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Wild Links 2012Wild Links 2012Wild Links 2012Wild Links 2012    

Forwarding transboundary coordination between British Columbia and 

Washington for species and habitats in a changing climate 

This year's Wild Links was an invitation only 
meeting to build off of transboundary discussions 
from 2010 and 2011. Attendees and partners 
from the past two years came together to move 
forward on three timely efforts related to the 
transboundary region between Washington and 
British Columbia.  The event started with the 
discussion around launching a Cascadia Partner 
Forum because the Cascadia ecosystem plays a 
critical role in the topics that followed. 
 
Attendees discussed a one-year pilot Cascadia 

Partner Forum in coordination with the North 

Pacific and Great Northern Landscape 

Conservation Cooperatives, identifying priority 

species and habitat topics for collaborative work 

in the region. Attendees then delved into two high 

priority topics identified at last year's Wild Links 

meeting in Vancouver, BC: 1) transboundary 

species coordination on lynx, wolves, fishers, 

grizzly bears, badgers, and wolverines; and 2) 

transboundary habitat connectivity planning with 

the Washington Wildlife Habitat Connectivity 

Working Group.  The workshop included a few 

presentations, but the bulk of the time was 

devoted to small group sessions and large group 

discussions.  This report summarizes from notes 

and author participation the background 

information, presentations and discussions from 

the event. 

Wild Links was made possible by Conservation Northwest and the following sponsors: 444S Foundation, Brainerd 

Foundation, Great Northern Landscape Conservation Cooperative, North Pacific Landscape Conservation Cooperative, 

and Seattle City Light, and our host North Cascades Institute. A special thanks to Jen Watkins and Joe Scott for making 

the workshop happen, and to the North Cascades Institute Graduate Students for their copious and thorough notes.   

WildWildWildWild    Links ConferenceLinks ConferenceLinks ConferenceLinks Conference    

October 3-4, 2012 

North Cascades Institute 

Agenda: 

October 3rd  

2pm – Welcome and agenda overview 

 

2:45pm – 5:30pm: Cascadia Partner Forum introduction 

and facilitated discussions (See pages 2-8) 

 

October 4th  

8am – 11:30am:  Transboundary habitat connectivity 

presentation and small group discussion (See pages 9-

17) 

 

12:30pm-4pm:  Concurrent work sessions: 

• Cascades Carnivore Working Group (See pages 

18-23) 

• Climate transboundary connectivity analyses 

(See pages 10,14-16) 

 

More information at 

http://www.conservationnw.org/what-we-do/wildlife-

habitat/wildlinks-2012 

 

Report prepared by Andrea Lyons 
February 2013 
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The Cascadia Partner Forum is a pilot effort 
designed to foster a network of natural resource 
practitioners working within this transboundary region 
to build the adaptive capacity of the landscape and 
species living within it.  Work is to be accomplished in 
close coordination with the Great Northern and North 
Pacific Landscape Conservation Cooperatives (LCC).   
 
Because the Cascades are located on the edges of 
two LCCs but at the center of many conservation 
discussions, partners see a need to promote this area 
and collaborate in a unified way.  
 
Participants expressed a need for cooperation east-
west and north-south, across international and LCC 
borders. There is interest in an umbrella initiative 
recognized by agencies and NGO’s such as the 
LCC’s that would facilitate easier engagement in 
collaborative discussions, rather than relying on 
voluntary participation.  Additional interests and 
needs include: international dialogue, coordination for 
data/information sharing and priorities, synergy in 
telling our stories and future sessions that are more 
focused on work rather than presentations. 
 
A Pilot Council was established prior to Wild Links to 
facilitate dialogue at the event, and follow-up on 
feedback from attendees to set objectives and 
structure for this effort.   
 
The Pilot Council is facilitated by Jen Watkins 
(Conservation Northwest) and includes: Harriet Allen 
(WA Dept. of Fish and Wildlife), Bill Gaines 
(Conservation Science Institute), Denise Joines 
(Wilburforce Foundation), Andrea Lyons (Okanogan-
Wenatchee National Forest), Cliff Neitvelt (Ministry of 
Forests, Natural Resources, Lands, and Operations), 
Jack Oeflke (North Cascades National Park), David 
Peterson (Pacific NW Research Station), Regina 
Rochefort (North Cascades National Park), Joe Scott 
(Conservation Northwest), Dan Siemann (National 
Wildlife Federation), Tory Stevens (BC Parks), and 
Chris Tunnoch (Ministry of Environment). 
 
A recommendation will be made by this pilot council 
in the fall of 2013 as to whether this partner forum 
should become permanent, and adopted into the 
structure of the LCC’s. 

What is the cascadia partner forum?What is the cascadia partner forum?What is the cascadia partner forum?What is the cascadia partner forum?    

 

To launch the Cascadia Partner Forum attendees 

were introduced to the pilot concept, the 

Landscape Conservation Cooperatives and how 

partner forums fit within their existing structure, 

and then led through full group and small group 

facilitated discussions to provide input to the 

purpose, structure, and high priority issues for the 

forum.  The following pages provide an overview 

of the presentations and notes from the 

discussion that followed. 

Mount Shuksan in North Cascades National Park.  Credit:  NCNP 

Breakout group discussion on the Cascadia Partner Forum.  

Credit:  Erin Moore 
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Great Northern Landscape 
Conservation Cooperative – Sean 
Finn 

http://greatnorthernlcc.org  
 
The purpose of the LCC is to create, facilitate and 
achieve a collective landscape vision through 
strategic conservation focus, adaptive resource 
management and using science to inform 
decisions to create a landscape resilient to 
change. The LCCs are comprised of federal and 
state agencies, tribes, conservation organizations 
and universities. 
 

Due to the need to sustain our resources with 
more demand and less money than in the past, 
the Dept. of Interior developed an approach to 
deal with impact of climate on natural resources.  
This is a conservation paradigm shift from a 
resource conservation perspective to an applied 
conservation science perspective and 
partnerships.  The fundamental units of planning 
and adaptive science inform conservation efforts 
that harness other’s efforts and emphasize 
cooperation. 
 

The Great Northern LCC has a 10 year business 
plan framework that identifies priorities such as:  
 

� Landscape stressors (climate change, land 
uses (especially energy), invasive 
species); 

� Landscape priority issues(connectivity, 
water, forest/shrubland/grassland health, 
land use impacts, and human and social 
issues); and 

� Species priorities (iconic, landscape, 
indicator).  

 
A need for more monitoring from the outset rather 
than as an afterthought was also emphasized. 
 

Within the structure of the GNLCC, Partner 
Forums have been established to provide a link to 
on-the-ground practitioners in specific ecosystem 
types and geographies.  Three forums exist within 
the GNLCC: Rocky Mountains, Shrub Steppe, 
and Columbia Basin.  The Cascadia Partner 
Forum would be a welcome addition. 
 

