-tailed deer V1 - % Shrub Crown Cover 0.90 V1 0.90 43.20 38.88 

       

Wet Meadow       

Mallard V1 - Wetland Type 0.30 Lowest Value 0.30 195.60 58.68 

 V2 - Nesting Cover 0.93     

 V3 - Shoreline Cover 1.00     

 V4 - No. of Wetland Types 0.60     

       

Muskrat V1 - % Cover 0.90 

Lowest of 

(V1*V2)
1/2 or 

(V1*V8)
1/2 

0.30 195.60 58.68 

 V2 - % of Year w/ Water 0.40     

 V8 - % Preferred Vegetation 0.10     
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Cover Type/ 

Target Species 
HEP Variable 

Var. 

Score 

HSI 

Equation 

HSI 

Score 
Acres HUs 

Canada goose V1 – Island Nesting Habitat 0.00 [(V1+V2)*V3]
1/2 0.10 195.60 19.56 

 V2 – Shoreline Nesting 0.10     

 V3 – Brood Rearing Habitat 0.10     

Scrub-shrub       

Yellow warbler V1 - % Shrub Cover 0.75 (V1*V2*V3)
1/3 0.87 1.00 0.87 

 V2 - Avg. Shrub Height 1.00     

 V3 - % Wetland Obligates 1.00     

       

White-tailed deer V1 - % Shrub Crown Cover 1.00 V1 1.00 1.00 1.00 

       

Total     239.80 250.67 
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Tacoma Creek – Carstens Unit 

1.0 Site Description 

The Tacoma Creek – Carstens Unit is a 94-acre acre parcel with historical timber and 
agricultural uses (Figure 1). Historic land use on the property was limited to some past grazing, 
timber management/harvest, and a small area of Timothy hay production.  The Carstens Unit is 
located just west of Highway 20 off Cusick Meadow Road, approximately 200 yards north of 
Cusick (Figure 2).  
 

 
Figure 1. Tacoma Creek – Carstens Unit, Pend Oreille County, Washington (May 2006). 

 
The Tribe purchased the Carstens Unit in 2004. The property is bordered on the north by land 
owned by the Kalispel Tribe (Tacoma Creek – Sivert Unit), on the west by the Washington 
Department of Natural Resources, on the east by Tacoma Creek and the Sivert Unit, and on the 
south by Pend Oreille No. 1 Public Utility District wildlife mitigation lands. This property lies 
outside of existing diking districts and is prone to annual flooding by the Pend Oreille River and 
Tacoma Creek. Normal hydrology is somewhat curtailed by the railroad trestle that restricts the 
flow of Tacoma Creek at the only inflow/outflow location. 
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Figure 2. Carstens Unit topographic map. 

1.1 Soils 

Pend Oreille County soil types were described and mapped by Donaldson et al. (1992) (Figure 
3) and include the following: 
 
Anglen silt loam (12), 0 to 7 percent slopes:  This soil type is very deep and moderately well 
drained. Typically, the surface is covered with a mat of organic material about 1 inch thick. 
Permeability is moderately slow in this Anglen soil. Available water capacity is high. The 
effective rooting depth is 60 inches or more. Runoff is slow, and the hazard of water erosion is 
slight. A perched seasonal high water table is at a depth of 2.5 to 3.5 feet from December 
through April. 
 
Cusick silty clay loam (38), 0 to 3 percent slopes:  This soil type is very deep and somewhat 
poorly drained. Typically, the surface layer is gray silty clay loam about 7 inches thick. 
Permeability is very slow in the Cusick soil. Available water capacity is high. The effective 
rooting depth is limited by a perched seasonal high water table within a depth of 2 feet from 
November through April. Runoff is very slow, and the hazard of water erosion is slight. The main 
limitation is the seasonal wetness. Tile drains and open ditches have been used in most areas 
to remove excess surface and subsurface water where suitable outlets are available. 
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Figure 3. Carstens Unit soils map. 

