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1 AUTHORITIES
1.1 SIERRA PACIFIC INDUSTRIES

Sierra Pacific industries (5P1) and all related entities enters into this Candidate Conservation
Agreement with Assurances (CCAA) under the inherent authority of the corporate management of
Sierra Pacific Industries.

1.2 U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Sections 2, 7, and 10 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (ESA), and the Fish
and Wildlife Coordination Act, allow the United States Fish and Wildlife Service {Service) to enter
into this CCAA. Section 2 of the ESA encourages interested parties, through Federal financial
assistance and a system of incentives, to develop and maintain conservation programs as a key to
safeguarding the Nation’s heritage in fish, wildlife, and plants. Section 7 of the ESA requires the
Service to review programs that it administers and to utilize such programs to further the purposes
of the ESA. By entering into this CCAA, the Service is utilizing its Candidate Conservation Program to
further the conservation of the Nation’s fish, wildlife, and plants. Section 10(a) of the ESA
authorizes the issuance of permits to “enhance the survival” of a listed species. The Service's
implementing regulations at 50 CFR-17.22 {d) provide the application requirements and issuance
criteria for CCAAs.

1.3 PURPQSE

The purpose of this CCAA is to provide a regulatory mechanism for $PI to.implement
conservation measures that support fishers (Pekania pennanti} of the West Coast Distinct
Population Segment {Covered Species).in a manner that allows the Service to issue an Enhancement
of Survival (ESP) permit for the majority of SPI's California timberland ownership (Enrolled Lands).
This CCAA will contribute to the Service’s fisher conservation goals in a manner that, should other
landowners contribute a similar level of conservation on.their ownership, the potential need to list
the fisher is avoided. As discussed in Section 7.3 -- Conservation Measure Standards, the existing
Mixed land class on SP! lands that currently provides fisher habitat will be maintained at the 10,000
acre and female fisher territory scale.  The retention of key elements will ensure the continued
existence of important habitat features (den sites, rest sites, areas of canopy cover) including
habitat for small mammals and other fisher prey items in areas receiving vegetation management
treatments.

This CCAA provides 5Pl regulatory certainty concerning land use restrictions that might
otherwise apply, should the fisher become listed under the ESA. Likewise, the CCAA provides the
Service certainty that a substantial portion of the Enrolled Lands will remainin the Mixed land class,
areas currently identified as providing for fisher conservation on SPI's land will be maintained, and
habitat elements important to fishers will be identified and maintained on the Enrolled Lands during
forest management activities. For the purpose of maximizing the beneficial impact of the CCAA,
the Conservation Measures will begin to be implemented on.January 1, 20186, or earlier if the
agreement is signed prior to that date.

1.4 DURATION OF CCAA AND PERMIT












Final SPI Fisher.CCAA October 17, 2016

3.2 INCREASING OR DECREASING ENROLLMENT

Enrolled Lands may increase or decrease under this agreement as the result of the sale,
purchase, or exchange of lands. Any-increase or decrease in the Enrolied Lands will be reported
annually to the Service.. The Enrolled-Lands may increase without limit when.the:provisions of this
CCAA are adopted and the Service notified regarding the legal description of the addition.

The enroliment of new property or the disposal of previously enrolied property will not
change the authorized level of incidental take or require an increase or decrease in the level of
commitment to fisher conservation aiready specified in the CCAA.

Incidental take on.newly added.lands.will not be authorized until the Service provides SPI
written notification that the newly added-lands have been:incorporated into the CCAA.

Newly acquired lands will be subject to the'CCAA Conservation Measures and monitoring and
reporting requirements. The total amount of authorized incidental take will not change, but
Covered Activities will have incidental take authorized. :The addition of property-to the Enrolled
Lands will be considered a minor amendment to the CCAA. Enrolled Lands may decrease by as
much as 10% in any individual CSCA, cumulatively {in that CSCA) over the life of the permit, of the
acreage enrolled on the day the CCAA agreement is signed, without invoking the need for review
and potential changes in the CCAA. Any decrease in Enrolled Lands that is cumulatively greater than
10% of the Enroiled Lands will require prior written notice to the Service (See Section 11.2.3).
Decreased enroliment resulting from land transfers to the United States of America will not be
counted towards the 10% cumulative total. Upon receiving notice that cumulatively the Enrolled
Lands will decrease more than 10%, the Service will then have the discretion to either concur that
the purposes of the CCAA are being met, or the Service may require that the CCAA be amended in
accordance with all applicable legal requirements.