North Pacific Landscape Conservation 
Cooperative – Tom Miewald, USFWS 
http://www.fws.gov/pacific/Climatechange/nplcc/ 
 
 
The North Pacific LCC is working on strategy 
development and identifying important information 
gaps and priorities.  
 
Their initial focus will be on providing a data portal.  
The five current priority topics are: 1) effects of 
hydrologic regime shifts on rivers, streams, and 
riparian corridors; 2) effects of change in air 
temperature and precipitation on forests; 3) effects 
of changes in sea levels and storms on marine 
shorelines, the nearshore and estuaries; 4) effects 
of changes in the hydrologic regime on 
anadromous fish; and 5) invasive species, 
diseases, pests and their effects on biological 
communities.   
 
Partner forums are not currently within the NPLCC 
structure, but this is a unique partnering concept 
that allows them to work with the GNLCC on a 
shared landscape. 
 

 

LANDSCAPE CONSERVATION COOPERATIVES (LCC) 

OVERVIEW 
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The LCCs expect the 
Cascadia Partner Forum to self-
determine governance and 
process.  The Partner Forum 
could identify priority information 
and science needs in the 
context of LCC goals and 
conservation priorities with 
outcomes that will guide a long-
term strategy and annual 
workplans.  The Forum could 
provide input and feedback from 
practitioners working on the 
ground on the utility and 
application of landscape 
science, tools and information, 
and plan and initiate coordinated 
conservation action based on 
shared objectives.  The Forum 
could think and act at watershed 
and multi-watershed scales and 
integrate monitoring 
considerations at the outset.   
 
This one-year pilot effort to 
establish a Cascadia Partner 
Forum will establish work that 
has independent value to both 
practitioners on the ground and 
the LCC’s, while laying the 
groundwork for a long-term 
collaboration should the 
decision be made next fall to 
continue with a permanent 
partner forum. 
 
The brief introduction led into a 
facilitated discussion of what a 
robust forum would look like, 
what scope it would cover, and 
what issues it would address.  It 
was felt the Forum would need 
to include a broad spectrum 
leadership team to identify 
science needs with partners, 
understand application of 
science on the ground, and 
cover a breadth of issues.  
 

How does the Cascadia Partner Forum fit in? 

The area encompassed by the Cascadia Partner Forum was 

given a rough initial boundary for purposes of the discussion at 

Wild Links that covered the area from Mt. Rainier in WA, north to 

Spences Bridges in BC. The Pilot Council will work on delineating 

boundaries in follow up to this meeting.  Participants discussed 

potential issues (besides species) on which the Forum should 

focus, including hydrology and aquatics, invasive species, 

connectivity and refugia, fire and fuels.  The following pages 

provide greater detail on facilitated discussions on the forum. 
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GROUP DISCUSSIONS on the Cascadia Partner Forum 

The Cascadia Partner Forum posed several questions through facilitated smaller group discussions 

intended to assist the Pilot Council as they determine an initial set of work to focus on and build a 

baseline of understanding for this landscape.   Pilot Council members facilitated the groups. 

Participants represented a wide range of views in this ecosystem and provided a wealth of insight into 

topics ranging from communications to scientific resources.  Discussion time in each group was broken 

into four segments:  1) assessing priority issues, 2) communication, 3) highlighting success and 4) 

facilitating work.  The range of responses were captured by the NCI graduate students and summarized 

here. 

Assessing Priority Issues 
1) On the ground, what issues do you face in implementing climate adaptation practices?  Is it lack of 

science, the scale of the science, funding, etc? 
o Understanding and prioritizing key issues (that we can take on in the first year) is the 

mission for this group. Issues should focus on adapting our management in the face of a 
changing climate.  Complicating factors center around communication and lack of data. 

2) What are the priority species and habitat climate adaptation issues that should be recognized in the 
Cascades ecosystem by this forum and the LCC’s (laundry list)? 

o Spatial representation of available areas to be managed/protected and where the biggest 
need is 

o Understanding where seasonal habitats are and how they are changing due to climate 
change 

� Variability of season change and climate change 
� La Niña vs. La Niño in winter weather year to year 
� Severity and frequency of fall storms  
� several issues brought up relative to snow 

• Relocated bears moving towards human communities potentially resulting 
from a lack of information.   For example data providing a representation of 
release of habitat from snow, especially in relation to climate change could 
help prevent moving a grizzly bear from a dangerous place, to an area that 
subsequently received two feet of snow and forced her toward the 
community. We need to know where the snow is so we can avoid this. 

• Spotted frogs 

• Mountain goats 
o Growing seasons - plants are growing slower and slower 
o Increase in insect survival due to mild winters 
o Where are the habitats that need to be protected 

• Need to address access management (roads and railroads) and develop a 
rigorously maintained road database 

o Focus should go beyond carnivores – leave placeholders for other animals (ptarmigan, 
etc) 

o Communication (see following page) 
3) In a one-year pilot what 1-3 priority topics would be the most meaningful to your work on the 

ground to see not only recognized but discussed? 
o impacts of climate variability especially on snowpack 
o communication and political resilience 
o access management (roads survey, database, need and vulnerability assessment) 
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Communication and Support 
1) What communication tools would be helpful to connect a network of practitioners in the Cascades 

working on climate adaptation? (Central website, share files, GIS sharing, regular emails with 
updates, contact sheets?) 

2) How can we communicate our priorities for the Cascades to external audiences better? (LCC’s, 
decision makers, etc) 

3) How can we present the transboundary Cascades better to the public to see it as one ecosystem? 
4) How can we better articulate the suite of ecosystem services of the Cascades? Water, hydro 

power, recreation – what provides value to communities downstream? 
 
Some participants wondered if the forum’s conversation was restricted around just science and 
suggested that there was a need to figure out how to communicate science in a way so that people 
better understood what it was saying.  As such it is important to develop tools that meet a need and are 
approachable.  Others suggested sharing successes would be helpful and can give people hope.  
Personal stories help get people invested (for example, in parts of BC bears have names). 
It was also suggested that there is a need to figure out how to communicate our ideas to decision 
makers so they understand the findings and importance.  Need to think about political resilience of 
these efforts so that they move forward regardless of politics, and have relevance.  Also need to 
recognize there is a large percentage of people who deny climate change.  One participant described 
the scientific community as part of those on the Titanic, focusing on salinity of water and rate of sinking 
but not focusing on how to stop the sinking.   
 
Some suggested providing initiatives in local communities, where local voices may not be on the same 
political side as us on all issues but have the same goals for different reasons on a specific local issue 
(e.g. protecting important grazing and hunting lands from development rather than biodiversity). 
 