 
Inkler gravelly silt loam (55), 0 to 20 percent slopes:  This soil type is very deep and well 
drained. Typically, the surface layer is grayish brown gravelly silt loam about 5 inches thick. 
Permeability is moderate in this Inkler soil. Available water capacity also is moderate. The 
effective rooting depth is 60 inches or more. Runoff is medium, and the hazard of water erosion 
is moderate. 
 
Kaniksu sandy loam (60), 0 to 15 percent slopes:  This soil type is very deep and well drained. 
Typically, the surface is covered with a mat of organic material about 1 inch thick. Permeability 
is moderately rapid to a depth of 30 inches in this Kaniksu soil and rapid below that depth. 
Available water capacity is low. The effective rooting depth is 60 inches or more. Runoff is 
medium, and the hazard of water erosion is moderate.  
 
Kegel loam (62), 0 to 3 percent slopes:  This soil unit is very deep and somewhat poorly 
drained, occurring on floodplains adjacent to streams. Typically, the surface is covered with a 
mat of organic material about 1 inch thick. Permeability is moderate to a depth of 30 inches in 
this soil type and rapid below that depth. Available water capacity is moderate. The effective 
rooting depth is limited by a seasonal high water table at a depth of 0.5 foot to 2.0 feet from 
January through June. The soil is subject to occasional, brief periods of flooding from March 
through June. Channeling and deposition are common along streambanks. Runoff is slow, and 
the hazard of water erosion is slight. 
 
Martella silt loam (71), 5 to 15 percent slopes:  This soil unit is very deep and moderately 
drained. Typically, the surface is covered with a mat of organic material about 1 1/2 inches thick. 
Permeability is moderately slow in this Martella soil. Available water capacity is high. The 
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effective rooting depth is limited by a perched seasonal high water table at a depth of 2 to 3 feet 
from February through April. Runoff is medium, and the hazard of water erosion is moderate. 
 
Martella silt loam (73), 25 to 40 percent slopes:  This soil unit is very deep and moderately 
drained. Typically, the surface is covered with a mat of organic material about 1 1/2 inches thick. 
Permeability is moderately slow in this Martella soil. Available water capacity is high. The 
effective rooting depth is limited by a perched seasonal high water table at a depth of 2 to 3 feet 
from February through April. Runoff is rapid, and the hazard of water erosion is severe. 
 
Sacheen variant silt loam (127), 0 to 3 percent slopes:  This soil unit is very deep and somewhat 
poorly drained, occurring in lake basins and on floodplains along streams. Typically, the surface 
layer is light brownish gray silt loam about 4 inches thick. Permeability is moderate to a depth of 
10 inches in this soil type and very rapid below that depth. Available water capacity is low. The 
effective rooting depth is limited by a seasonal high water table at a depth of 1 to 3 feet from 
March through June. Runoff is very slow, and the hazard of water erosion is slight. The soil is 
subject to occasional, brief periods of flooding from March through May. 

1.2 Habitats 

Historic (1943) aerial photography was used to detect former vegetation and hydrologic 
composition to develop habitat enhancement strategies prior to habitat alteration (Figure 4).  
 
Current conditions at the Carstens Unit include seven habitat types: open water (2.33 acres), 
emergent wetland (9.30 acres), wet meadow (30.75 acres), grassland meadow (56.80 acres), 
scrub-shrub wetland (1.37 acres), forested wetland (14.96 acres), and conifer forest (1.49 
acres), (Figure 5). The HEP results indicate these habitat types provide a total of 172.95 HUs 
for the selected target species (Appendix F-1). Land use practices over the past several 
decades have only changed the composition and structure of habitats on the property limitedly. 
There have been slight reductions in wetland diversity and density. By visual observation it 
appears that the hydrology on this property has not significantly changed. 

1.2.1 Open Water 

Open water habitat on the Carstens Unit is that portion of Tacoma Creek that borders the 
property on the eastern boundary. This habitat provides for important waterfowl habitat used for 
resting, feeding, and rearing. Open water also serves to recharge the local water table.  