Changes to the Enrolled Lands as described above shall be treated as minor administrative
amendments.

4 COVERED ACTIVITIES

Covered Activities include Timber Operations as defined by the California Forest Practice Rules
{CFPRs) (Title 14, California Code of Regulations Chapters 4, 4.5, and 10) when they are included in
an approved-Timber Harvest Plan {THP) or Emergency or Exemption Notification in accordance with
the CFPR.:These.include: felling and bucking timber, yarding timber, loading and landing
operations, transportation of forest products and equipment, chipping, timber salvage, transport of
wood products, water, and rock, road construction, road reconstruction, and road maintenance,
herbicide applications, crossing facility placement and maintenance, site preparation, mastication,
and prescribed burning.Each of these activities is further described in detail when they occur as
part of an:approved THP, which satisfies California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) analysis
reguirements,

Covered Activities also include actions that are not Timber Operations, but may be conducted
as part of a THP and its accompanying CEGA analysis. These may include, but are not limited to,
machinery maintenance, machinery fueling, and fuel storage.

Covered Activities also include other management actions that are not defined as Timber
Operations and that do not require THP or Notifications under the CFPR, but are covered by CEQA
analysis. under other statutes. These analyses occur under applicable regulatory frameworks
relating to Regional Water Quality Control Board Waste Discharge permits or waivers, California
Department of Fish and Wildlife Streambed Alteration (Fish and Game Code Section 1600} permits,
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alignment and grade of the transportation system, hauling operations generally occur at speeds less
than 25 mph.

4.1.3 Herbicide Application

Prior to or following planting, areas reforested in accordance with the CFPR will be evaluated
to determine if weed competition will adversely affect conifer seedling establishment. The:judicious
use of chemical herbicides is considered to be the most effective method of controlling competing
vegetation. If the reforestation area is determined to require weed control, a California Certified
Pest Control Advisor will prescribe an appropriate herbicide treatment. A California Qualified
Applicator will supervise the application of the herbicide. The California Department of Pesticide
Regulation’s {DPR) pesticide program has been certified under CEQA as a functional equivalent of an
EIR pursuant to PRC 21080.5. Pesticides registered for forestry use in California will have had their
potential environmental impacts evaluated during the registration process. The County’s
Agricultural Commissioner gversees this program and is designated as a state agency for the
purposes of certification {(3:CCR 6100{a){7)}.: Any pesticide operator must be licensed with the state
and must report-any pesticide use by the 10th of the month:following an application to the county
program coordinator. Detailed records are kept on any pesticide application. This information is
tracked by DPR and is available to the public. All herbicide applications that are related to
reforestation are evaluated in the THP or Emergency Notification process accordance with the CFPR.

4.1.4 Watercour: rossing Installation

Activities that significantly alter the bed, bank, or stream.channel of a watercourse require a
permit from the California Department of Fish and Wildlife. . Watercourse crossings are designed to
minimize their impact to water resources and the surrounding riparian.vegetation. .The watercourse
permitting process requires a CEQA analysis.

4.1.5 Communication Site Construction and Maintenance

Other activities and facilities that occur on the Enrolied-Lands include communication site
construction and maintenance. There are 17 communication sites in the Occupied Range.
Communication sites in the county zone districts encompassing the Occupied Range require a
discretionary use.permit. A county- issued discretionary use permit: requires CEQA review.

Communication sites occur generally on high elevation ridges or peaks that provide the
desired coverage fora communication company. Communication sites are generally accessed by
existing roads; however new road construction may be necessary.in-some instances.. Appropriate
measures of the CFPR will:address the harvest.of trees at these sites.. Communication sites have
one or more metal lattice-or.pole towers; multiple-antennae, and one or more small: 16 ft. x 20 ft.
equipment shelters. The sites are equipped with one or more diesel powered electrical generators.
Site perimeters typically have 8 ft.-high cyclone fencing to control access. ‘Vegetation removals may
be necessary to accommodate the construction and maintenance of a communication site, including
overhead or underground electrical power distribution lines. Communication site maintenance
includes vegetation management for fire prevention using mechanical and/or herbicide treatments.
Herbicide treatments are prescribed by a California Certified Pest Advisor and applications
supervised by a California Certified Qualified Applicator under the authority of the California
Department of Pesticide Regulation’s pesticide program.
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impacts to the physical environment result from timber cruising or THP preparation activities.
Timber preparation activities are very unlikely to impact fishers.