It was noted that we need to work on communicating with different relevant audiences, including 
politicians, communities and private industry. Suggested a primary focus on the things we can do now 
(short-term), while other bigger projects are in the making. A focus on things that will make a difference 
today may make a meaningful difference rather than always planning, while building the relationships 
and pathway to allow us to protect the diversity we can before it disappears. 
 
The group discussed the need for a communications framework for a Cascadia Partner Forum.  Some 
of the elements of that framework might include: 

• An email list to include people inside and outside of the forum who need to know what you are 
doing; 

• Cross-border communication that includes First Nations participation; 

• An easy, clear way (online) to share what everyone is doing; sharing data, methods, models, etc. 

• A coordinator. LCC may be a good venue to fill this need. 

• Instead of creating new infrastructure tap into existing interest groups and collaboratives.  For 
example, explore DataBasin and USGS 

• There are several upcoming focus groups and workshops that could develop a good data 
sharing system.   

o Develop an efficient way to communicate with the public which could include education 
and teaching kids about these issues.  This is a great way to reach their parents. 

• The Cascades need a brand that identifies them and why they are special – it’s possible a kids 
committee or professionals could help with that. 

GROUP DISCUSSIONS on the Cascadia Partner Forum    
continued    
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Highlighting success 
1) What successes are you aware of in the Cascades 

where climate adaptation implementation has 
occurred (included in a land management plan, 
actions on the ground, species considerations, etc.)? 

2) Where are you seeing collaboration on climate 
adaptation in science or practice occurring on this 
landscape? 

 

Participants felt the forum would be an excellent vehicle 

for showcasing those successes.  Some examples 

shared by the group included: 

i. Shoreline Sensitivity Model for coast of B.C. 

a. can see which segments of coast are 
most susceptible to climate change  

ii. Land Management Planning 
a. Okanogan-Wenatchee and Colville 

National Forests did initial adaptation 
planning with a GTR to guide work 

b. North Cascades Adaptation Partnership 
iii. Washington Habitat Connectivity Working Group 
iv. Individual species restoration strategies 

a. lynx and fishers involved agencies on 
both sides of the border and are doing a 
good job 

b. Grizzly Bear Restoration Strategy in BC 
i. St’at’imc Resolution for grizzly 

recovery on native land is uniting 
nations and first nations across the 
international border 

v. Roads 
a. Washington State Department of 

Transportation is retrofitting roads for 
wildlife crossings also the I-90 corridor 

b. Many agencies are finding that road 
density is one of the major limiting factors 
and are decommissioning roads 

c. Vulnerability assessments or decisions on 
roads in light of climate change when 
looking at resilience and expense of 
maintaining infrastructure. 

 
 
 

GROUP DISCUSSIONS on the Cascadia Partner Forum 
continued 

North Cascades Institute.  Credit: Andrea Lyons 

Networking at Wild Links.  Credit: Erin Moore 
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Facilitating work 
1) What could help you accelerate getting things done on the ground? 
2) How could this partner forum provide value to your work? What concerns do you have on how it 

could not provide value to you? 

Some participants expressed concerns that the government funding seems to favor funding science 

over actual implementation on the ground, and is wary of funding climate change work at the level at 

all despite a huge need.  Not only a more widely held recognition of climate change and 

implementation plans for adaptation, but recognition from decision makers through practitioners is 

necessary.  Some participants noted that they felt the BC government is dealing with climate change 

proactively but the US-BC border is often seen as a wall, which of course it’s not, especially in light 

of climate change.  The group was also asked to recognize that although climate is a big issue, we 

should be talking about conservation issues in general, many things that we would do for restoring 

habitats and species today without considering climate are actually still highly important in light of 

climate change impacts.  Don’t throw everything out or put things on hold because of anticipated 

impacts from climate change.  Regardless, coordination between WA and BC is an ongoing 

challenge.  Although there are ongoing projects (ie. with wolverines, badgers, fishers, that are a high 

priority) funding, travel, communication, and planning remain challenges. 

 

These challenges are further exacerbated by funding cuts, fear of opposition to the work, availability 

of information on day-to-day basis, and delivery from science to implementation at local not just 

regional scale.  Specific examples included a need to scale down models for local application, a 

potential need for local pilots to help with implementation, and a need for local data and scaling 

down management strategies to a very local scale.  In some cases it may not be the need to scale 

down the model, but simply interpret existing work in a way that can be meaningful at the local scale.  

Funding towards implementation and taking the time to communicate what the science is saying is 

needed.  Participants felt that funding for new work is often favored. 

 
Another aspect presented centered on science and scientists.  Some concerns included: 

• People who are supervising many scientists are not on the same page with priorities, scope 

of the issue, context.  The forum has the potential to help get everyone on the same page. 

• Ongoing issue of the merger between science and management and communications 

• Science more appropriately based at science centers, LCC is better placed to work on other 

pieces (i.e. coordination, application of science, communication of science, etc) 

• Everyone wants to talk to a scientist – comes back to communication and data sharing 

• Scientists should be part of the conversation at the ground-level – otherwise we lack 

consistency 

 

And finally, the Cascadia Partner Forum needs to set measures of success – i.e. what do we want to 

achieve in one year?  

GROUP DISCUSSIONS on the Cascadia Partner Forum 
continued 
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Why are these proposals important or necessary?  

Historically, the transboundary area has had little 

attention from either side, mostly due to data set 

disharmony.  Climate change makes it even more 

imperative for borders to be permeable as British 

Columbia anticipates new genotypes from the 

south and Washington tries to increase resilience 

by linking with populations from the north (i.e. 

grizzlies).  The transboundary area can be divided 

into subregions that are driven by specific 

connections:  North Cascades- Coast Range, 

Okanogan-Kettle, and Columbia-Selkirk. 

 
Dr. Bill Gaines – Conservation Science Institute 
 

One of the workshop goals was to begin summarizing projects under way - identifying the most fundamental 

gaps and developing a plan to address those gaps. To begin examining what projects and products are 

available, especially relative to habitat connectivity, Bill provided an overview and comparison of existing 

connectivity assessments in the trans-boundary area of BC and Washington.  Some of the existing work 

identified included the following: Landscape permeability for large carnivores in Washington by Singleton et al 

(2002), Washington Connected Landscapes Project analyses by WWHCWG (2010-2012), the South 

Okanagan - Similkameen Biodiversity Assessment in preparation by SOSCP, the Colville NF and Okanogan 

Wenatchee NF Plan Revisions’ use of 35 focal species and maps of suitable habitat, SE BC Linking Into the 

Future (Utzig and Bergenske, in development).  Bill emphasized how different methods and objectives were 

used in the analyses he covered, and those differences in approach can have different advantages while 

providing vastly different results.  Common patterns did arise in several analyses that confirm the subregions 

above, and all analyses provide a baseline of information to begin work in the transboundary region. 