1.2.2 Emergent Wetland 

This habitat type is very diverse and is characterized by wetlands with persistent vegetation 
emerging from the surface of the water. It contains various types from grass, sedge, and rush 
dominated to cattail and reed canary grass dominated wetlands. The quality of these wetlands 
on the property is good due to the lack of disturbance and conversion on the property. These 
habitats provide for important waterfowl habitat used for reproduction, hiding, resting, feeding, 
and rearing. Additionally all wetlands serve to recharge the local water table on the property. 
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Figure 4. Historic habitat types of the Carstens Unit (1943).  

1.2.3 Wet Meadow 

As a result of dam inundation and land use practices, shrub and tree vegetation on exposed 
depositional areas has been removed. This has decreased the habitat suitability for the target 
species as evidenced by the HEP results. Numerous weed species are found throughout the 
wet meadow.  Washington State listed noxious weeds include Canada thistle (Cirsium arvense) 
and spotted knapweed (Centaurea biebersteinii). Pend Oreille County listed noxious weeds 
include common tansy (Tanecetum vulgare) and St. Johnswort (Hypericum perforatum). Other 
non-native plant species include bull thistle (Cirsium vulgare), common mullein (Berbascum 
thapsus), ox-eye daisy (Leucanthemum vulgare), reed canarygrass, Queen Anne’s lace (Dacus 
carrota), and sulfur cinquefoil (Potentilla recta). These habitats generally serve as breeding and 
hiding habitat for waterfowl and certain Neotropical migratory birds.  

1.2.4 Grassland Meadow 

This habitat type is similar to wet meadow in its functions, but is usually drier and more upslope 
than wet meadow. It has been degraded as a result of historic grazing and land use practices. 
This has decreased the habitat suitability for the target species as evidenced by the HEP 
results. Numerous weed species are found throughout the grassland meadow.  Washington 
State listed noxious weeds include Canada thistle (Cirsium arvense) and spotted knapweed 
(Centaurea biebersteinii). Pend Oreille County listed noxious weeds include common tansy 
(Tanecetum vulgare) and St. Johnswort (Hypericum perforatum). Other non-native plant species 
include bull thistle (Cirsium vulgare), common mullein (Berbascum thapsus), ox-eye daisy 
(Leucanthemum vulgare), reed canarygrass, Queen Anne’s lace (Dacus carrota), and sulfur 
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Figure 5. Current habitat types of the Carstens Unit (2005). 
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cinquefoil (Potentilla recta). This habitat generally serves as breeding and hiding habitat for 
waterfowl and certain Neotropical migratory birds.  

1.2.5 Scrub-shrub Wetland 

This habitat type is characterized by hydrophytic shrubs being present. The quality of this 
habitat type is good and exists on a small portion of the property. These habitats are important 
for waterfowl reproduction and hiding as well as an important winter food resource for 
ungulates. 

1.2.6 Forested Wetland 

This habitat type is characterized by hydrophytic trees and shrubs being present. The dominant 
species are black cottonwood, red osier dogwood and Douglas hawthorn. The quality of this 
habitat type is good and exists on a small portion of the property along the riparian corridor in 
the southeast corner. This habitat is important for waterfowl reproduction and hiding as well as 
an important winter food resource for ungulates. 

2.0 Habitat Objectives 

The collection of baseline plant and animal community composition, abundance and distribution 
data (Objective 1) began in 2004. While the baseline habitat availability data have already been 
discussed, survey data for target species abundance and distribution are limited and are not 
included. However, these data will be provided to BPA on an annual basis when they become 
available. This section includes site-specific details for enhancing biologically valuable but 
degraded habitat at a limited level (Objective 2); the prevention and control of invasive species 
(Objective 3); and the reduction of human-induced wildlife disturbance (Objective 4). The Tribe 
will monitor and evaluate (Objective 4) the Carney Unit according to the Monitoring and 
Evaluation Plan for the Albeni Falls Wildlife Mitigation Project (AFIWG 2001) as implemented 
under the Upper Columbia United Tribes’ (UCUT) Wildlife Monitoring and Evaluation Project 
(UWMEP).  It is assumed the Tribe will operate and maintain (Objective 6) the Tacoma Creek – 
Carstens Unit as expected by BPA, so no further discussion will be required here. Annual 
budgets (Objective 7) will also be provided to BPA on an annual basis. 