4.2.5 Pre-commercial thinning

Pre-commercial thinning of conifer plantations occurs generally when the planted conifer
trees are approximately 10 years old...Pre-commercial thinning involves chain-sawing felling of
unwanted small diameter (<5”dbh) trees in the plantation to achieve a desired crop tree density.
Pre-commercially thinned trees:are sawn into chunks (lopping) to prevent that material from
becoming infested with pine beetles. Pre-commercial thinning does not require approval of a THP
because the operations are non-commercial. Pre-commercial thinning occurs in either restored
substantially damaged timberiand or in a Regeneration harvest:{clearcut) unit. Clearcuts average
approximately 17 acres in size and are scattered across the landscape. in every case, pre-
commercial thinning targets trees that are too small to contain a fisher.den. While retained
structures are in Regeneration units, their use by fishers is not anticipated until after 10 years of
development. Because of these factors, pre-commercial thinning is'not likely to take a fisher.

4.2.6 Research and Data Collection Activities

Research on SPi land covers many topics, and is done at varying scales ranging from
landscape-wide mesocarnivore inventories and water guality assessments to localized investigations
of plant populations or wildiife use of a particular structure or site. The following group of activities
involves a crew driving on the Enrolled Lands and, if necessary, walking to the point of interest to
perform data collection activities.

Research also includes a network of weather stations located strategically throughout the
Enrolled Lands.: Weather stations are both-permanent structures and temporary installations.
Permanent weather stations have a very small foot print (10 ft. x 10 ft.) and are designed to operate
using solar panels for power. However, removal of trees may be necessary to improve the footprint
of the facility and antennae effectiveness. These clearings are generally less than 0.5 ac. in size. Site
perimeters typically have 8 ft.-high cyclone fencing to control access. Temporary installations only
require minimal removal of understory (brush and sapling) vegetation.

Botanical surveys occur in areas where special interest plant habitat is located within a THP
boundary. Botanical surveys are conducted throughout the spring and summer months depending
on the flowering or fruiting characteristics of the plant of interest. Botanical surveys are a visual
inspection of plant:habitat, conducted on foot.

Wildlife surveys are conducted where THPs are within the range of special interest,
threatened, or endangered species. Wildlife surveys require vehicle travel on existing roads and
may also include the placementof photo-stations, attractant/bait, or broadcasting calls to elicit a
response from the target species. If species of interest are detected, surveys also often involve site-
specific efforts to find the reproductive sites inorder to provide necessary protection. Whenever
SPIworks with animal species, all required permits are first obtained from the California Department
of Fish and Wildlife and/or the Service. Because of limited area and intensity, other research
activities are extremely unlikely to impact fishers.

Timber cruising involves crews driving to a particular road location on the Enrolled Lands and
then walking transects that traverse the ownership, stopping every 4 chains {1 chain = 66 feet) and
taking measurements of the forest vegetation. Timber cruising does not require a permit. Timber
cruising activities are not reasonably likely to result in take of fishers.
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the total number of trees onthe landscape (SP1 2013b)-but still exist at multiple structures {trees)
per acre on average.

The other illegal use of SP| property that is a risk to the fisher is firewood cutting. Firewood
cutting is allowed seasonally by permit in selected areas. Permitted firewood cutting is restricted to
dead and down material. lllegal firewood cutting tends to target snags and green hardwood trees
that are near access roads. This activity also involves the concomitant additional risk of human
caused wildfires.

illegal uses of the property are identified wherever it is evident. Foresters, biologists, loggers,
and patrolmen all keep an eye out for suspicious trails, road use, and altered vegetation that is not
part of a THP: When an-illegal activity is identified, the appropriate law enforcement personnel are
contacted. Following the conclusion of the law enforcement activity, SPi participates in the
restoration and remediation of the site. Remediation can include re-establishing erosion control
measures, removal and proper disposal of trash, and cleanup of hazardous materials. The handling
of hazardous materials and any necessary cleanup is done in compliance with the appropriate state
and local agencies {county sheriff's offices, California Department of Pesticide Regulations,
Department of Toxic Substances, CALEPA, the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, etc.)

5 CALIFORNIA FOREST PRACTICE RULE WILDLIFE PROTECTIONS

The California Forest Practice Rules {CFPRs) provide wildiife protections for listed and unlisted
species:in a variety of ways. Two general provisions of the CFPR that.provide protections for wildlife
and their habitat are found in 14CCR § 897(b){1)}{B} and 14CCR § 897(b}{2), which describe the
principles the Director.or their designee of the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection
(CAL FIRE) will use while determining whether a THP conforms to the intent of the Forest Practice
Act. Those pertinent portions of 14:CCR § 897 read:

{b}(1}(B) Maintain functional wildiife habitat in sufficient condition for continued use by
the existing1 wildlife community within the planning watershed.