 

On Day 2 of Wild Links, the Washington Wildlife Habitat Connectivity Working Group facilitated a ½ 

day session on habitat connectivity analyses in the transboundary region to review what has been done to 

date, what are the needs for science on connectivity in this region, and what additional work is required to 

fulfill these needs.  Presentations by members of the working group were made and followed by a small 

group rotation of facilitated discussions on specific topics important to connectivity.  More information at 

www.waconnected.org/transboundaryanalyses/  
 

Tory Stephens -Terrestrial Scientist BC Parks- Ministry of the Environment 
 

Tory explained that one of the major barriers to connectivity is data communication across the border.  

There are many good things happening on each side, such as the Washington Wildlife Habitat Connectivity 

Working Group (WWHCWG) and modeled climate corridors by Meade Crosby.  To improve this situation a 

funding proposal was submitted to GNLCC in 2012 and seed funding was received to explore what has 

been accomplished, what is underway, and what potential need there is for additional analyses.  Tory 

anticipates another full proposal submission in 2013. 
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Habitat connectivity session  

continued 

Dr. Meade Crosby - University of Washington 

www.waconnected.org/climate-change-analysis/  
 

Meade has been working extensively on developing climate corridor models within the Climate 

Subgroup of the WWHCWG.  Meade described how range shifts have been the most important adaptive 

response to past climate change and we are observing that species are already moving; 11 

meters/decade upward and 17km/decade poleward.  Meade shared that conserving connectivity is the 

most oft-cited recommendation for climate adaptation.  This can be a challenge to plan for in a changing 

climate because we want to identify climate robust areas for connectivity, but generally speaking, 

models of climate change increase in uncertainty as they increase in complexity and specificity.  Some 

of the uncertainty arises from a limited number of samples from which we have to interpolate, and a 

subsequent increase in uncertainty with increased interpolation. Additionally, factors such as land 

facets, soil composition, etc. also play a role in species habitat and could complicate whether or not 

climate change affects range (ie. corridors that follow different land facets or climate gradients). As such 

we must downscale amount of data or area to offset uncertainty to estimate future vegetation 

distributions, future species distribution, species climate corridors.   

 
One of the corridor models Meade described depicted linkages based on climate gradient corridors that 

span climatic gradients and avoid developed corridors.  These climate gradient corridors differ in 

temperature and connect warm areas to cool, are large natural patches that are relatively near to each 

other, and generally avoid areas of heavy land use.  

 
Meade also provided an example with wolverine future corridors that used future models of snowpack to 

anticipate connectivity for wolverines in eastern Idaho and western Montana.  The models suggest fewer 

areas of stability in the future that are crossed by connectivity pathways.  Meade repeatedly emphasized 

that the analyses are useful but should not be taken literally because they are not real- but are rather a 

predicted future, and the more precise we make them, the less certain they are.  

 

Several products/programs were described that are available now and can be downscaled:  Global 

Climate Model (very low resolution ~ 200km), Climate WNA and Climate BC.  This data can be used to 

identify climate robust cores/corridors, future vegetation distribution, future species distribution, and 

species climate corridors (high uncertainty) and to link climate space through time.   

 

Meade shared that there is a need to interpret existing information for practitioners on the ground to 

inform their work, while discussing a shared methodology for any new analyses in the transboundary 

region that may emerge.  Discussions to follow explored these future steps. 
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CONNECTIVITY BREAKOUT GROUPS: 

APPLICATION & COMMUNICATION, CLIMATE CHANGE, & GIS 

  

With the presentations on Connectivity and Climate Change to stimulate discussion, facilitated discussions 

were hosted in three breakout groups to address the topics of APPLICATION & COMMUNICATION, CLIMATE 

CHANGE and GIS.  The following is a collection of responses to questions posed by facilitators for each topic. 

Application & 

Communication 

QUESTIONS 

 

 

 

 

 

 

How could you use 

scientific information 

about areas important to 

maintain and/or restore 

habitat connectivity for 

species in your work? 

 

 

  

 

 
 
 
 
RESPONSES 
 

 Scientific models lay the blueprint for action and provide quantitative 
science to support what needs to be done.  They can provide a shared 
plan for action so that our work is coordinated.  Need these course scale 
products brought down to a finer scale in key linkages so that on the 
ground actions and discussions can stem from them. 

 

 Often it is not the lack of science but the political landscape that prevents 
success (i.e. lack of funding, fear of taking on a challenging issue, etc.). 
Socioeconomic analyses are needed for continued support of research.  
Facts and figures are needed to refute the idea that research funding is 
taking from economic growth. Data is also needed to support research and 
continued research. Keeping the focus centralized. Need political 
boundaries on maps for clarify how the information from analyses relates 
to place. 

 

 Sometimes (my) agency has money to do projects, but doesn’t have the 
synthesized scientific resources to point to where and how to spend it and 
how it adds up to a landscape context.   

 

 Recurring theme: open space, public space generates more tax revenue 

and requires more tax dollars to run as opposed to profitability of 

commercialized space.  Need to have economics in mind as well as our 

biological analyses. 
 

 Need to get public more engaged. 
 

 Need analyses and talking points on how impacts of land use effect 

biodiversity and economies (i.e. mining, logging for pine beetle, etc.). How 

do you tell public about issues when you don’t have time to measure 

response to impacts? 
 

 Putting in population growth into models to help forecast scenarios with 

and without action. 
 

 Tell real stories in addition to the models.  For example, animals are 
migrating to new areas because of climate change and development.  
Grizzlies are showing up in areas where people haven’t seen them in 50+ 
years reported one BC biologist.   

 

 Agencies need more accessible data to plug into land-management plans 
and these documents need editors. 
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Continued 

 

 

 

 

 

How could the 

information be made 

available to be most 

useful to you? 

 

 We need a map that shows not only habitat but indigenous resources that 

resonates with my audiences.  It was suggested that something less 

scientifically rigorous and technical, and more human oriented with endearing 

features could be an important layer to bring into these mapping efforts. 

 Artistic influences to final products could make them more approachable.   

 A dynamic map: habitat, habitat quality, private land ownership, full 

corridors/connectivity. 

 A clearinghouse that provides access to available resources, data, potential 

planning documents, etc. could be extremely useful. 

 Information gap – broad-scale information there but need more localized data 

and analyses. Need more transboundary species-specific information on fish 

management, migratory birds, etc. 

 Need a better translation method to get pertinent information across from 

‘information flood’. 

 Prioritize and identify which habitats are crucial – i.e. create a document similar 

to “Seafood Watch” to make habitat statuses known (Red, Yellow, Green 

delineation) that makes it easier from a managerial standpoint to interpret and 

work with. 

 More interpretation documents with each analysis that help the end user 

understand what the key findings and actions are from the work. 