2.1 Open Water 

Objective 2. Strategy 2.4: The maintenance of open water habitat is important to aquatic 
furbearers, waterfowl foraging, and Canada goose brood rearing. Using appropriate methods, it 
may become necessary to increase open water habitat availability on the Carstens Unit in order 
to restore natural hydrologic function.  
 
Objective 3. Strategy 3.7:  Manage and maintain open water wetland habitat to benefit target 
species and associated guilds. It may become necessary to implement actions to maintain this 
habitat component throughout the project area. 

2.2 Emergent Wetland 

Objective 2. Strategy 2.4: Emergent wetlands are an important habitat type for multiple target 
species and associated guilds. It may become necessary to increase emergent wetlands to 
restore or maintain hydrologic conditions. 
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Objective 3. Strategy 3.6 Manage and maintain emergent wetland habitat so that they persist 
throughout the project site to maintain hydrologic conditions. This may include replanting, re-
excavation, or other actions.  
 
Objective 3. Strategy 3.2: The spread of undesirable plant species would be controlled to 
increase native plant species and species richness. In the event that reed canarygrass 
adversely affects wildlife life history requisites, such as waterfowl foraging, measures would be 
undertaken to reduce its extent. Such measures may include mechanical dredging, controlled 
burns, and chemical control.  

2.3 Wet Meadow 

Objective 2. Strategy 2.2 Initially control noxious weeds to limit interaction and competition with 
native vegetation. 
 
Objective 2. Strategy 2.5 .Restore river and stream shoreline habitat to protect shorelines 
increase riparian and wetland plant diversity. This will include the use of native re-vegetation 
bio-engineered shoreline stabilization techniques to address highly erosive conditions where 
they exist. It is not anticipated that any stabilization work will be necessary, but as conditions 
change, it may become necessary to implement this strategy. 
 
Objective 3. Strategy 3.2. Continue to suppress noxious weeds for long term native vegetation 
success. 
 
Objective 3. Strategy 3.8. Manage and maintain shoreline habitat by implementing actions to re-
vegetate, re-excavate, or replace failing portions of enhancement actions. 
 
Objective 3. Strategy 3.2: To reduce and/or eliminate the spread of reed canarygrass and other 
invasive weed species, the Tribe would use appropriate methods of weed control.  

2.4 Grassland Meadow 

Objective 2. Strategy 2.2 Initially control noxious weeds to limit interaction and competition with 
native vegetation. 
 
Objective 3. Strategy 3.2 Continue to suppress noxious weeds for long term native vegetation 
success. 
 
Objective 3. Strategy 3.2: In order to avoid the spread of noxious weeds, it will be important to 
avoid unmitigated ground disturbance and earth movement in areas of weed infestation, as this 
would spread not only the seed already present but also the root fragments, and open sites to 
further invasion.  

2.5 Scrub-shrub Wetland 

Objective 2. Strategy 2.2: Prior land use practices included stream channelization to decrease 
overland out-of-bank stream flows. The Tribe would relocate Carey Creek to its original channel 
and allow the stream to flow naturally throughout the property (Figure 5). Increased scrub-shrub 
vegetation would provide increased cover for waterfowl and migratory songbirds, as well as 
provide increased shade for reducing stream temperatures and increasing terrestrial and 
aquatic food organisms. 
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Objective 3. Strategy 3.2: The control and elimination of invasive species would be a priority in 
the enhancement and maintenance of scrub-shrub wetland habitat on the CCCU. Weed 
species, life cycles, abundance, and dispersion will dictate the mechanism(s) for elimination.  
 