{b}{(2} Individual THPs shall be considered in the context of the larger forest and planning
watershed in which they are located, so that biological diversity and watershed integrity are
maintained within larger planning.units and adverse cumulative impacts, including impacts on
the quality and beneficial uses of water are reduced.

Section:898:2 of the CFPRs precludes the approval of a THP that will- result in unauthorized
take of Federally listed species.- Each THP-area has-unique conditions that the preparer must
consider. If the RPF does not possess the expertise to evaluate a particular condition it is his or her
responsibility to consult with other qualified professionals:

THPs are reviewed by a multi-disciplinary review team including CAL FIRE, the Czlifornia
Regional Water Quality Control Board, the California Department of Fish and Wildlife, and the
California Department of Mines and Geology. Areas covered under THPs are inspected in the field
by State Agencies during their implementation and following completion. These inspections are
done to ensure the activities are implemented as described in the THP.

1 Note: After signing the CCAA SPI will commit to maintain functional wildlife habitat for species that currently don’t exist
in each planning watershed; for example fisher in the unoccupied range.
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measures as preventive of incidental take of fishers, and thus SPl is seeking regulatory
certainty by receiving authorization of incidental take under this CCAA with the FWS.

Listed and unlisted species receive consideration in the cumulative impacts analysis for THPs
{14 CCR § 932.9/952.9 Technical Addendum #2(C}(1), (4){a)-(h})). The cumulative impacts
assessment analyzes the past, current, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, together, in
order to identify potential long-term significant adverse effects that could result from past, present
and reasonably foreseeable future projects working together. The cumulative impacts assessment
will need to include a demonstration of how the plan will mitigate potentiallong term significant
adverse effects to.less:than significant. "Significant” means harm.or damage which.is: substantial
and threatens the use of forest-related benefits {i.e., other beneficial uses of the air, water, soil, fish,
or wildlife resources). Under the CFPRs, “Harm” is the same as the ESA when addressing federally
listed species and means an act that where it actually kills or injures a federally listed wildlife
species. Such acts may include a significant habitat modification or degradation which actually kills
or.injures wildlife by significantly impairing essential behavioral patterns, including breeding, feeding
or sheltering. A long-term significant adverse effect on fish, wildlife, or listed species known to be
primarily associated with late succession forest stands means an effect that creates an identifiable
trend or set of conditions which provide a substantial level of scientific evidence that a population of
ane or more species of fish, wildlife, or listed species primarily associated with late succession forest
stands will become extirpated from.a significant. portion of its current range in.the Forest District
within the planning horizon.

6 FISHERS' DISTRIBUTION, POPULATION STATUS, HABITAT DESCRIPTION, AND
THREATS

A considerable body of published information exists regarding habitat relationships for fishers.
in the following sections, we summarize pertinent information regarding the distribution, status and
habitats used by fishers as thoroughly described in Lofroth et al. (2010}, CDFG (2010}, USFWS 2014
and CDFW 2015, The following detailed descriptions of important biological factors, current
population status and threats to fishers lay the foundation of this CCAA.

6.1 NATURAL HISTORY

Fishers are members of the weasel family found in forested habitats in much of Canada and
the northern portion of United States. The USFWS {2004) {69 Fed. Reg. 18770} has defined the
fisher population in the Pacific states and British Columbia as the West Coast Distinct Population
Segment {DPS). Distribution, population status, and habitat use are described in further detail in the
following sections of this CCAA.

In California, body mass of male fishers range from 2.7:10 5.0 kg, and females from 1.52 to
2.65 kg {(as summarized in James et al. {2008, p. 12). (Note that the study by James et al. (2008)
was incorrectly cited as Reno et al. (2008) in Lofroth et al. {2010} and other places). In this CCAA,
the fisher study conducted at 5PI's South Weaverville Study Area (SWSA) will be referred to as James
et al. (2008)). Adult and juvenile fishers are prey for various other carnivorous mammals, especially
babcats and mountain lions (various authors summarized in Lofroth et al. 2010). In addition, adult
male fishers prey on juvenile fishers. Denial of access to predators is apparently an important factor
in the females’ selection of arboreal cavities with smali entrance holes as natal and maternal dens.
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Lofroth et al. {2010} provided the following generalized depiction of fisher habitats:
Landscapes used by fishers generally occur in a variety of low and mid-elevation forested plant
communities. Moderate to dense contiguous forest canopies are the most important predictor of
fisher occurrence at the landscape scale, and home ranges typically include a diversity of forest
successional stages.and plant communities.. Active fishers:(as identified through radio-telemetry
studies) are frequently associated with complex forest structure. Their rest sites are strongly
associated with moderate to dense forest canopy and elements of late-successional forests. They
typically rest in large, deformed or deteriorating trees and logs and den in arboreal cavities. At the
most site-specific scale, cavities in large trees are a critical resource for reproduction.