 Make the data not only the report transparently and easily available to use 

 Ideally some human capacity could be made available to help in using and 

working with the science as it is generated. 

 Localize relevance and adaptability of models used – multiple models produced 

as they are regional/data specific. Not all models are transposed to all places 

for all problems. Each model has its own limitations and objectives set – but 

need models to communicate relevance.  

What policies are 

you are of that 

recognize the 

need to address 

climate 

adaptation and/or 

connectivity that 

may be useful for 

us to be aware 

of? 

 This question revealed differences in how land is managed (even public) on either 

side of the border, such as there is a permit system for the allocation of timber 

harvest and land use in Canada different from US.   

 WA has a climate adaptation action plan that stemmed from Government 

Executive Order, while lots of federal level progress on policies that recognize this 

issue in the past several years. 

 Columbia basin folks are trying to find more inclusive planning that allows 

transboundary areas to exist.  

 There was some concern centered on the feeling that conservation planning 

tends to be a by-product instead of priority.  It was suggested that a government 

‘umbrella’ between BC and US with open communication and similar land/habitat 

connectivity management plans could help align priorities. Another suggestion 

was made to create another forum wherein governments were invited as opposed 

to government run – this would be a more inclusive forum that includes First 

Nations, local governments, federal governments, public, conservation 

organizations, etc. 

CONNECTIVITY BREAKOUT GROUPS: 

APPLICATION & COMMUNICATION CONTINUED 

QUESTIONS   RESPONSES 
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What key 

audiences do 

you think should 

be involved in 

creating this 

work?  

 

 

What audiences 

need to be 

aware of the 

work as it is 

developed and 

once it is 

finalized? 

  Oftentimes, key stakeholders are missing.  Green technology is often applied 

where there is money and valued resources, but many small fauna/flora are 

ignored (versus value to habitat). It’s important that decision-makers are aware 

the value of habitat and connectivity prior to decisions made about land 

management of an area.  

  Land trusts should be involved.  

 Local governments – county level planning for zoning. Federal governments for 

larger parcels (i.e. USFS). 

 First Nations and tribes have their own land management use plans and a strong 

interest in plans outside of their land ownership areas where they have cultural 

and historical interest – many feel excluded from land management forums and 

have done their own land management apart from local government. Building a 

social awareness of connectivity and climate change – getting information out to 

non-profits and conservation-based organizations, hunting clubs, wildlife groups 

and then on to legislature, hitting committees that have the power to make these 

decisions. Additionally land-owners that manage large blocks of lands are 

another audience we need to target; getting information to them now will seep 

into their consciousness and could affect/integrate this information for future 

decisions.  

   Integrate social scientists or environmental education to help spread awareness.  

The target audience should be identified initially as opposed to the general 

‘public.’ 

  We could share the message that “this work [data] has been done and there are 

ways to address climate change, as opposed to unmitigated disaster.” 

  Get other agencies involved – give information on how to address climate change 

and what role their lands or agency may have in implementation. 

  Use species that have a universal value to people today and into the future such 

as elk to grow the participation in this work. 

  Engage all land owners private and public early on, especially as these models 

step down to a finer scale so that they contribute to the data, the interpretation of 

the findings, and have ownership in any discussion that emerges from the 

science. 

  Engage species experts. 

   Increase transboundary engagement – participation on both sides of the border 

from NGO’s, scientists, universities, agencies, land owners, etc. 

   Universities are key for their resources and relationship to ongoing research, as 

well as the students that can provide needed capacity. 

CONNECTIVITY BREAKOUT GROUPS: 

APPLICATION & COMMUNICATION CONTINUED    

QUESTIONS   RESPONSES 
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How would you 

expect to use 

models of 

connectivity 

priorities for climate 

change (if 

available) in your 

work)? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Where do we look 

for models?  

What models are 

you using that use 

climate models in 

connectivity? 

 

 Many models are more biologically based than climate based so knowing about 

specific climate models would be helpful.   

 When considering whether to list a species, or work towards recovery, agencies 

often look at climate as a threat separately.   

 More applicability would be helpful, interpretation is missing, and conclusions are 

being made that may or may not be applicable because those interpreting are 

regulation and not necessarily scientists. 

 Appeal to downscaling from a land management perspective, how can we make 

decisions that will promote resilience? 

 For specific species, it depends on the model whether it will be helpful or not.   

 Letting go of the idea that there is a future that already exists and getting 

comfortable with the idea that there is a range of future possibilities, and exploring 

ways to handle several different possible future outcomes. (Some geographic areas 

will have more certain outcomes than other.) 

 
 

 With modeling you pick a model or suite of models, and you also pick a scenario, so 

when reading a model, it is important to be really clear about what scenario is being 

used.  The information available is overwhelming, so help is often needed to 

interpret it and help people understand the complexities.  The Spittlehouse and 

Murdoch paper from BC suggests to always use 3 different models. There is also 

the issue of connectivity models that consider climate vs. climate models.  These 

are two different things that require more clarification because they aren’t 

necessarily intuitive. 

 Yale framework (Ecoadapt blueprints) has not been significantly used but they are 

out there.  It provides a facet analysis to see how subjective facets were, but it 

doesn’t cross the border. 

 Josh Lawler’s Pacific Northwest Vulnerability Assessment. 

 BC shoreline sensitivity analysis, having to do with sea level rise, ends at the border. 

 Pacific Northwest Climate Variability– an ongoing project that includes most of BC 

down to northern CA and NV and is a downscaling of 10 models.  The project looks 

at potential impacts and consists of: 

o rainshift modeling for plants and animals 

o future vegetation based on a dynamic vegetation model 

o individual focal species monitoring (just getting started) 

o transboundary region coverage,  

o products available to address connectivity although it is not the focus 

o outreach component with USGS, TNC, LCCs, etc. 

o case study sites-application for areas on the ground, learning to do that most 

efficiently and effectively. 

o communicates uncertainty 

 There are many projects in Washington that don’t go across the border, so this is a 

gap (adapting these models to go into BC). 

 Forest Restoration Strategy on the OWNF, is a model that looks at ecological 

subregions and uses climate modeling.  The model drives restoration decisions.  

 

CONNECTIVITY BREAKOUT GROUPS: 

CLIMATE CHANGE    

QUESTIONS   RESPONSES 
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Do you need a 

model of future 

human land 

use, or a spatial 

priority?   

 

What do you 

need to address 

this? 

 

 The human impact on connectivity is the biggest deal for land use planning, 

negotiation, and water use. 

 Looking out into the future and development patterns, even though uncertainty 

increases, we still have some idea of what that will look like with development 

and knowing that is helpful. 

 We know where our animals are and what they are doing now, but we don’t 

have a lot of information about where they will be going in the future. 