Objective 3. Strategy 3.3.2. Manage and maintain existing deciduous tree/shrub stands by 
managing undesirable plant invasions that are not weed management in nature. This will 
include the use of a FECON Bull Hog to keep Douglas hawthorn from taking over important 
deciduous tree and shrub habitats. 

2.6 Forested Wetland 

Objective 2. Strategy 2.1: To maintain bald eagle nesting habitat, large diameter, dominant or 
co-dominant trees containing large trunk forks, multiple forks, leaders of the trunk, and/or large 
limbs would be identified and retained in groups, patches, or forest stands. The Tribe would 
restore degraded forested wetland areas to black cottonwood-dominated forests with an 
understory of willow and red-osier dogwood, and remove competition to release aspen. Local 
plant stock would be collected and rooted prior to spring planting to increase survival. During the 
summer prior to planting, targeted areas would be fallowed in each of 3 years to control weeds. 
The Tribe would remove competing vegetation, particularly conifer, from within and near aspen 
stands. Aspen stands should sucker and expand following removal of competition and minor 
root disturbance. 
 
Objective 3. Strategy 3.2: Where invasive species occur, the Tribe would implement weed 
control measures to reduce and/or eliminate further spread and distribution.  
 
Objective 3. Strategy 3.3.2. Manage and maintain existing deciduous tree/shrub stands by 
managing undesirable plant invasions that are not weed management in nature. This will 
include the use of a FECON Bull Hog to keep Douglas hawthorn from taking over important 
deciduous tree and shrub habitats. 
 
Object 3. Strategy 3.4. Practice sustainable forest management to maintain diversity and 
disease free stands that do not interfere with other habitat type and increase target species 
attributes. 
 
Objective 4. Strategy 4.2: Human disturbance would be minimized during the bald eagle 
wintering and nesting season (February 1 – July 1). Snow shoeing and hiking would be 
permitted by permission only, but seasonal restrictions would apply during the bald eagle 
wintering and nesting season. Noise disturbance would be severely restricted within ¼ mile of 
any nest site. 

2.7 Conifer Forest 

Objective 2. Strategy 2.2 Initially control noxious weeds to limit interaction and competition with 
native vegetation. 
 
Objective 2. Strategy 2.3: The Tribe would manage the conifer forest on the CCCU for forest 
health, eliminating diseased trees and increasing desirable species by using thinning techniques 
to promote and maintain biodiversity. Timber harvest will be used only as a vegetation 
management tool to improve habitat for targeted wildlife species. 
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Objective 2. Strategy 2.4: If necessary, the Tribe would use controlled burning to improve forest 
stand structure and diversity by inducing crown fires to increase snags and wildlife habitat 
availability.  
 
Objective 3. Strategy 3.2: The Tribe would implement appropriate noxious weed control 
measures in the conifer forest to eliminate and/or prevent the further spread of non-native weed 
species. 
 
Object 3. Strategy 3.4. Practice sustainable forest management to maintain diversity and 
disease free stands that do not interfere with other habitat type and increase target species 
attributes. 
 
Objective 3. Strategy 3.5. The Tribe will use controlled burning to maintain forest stand structure 
and diversity by reducing forest fuels and maintaining proper stand dynamics. 
 
Objective 4. Strategy 4.2: Human disturbance would be minimized during the bald eagle 
wintering and nesting season (February 1 – July 1). Snow shoeing and hiking would be 
permitted by permission only, but seasonal restrictions would apply during the bald eagle 
wintering and nesting season. Noise disturbance would be severely restricted within ¼ mile of 
any nest site. 
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Tacoma Creek – Carstens Unit HEP Results. 

Cover Type/ 

Target Species 
HEP Variable 

Var. 