 Within connectivity, where are vulnerable spots, and where there are already 

disruptions, how do we reconnect? 

o Brad McCrae described a model in Washington with barrier analysis.  

He said you can punch through a highway to see how that affects 

connectivity to see which activities would give the biggest bang for the 

buck.  They are just now piloting that tool in the Columbia Plateau.   

 We need these connectivity models to be connected with models of human 

population development to see how those conflict zones correlate with wildlife. 

 The more certainty we have, the more likely the people will be inclined to act 

on something.  Thinking in smaller time segments when forecasting can be 

helpful. 

 What we can say is that climate change will be limiting human options.  We 

are going to survive, but we will have fewer choices, so can we choose to save 

certain options that are important to us.  People are recognizing that there are 

tradeoffs. 

 We could look at species that might benefit from climate change and make 

that part of the story, using that to draw people into the conversation and not 

have everything we tell them be doom and gloom. 

 In PNCVP case studies, there can be a bit of variability which creates an issue 

among the public, they want to “throw the baby out with the bathwater.” 

 I need whatever is going to give land managers some level of comfort.   

o In uncertain situations there are some “no regret” actions that can be 

taken. 

o In areas where futures are clearer, we can take more pointed actions. 

 Tribal lands can’t make a decision based on a specific species, so need to 

address the whole system. 

 There is some concern about modeling all species except humans.  What is 
going to happen when it is too hot to live in the southwest? People will migrate 
north to cooler climates and Increase the population in the northwest. 

 A suggestion was made to stop comparing things to historical standards 
because these may never be achievable (i.e. Salmon runs or herding animals 
on the plains). 

 

CONNECTIVITY BREAKOUT GROUPS: 

CLIMATE CHANGE CONTINUED    

QUESTIONS   RESPONSES 
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How good is the 

modeling on 

extreme events? 

 

To what level of 

certainty do you 

need this 

information? 

 

 

What would be 

helpful?   

 

 

 Some were not sure about extreme events, but models on downstream 

effects, snowpack, fire etc. are fairly good.  You can use a GCM to get fine 

resolution about what will happen to fire or snow. 

 We have papers that consider climate and try to extrapolate what is going 

to happen in the future.  Have these papers been criticized as 

overreaching? 

 The biggest stumbling block is uncertainty 

 

 

 

 It would be nice to have more predictive information. 

 When do you stop trying to refine the minutia and get on with the 

negotiation about tradeoffs since you can only get so much protected?  

When is enough information enough to act rather than further analyze? 

 We don’t want to just be winnowing in on the science, given what is 

available how to we provide a product that you can take to your decision 

makers? 

 A map that says these areas are certain these are uncertain, here are 

some suggestions for what to do in certain vs. uncertain areas. 

 Specifically what is the level of comfort in a climate change model or 

scenario, a model that clearly states its level of comfort versus 

uncertainty? 

 Models through the grid of changes in forest cover.  Forestry is leading the 

charge on climate research. 

 Recovery team for Oregon Spotted Frog in BC identified a lake or pond 

that would be a good candidate for reintroduction but is just slightly out of 

range. It points to the need for some modeling. 

 Dispersal range maps.   

 Thresholds of risk and uncertainty. 

 We need more tools in the toolbox 

 Uncertainty is real and always will be, here is the toolbox and how we use 

these tools to deal with a future full of uncertainty. 

 PNWVS is taking into account dynamic vegetation movement 

CONNECTIVITY BREAKOUT GROUPS: 

CLIMATE CHANGE CONTINUED 

QUESTIONS   RESPONSES 
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Connectivity Breakout Groups: 

GEOGRAPHIC INFORMATION SYSTEMS (GIS) 

QUESTIONS   RESPONSES 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
What data is 
available? 

 Vegetation in BC – data from aerial photography  
 Vegetation in U.S. – LANDSAT data, National GAP data  

o Fundamentally different data sets: photo-interpretive in BC, LANDSAT in U.S.  
 Vehicle counts – possible problem, finding a good way to find vehicle count data 
 Other layers looked at: Dwelling units, Roads, Soils, Hydrography, Elevation, Land status, 

Generalized land cover 
 Okanogan-Wenatchee National Forest – using aerial photos to get very detailed data for 

watersheds  
 There is a lot of disturbance information available in WA (ie. fire perimeter maps, insects). 
 In BC - Forestry companies have a ton of information  

o Update their models faster than the government   
o Species modeling  
o Every forest district – quality of the data is different  

� Issue of applying smaller-scale data to a larger scale map  
 Issue of First Nations interests on both sides of the border – same difficulty of not having 

good data sets  
 Agricultural layers 

o ALR and private ownership 
o Not high quality 

 What may be happening in the future  
o Land cover map being developed in Corvalis, OR – will be all of WA 
o UBC and UVic - climate change work  

 

What are some 

of the issues we 

deal with in 

regard to GIS 

data? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
How do we fill in 
the gaps?  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
What can the 
LCCs do to 
help?  
 

 Recognize the importance of ecological gradients – eco-regional classification above bio-
classification system. This could be a useful layer to add to connectivity issues. 

 Data needs to be available for different scales – local, mid, and large 
 Topographic complexity layer – coming up with one way to do this is needed but there 

have been issues doing that because certain features are not modeled correctly 
 Human population and land use are the more challenging layers and are very different 

across the border  
 Vegetation maps are usually not useful at all for on the ground work 
 There is an access issue for some datasets (ie. “Terrain” – no public access) 

 
 People need to share data, including survey data, but need to know that data is wanted  
 There are some regional data sets – smaller geographies  
 There is a conservation center based in Victoria that distributes data through generalized 

buffer points (non-sensitive and sensitive points) 
 Roads – in BC aerial photo data is not reliable when talking about use 

o Many roads there, but not necessarily passable, just seeing the roads doesn’t 
convey traffic use, conditions, washouts, etc.  

o Virtual road checking – google earth, looking at dates to determine if roads still 
exist or not  

 Some data sets just need to be updated manually – like land cover 
 A vision was shared to create new data rather than digging through older data that uses 

different scales 
 

 LCCs span the border – seems like it would be a good way to get funding and bring the 
right people together to get that data  

o Maybe a way to generate support for creating new transboundary data layers 
o Need to determine what data we ask for 
o Need to write a proposal describing missing data  
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Transboundary Cascades CarnivoreTransboundary Cascades CarnivoreTransboundary Cascades CarnivoreTransboundary Cascades Carnivore    

Conservation Working GroupConservation Working GroupConservation Working GroupConservation Working Group 

    
A Transboundary Carnivore Conservation Working Group was initiated in May of 2012 at a 

meeting at Semiahmoo Resort as a result of conversations that stemmed from the previous year’s Wild Links and 

ongoing partnerships.  Partners recognized the need to create a body that collaborated on a set of shared priority 

wide ranging species defined to include badger, cougar, fisher, grizzly bear, lynx, wolf and wolverine. 

At Wild Links 2012 the Carnivore Working group asked participants to assist with developing a mission statement.  

The goal of the ½ day working session was to agree to a mission statement, define a suite of species to collaborate 

on, identify priority issues for research and management for each species, and decide on future communication 

tools to keep the group coordinated beyond this event.  The following proposed statements prepared by members of 

this group were discussed: 

Proposed Mission Statement: 

The Transboundary Cascades Carnivore Working Group, a 

collaboration of scientists and wildlife managers in 

Washington and British Columbia, helps coordinate 

research, monitoring, and conservation and management 

efforts for wide-ranging carnivores whose 

habitats occupy both sides of the international border. 
 

Proposed Goal: 

To ensure self-sustaining populations of wide-ranging 

carnivore species throughout their historic ranges in the 

greater North Cascades Ecosystem. 
 

Proposed Objectives: 

The Transboundary Cascades Carnivore Working Group 

will facilitate discussion and coordination in three primary 

areas pertaining to carnivores: (1) information-sharing; (2) 

monitoring and research; and (3) conservation and recovery 

efforts. 
 

Some of the key words/ideas participants felt should be 

included were: transboundary Cascades, collaboration of 

scientists and wildlife managers (collaborative nature), 

coordinating research (data sharing), wide-ranging 

carnivores, habitat, and historic ranges in the greater North 

Cascades Ecosystem.  Participants also expressed a desire 

for an action word in the mission statement, such as 

“coordinate” and “deliver” or “carry out”.  A clarification or 

broadening of the membership (a collaboration of …) that 

would include NGOs or education was discussed, but the 

group clarified that they wanted to keep it scientifically 

focused.   
 

Participants reminded the group that policy discussions are 

a necessity and that we can’t ensure conservation and 

recovery with just research and monitoring. 

A lynx captured in the Methow Valley of the Okanogan 
Wenatchee National Forest.  Credit:  John Rohrer 

Wolverine captured on remote camera in the Cascades.  
Credit:  Conservation Northwest 
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It was suggested the group should be defined as a working group 

nested under the greater initiative of Cascadia Partner Forum.  

This would help with achieving the overriding goal of sharing data 

to improve conservation efforts without being exclusionary, and 

alleviate the need for the group to focus on outreach and 

communications that could be easier facilitated within an 

umbrella network of practitioners like the partner forum. 

To provide communication tools to exchange information and 

facilitate dialogue throughout the year, a two tiered email list-

serve was suggested: one tier for core individuals who will want 

to be active and develop projects and proposals and another tier 

for people who just want to know what’s going on.  The group 

discussed a website similar to the Google share site operated by 

the Washington Wildlife Habitat Connectivity Working Group to 

share documents and provide an online forum for working 

together.  Conservation Northwest staff agreed to set up an initial 

listserve with all Wild Links 2012 attendees that opt in.   

Participants acknowledged the need for leadership and capacity 

to coordinate this group into the future, and the associated need 

for additional funding to do so.  Consensus was that continued 

dialogue beyond this event was important to address this need. 

Anticipated outcomes of this collaborative working group include: 

• a cohesive, transboundary network of researchers and practitioners working with wide-ranging 

carnivores of interest; 

• an associated communications framework that enables researchers and practitioners to exchange 

ideas and identify challenges and opportunities; 

• the ongoing exchange of information about species status, management and recovery plans, research, 

and monitoring projects and protocols; 

• coordination towards the successful implementation of existing recovery and management plans; 

• the identification and prioritization of species-specific and multi-species research needs; 

• collaboration as appropriate to fund and address priority projects; 

• the ongoing communication of research and monitoring priorities and needs, species updates, and 

participant contact information to interested parties (e.g., Cascadia Partner Forum, Skagit Environmental 

Endowment Commission). 
 

Facilitation of this ½ day work session was provided by Harriet Allen (WA Dept. of Fish and Wildlife), 

Robert Long (Western Transportation Institute), Paula MacKay (Western Transportation Institute), and 

Rich Weir (Ministry of the Environment).  Questions following this meeting on the work of this working 

group should be addressed to Harriet Allen and Rich Weir. 
 

Following is a list of the species priorities that were identified in the ½ day workshop, and priority issues 

to address for that species in three categories:  1) Information sharing, 2) Monitoring and Research, and 

3) Conservation and Recovery Efforts. 

 

American badger.  Credit:  Gary Stolz 

Transboundary Cascades Carnivore 

Conservation Working Group continued    
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Grizzly Bear 

 

Information Sharing Monitoring and Research Conservation & Recovery 
Efforts 

Need to formalize who the data 
managers will be for the grizzly bear 
sightings databases.   

Develop a consistent grizzly bear 
sighting protocol including reliability 
rating, follow-up, database, data-
stewards, and way to share data.   
Revise the grizzly bear observation 
rating system to reflect 
technological advances available 
through genetic analyses, and make 
the system consistent across 
boundaries (has been initiated by 
the North Cascades Grizzly Bear 
Ecosystem Technical Team). 

Need to conduct a review of the 
recovery and conservation actions 
for grizzly bears that have been 
taken to date and determine what 
actions are still needed. 

Have an up-to-date spatial inventory 
of roads and corresponding 
database on road status (open, 
closed, etc.) across the ecosystem. 
 

Conduct an ecosystem-wide survey 
of grizzly bears (other species of 
interest may be documented as 
well) using hair snagging and 
remote cameras with the objective 
of gathering genetic-based 
information on the distribution and 
status of grizzly bears in the North 
Cascades Ecosystem.   
 
An initial effort on the US side was 
conducted in 2010 and 2011.  
Support efforts to survey for grizzly 
bears in the upper reaches of the 
Skagit Watershed:  a way of starting 
a broadscale-survey in British 
Columbia; a way to supplement on-
going efforts in Washington. 

Start the process of completing an 
EIS for recovery options for grizzly 
bears on the WA side.  This was 
deemed critical to garner momentum 
for grizzly bear recovery on both 
sides of the border.  Have 
discussions about creative ways to 
get this done.  (Augmentation vs. 
reintroduction is a key political 
concept that is shared across the 
NCE)  The agencies need to have 
funding, priorities and commitments 
worked out across departments (DOI 
and USDA) and agencies before 
anything meaningful will result. Still a 
lot of convincing that needs to 
happen for augmentation or 
reintroduction to be considered in the 
NCE. 

Conduct a literature summary of the 
effects of roads on grizzly bears to 
support an ecosystem-wide access 
management strategy. 