Score 

HSI 

Equation 

HSI 

Score 
Acres HUs 

Conifer Forest       

Bald eagle 

(wintering) 
V1 - Food 0.80 [(V1)

2*V2]
1/3 0.64 49.50 31.68 

 V2 - Perch 0.40     

 V3 - Distance to Water 0.97     

 V4 - Human Disturbance 0.37     

       

Bald eagle 

(breeding) 
V1 - Food 0.80 (V2*V3*V4)

1/3 0.52 49.50 25.74 

 V2 - Nest 0.40     

 V3 - Distance to Water 0.97     

 V4 - Human Disturbance 0.37     

       

Black-capped 

chickadee 
V1 -% Canopy Closure 0.85 (V1*V2)

1/2 or V3 0.67 49.50 33.00 

 V2 - Avg. Tree Height 0.80     

 V3 - No. Snags/acre 0.67     

White-tailed deer V1 - % Shrub Crown Cover 1.00 V1 1.00 49.50 49.50 

       

Deciduous Forest       

Bald eagle 

(wintering) 
V1 - Food 1.00 [(V1)

2*V2]
1/3 0.74 5.50 4.07 

 V2 - Perch 0.40     

 V3 - Distance to Water 0.90     

 V4 - Human Disturbance 0.90     

       

Bald eagle 

(breeding) 
V1 - Food 1.00 (V2*V3*V4)

1/3 0.69 5.50 3.79 

 V2 - Nest 0.40     

 V3 - Distance to Water 0.90     

 V4 - Human Disturbance 0.90     

       

Black-capped 

chickadee 
V1 -% Canopy Closure 0.43 (V1*V2)

1/2 or V3 0.64 5.50 3.59 

 V2 - Avg. Tree Height 1.00     

 V3 - No. Snags/acre 1.00     
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Cover Type/ 

Target Species 
HEP Variable 

Var. 

Score 

HSI 

Equation 

HSI 

Score 
Acres HUs 

Mallard V1 - Wetland Type 0.40 Lowest Value 0.40 5.50 2.20 

 V2 - Nesting Cover 0.40     

 V3 - Shoreline Cover 1.00     

 V4 - No. of Wetland Types 1.00     

       

White-tailed deer V1 - % Shrub Crown Cover 1.00 V1 1.00 5.50 5.50 

       

Emergent Wetland       

Canada goose V1 – Island Nesting Habitat 0.10 [(V1+V2)*V3]
1/2 0.59 17.00 10.03 

 V2 – Shoreline Nesting 0.50     

 V3 – Brood Rearing Habitat 0.50     

       

Mallard V1 - Wetland Type 0.40 Lowest Value 0.40 17.00 5.10 

 V2 - Nesting Cover 0.55     

 V3 - Shoreline Cover 1.00     

       

Muskrat V1 - % Cover 1.00 

Lowest of 
(V1*V2)

1/2 or 

(V1*V8)
1/2 

0.32 17.00 5.38 

 V2 - % of Year w/ Water 0.40     

 V8 - % Preferred Vegetation 0.10     

       

Grassland       

Canada goose V1 – Island Nesting Habitat 0.00 [(V1+V2)*V3]
1/2 0.10 5.50 0.55 

 V2 – Shoreline Nesting 0.10     

 V3 – Brood Rearing Habitat 0.10     

       

Mallard V1 - Wetland Type 0.20 Lowest Value 0.20 5.50 1.10 

 V2 - Nesting Cover 0.40     

 V3 - Shoreline Cover 1.00     

       

Scrub-shrub Wetland       

Mallard V1 - Wetland Type 0.8 Lowest Value 0.40 5.40 2.16 

 V2 - Nesting Cover 1.00     

 V3 - Shoreline Cover 1.00     

 V4 - No. of Wetland Types 0.40     
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F-16  Habitat Management Plan: 
  Kalispel Tribe Wildlife Management Area 

Cover Type/ 

Target Species 
HEP Variable 

Var. 

Score 

HSI 

Equation 

HSI 

Score 
Acres HUs 

Yellow warbler V1 - % Shrub Cover 1.00 (V1*V2*V3)
1/3 0.42 5.40 2.00 

 V2 - Avg. Shrub Height 0.38     

 V3 - % Wetland Obligates 1.48     

       

White-tailed deer V1 - % Shrub Crown Cover 1.00 V1 1.00 5.40 5.40 

       

Total     82.90 190.79 

 
 
 
 