Study black bear use of subalpine 
berry meadows and avalanche 
chutes in relation to grizzly bear 
recovery and climate change 

Identify critical grizzly bear habitats, 
including seasonal components, and 
how to restore them. Includes 
concerns about white-bark pine and 
the location of ungulate food 
resources. 

Share Best Management Practices, 
including consistent definitions and 
road density standards. 

Use stable isotopes to determine 
diets from samples collected by the 
bear survey 

grazing protocols; BMPs for ranching   

 Evaluate the extent to which black 
bears can serve as surrogates for 
modeling of core areas and 
connectivity for grizzly bears.  This 
might include an analysis of the 

Follow existing protocols for wolf 
trapping in grizzly habitat; clear 
communication to those involved  

Transboundary Cascades Carnivore 

Conservation Working Group continued 

    



  Wild Links 2012                                                                  21 | P a g e  

 

historical grizzly bear niche (food, 
cover, elevation, etc.) in the NCE.  

 Food monitoring – ecology & 
monitoring of berry crops, etc.  (re: 
effects of climate change); white-
bark pine & salmon.  

 

 Historical food pattern  
 Historic genetic info on grizzly bears 

in NC’s – are there any more 
samples out there that would 
provide info  

 

 Carrying capacity – relative to 
target-setting for recovery – re: 
recovery – determine current ability 
of lands to support grizzly bear 
populations at recovery – includes 
crop, livestock, recreation use 
levels.  Evaluate/characterize 
human side of the equation and 
bear side (food side) relative to 
reintroduction.  Consider from 
multiple predator standpoint.   

 

Can we share how we 
determine what a “healthy 
population” is (has an 
individual animal component 
-  individual animal health) 

  

Information re: impacts to recreation, 
etc. of having grizzly bears 

  

 

 
Wolf 

 

Information Sharing Monitoring and Research Conservation & Recovery 
Efforts 

Share genetic data (tissue samples) 
and harvest data from gray wolves in 
British Columbia.  There is a need to 
get tissue samples of gray wolves 
from southern British Columbia, 
close to the US border for 
comparison with wolf packs on the 
US side of the North Cascades.   
 

Determine genetic structuring of 
transboundary populations 
 

understand 
management/conservation strategies 
in US and BC  

Share mapping of wolf packs, or 
specific information, in southern B.C. 
to help assess wolf sightings as 
wolves move into areas of 
Washington (currently not mapped in 
BC) 
 

More research on non-lethal 
management of conflicts 

Understand where public grazing 
allotments exist; how to adjust/move, 
if needed.  Could use consistency in 
allotment mgmt plans across forests 
(FS); are reviewed annually.  Explore 
flexibility in allotment mgmt to reduce 
conflicts 

Share BC wolf conflict information 
with WA to help identify where 

Ecology of recovering wolf 
population in WA  
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dispersals may be originating from in 
BC.  Also provides spatial data on 
where wolves are coming into 
contact with people in BC. 
 
Share BC wolf management plan 
(when released) 
 

Determine dispersal/travel routes of 
source populations of wolves from 
BC to WA 

 

Recognition of importance of 
dispersal from BC to WA; 

Understand changing deer/elk 
population movement patterns; look 
for potential for that to happen 
ahead of time (examine existing 
data) 

 

Share long-term telemetry datasets 
with connectivity working group ( * 
multiple spp) 

  

 

 

Lynx 
 

Information Sharing Monitoring and Research Conservation & Recovery 
Efforts 

Share information re: harvest of lynx 
in areas adjacent to WA border 
 

Determine genetic structuring of 
transboundary populations 

Coordination on mgmt/recovery 
plans - synchrony 

Share genetic data (tissue samples) 
form lynx harvested in British 
Columbia 
 

Sorting out responses to fire & 
beetle kill 

Try to establish an additional 
population in the Kettle Range  

Share the BC lynx management plan 
(when released); also share us 
strategy with BC  
 

Determine dispersal & gene flow 
between BC & US – both directions 

 

 
Thresholds of recreational activities 
on habitat/behavior ( e.g. study in 
Colorado) * applies to multiple 

 

 Prey base & disturbance ecology  

 
Effects of snow compaction that 
allow competing predators * (will 
apply to multiple) 

 

 
How climate change might impact 
lynx and bobcat interactions  

 

 Long term monitoring of population  

 

 

Fisher 

 

Information Sharing Monitoring and 
Research 

Conservation & Recovery 
Efforts 

Continue coordination on fisher habitat 
suitability assessments in the Cascades in 

Complete habitat 
capability mapping for 

Establish self-sustaining fisher 
populations in the northern and 
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BC and WA.   fishers in the 
transboundary area of the 
Cascades  

southern portions of the Cascades.  The 
reestablishment of fishers to the 
transboundary North Cascades is a 
priority conservation action and is 
expected to significantly improve the 
conservation status of fishers.  It is 
identified in the Washington State 
Fisher Recovery Plan as the means to 
recover fishers in the North Cascades. 

Form a Cascades fisher reintroduction 
working group to 1) facilitate the 
acquisition of project funding, 2) outline the 
roles of participating agencies/biologists, 3) 
resolve and address NEPA requirements, 
4) trouble-shoot logistical challenges, and 
5) share information among participating 
biologists/agencies.   

Investigate ecological 
relationships (prey use, 
multi-scale resource 
selection, 
interactions/relationships 
with martens) of 
reintroduced fishers in the 
North Cascades. 
 

Work with British Columbia government 
to secure fishers for translocation from 
BC to WA   
 

Share any info re: incidental harvest of 
fishers in BC near border 

 Work with partners to secure funding for 
reintroductions in the northern and 
southern Cascades.   

  Write an implementation plan for the 
fisher reintroduction. Include 
improvements to the implementation 
process learned during the Olympic 
National Park reintroduction project. 

  Conduct any needed NEPA or SEPA 
work to facilitate reintroduction(s). 

  Conduct reintroductions and monitor 
released fishers. 

  Restoring habitat….. 

 
Wolverine 

 

Information Sharing Monitoring and Research Conservation & Recovery 
Efforts 

Share genetic data (tissue 
samples) from wolverines in 
British Columbia 

Use stable isotopes to determine diets from 
samples collected by the wolverine study 

Encourage synchronizing mgmt 
& conserve between us and BC 
in mgmt/recovery plans, etc. 

Sharing re: ongoing 
survey/monitoring; and resulting 
genetic analyses 

Conduct surveys for wolverines in the Ross 
Lake and Chilliwack areas; expand to 
include additional areas (evaluate current 
sampling & needed areas) 

 

 Continue efforts to trap and radio-collar 
wolverines in British Columbia (to match 
efforts in Washington) during the winter of 
2012-2013. 

 

 Snow pack model  
 Use wolverine to test statewide connectivity 

model 
 

 Develop cooperative long-term monitoring 
protocols 

 

 Determine or id reproductive habitat  
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