At the broader landscape and home range scales, fishers appear to be relatively flexible in
habitat association, as long as basic requirements for extensive dense to moderately dense
overstory and sufficient prey are met. Fishers inthe southwestern Oregon — northwestern
California area are known to occur in the following forest plant communities, described by McNab
and Avers 1994: Douglas-fir; Douglas-fir — ponderosa pine; Douglas-fir — tanoak; Jeffrey pine; mixed-
conifer; white fir; and redwood. In the southern Sierra, fishers are known to occur in mixed-conifer,
ponderosa pine, Jeffrey pine, white fir, red fir, lodgepole pine, and giant Sequoia plant communities
(Lofroth et. al 2010, p.90). Most studies in California have found that fisher home ranges include a
broad range of successional stages, but that structurally complex areas (for instance, including
greater densities of large live trees and large woody structures such as snags and down logs) are
used preferentially, and forests with mast-producing hardwoods that support prey communities are
particularly important {Lofroth et al. 2010).

Across the Pacific region; Lofroth et al. (2010) reported that female home ranges averaged
18.8 km2 {4,646 ac.), and male home ranges averaged 53.4 km2.{13,195 ac.). In northwestern
California, Lofroth et-al. (2010, Ch: 6; pg- 68) reported-that mean male home ranges varied:from
1,828 ac. to 9,464 ac., and mean female home ranges from 420 ac. to 5,807 ac. Differences in
methodoelogy, season of studies, and geographic region.complicate general description and
comparison of fisher home range size and composition across the range. Home range sizes are
substantially different among sexes (with male home ranges about three times larger), and aiso
increase with latitude {Lofroth et al. 2010). Home range size is believed to be indicative of overali
habitat guality, with prey and cover resources at higher densities in smaller home ranges {Zielinski et
al. (2004b, p. 654); Lofroth et al. {2010, Ch. 6, p. 69)).

Fishers are dietary generalists, depending on a variety of small mammals, birds, insects, and
reptiles, and their diets in California are more diverse than elsewhere in the range {Lofroth et al.
2010}. In California, mammals such as woodrats, squirrels, and other rodents appear particularly
important. These prey species are widespread in many California conifer and mixed hardwood-
conifer forests (Zielinski et al. 1999 p. 964), but may vary in their contribution to the dietin different
areas of the fisher's range (Golightly et al.- 2006, p. 964). Hares and porcupines do not occur in
California diets to.the extent prevalent further north in the fisher's range, probably because the
range of the snowshoe hare and the fisher do not extensively overlap in California, and:porcupine
numbers are generally low or absent (Zielinski et al. 1999, p. 962).

At more localized scales, the fisher is more of a habitat specialist, in that both sexes depend
heavily on certain types of micro-structures {e.g., arboreal cavities, platforms and mistletoe brooms,
and large down logs) for resting, and in particular, on tree cavities for natal and rearing dens: All
documented natal and pre-weaning dens are in cavities in standing live or dead trees, including both
conifers and hardwoods (Lofroth et al. 2010). Most of these trees are relatively old and large. For
instance, across five studies in interior California reporting on a total of 154 den sites, the dbh
ranged from 66 cm. to 110 cm. {30:in. to 43 in.) (Lofroth et al. 2010, p. 115). In California, the
majority of identified dens were in hardwood species (especially black oak and live oak). Specific
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structure tree in describing the surrounding “resting habitat.”

In an effort to further refine the understanding of observed habitat use by fishers in the
SWSA, Niblett et al. (2014) applied the model of Zielinski et al. {2012} to the 10,609 SPI forest
inventory point plotsin the SWSA. (SPl's-forest inventory system uses a grid of fixed point plots at a
density of about 1 point plot per 4 ac., resulting in about 400,000 point plots across the
ownership.) Approximately 81% of the point plots in the SWSA were rated as poor (strongly
dissociated) using the criteria of Zielinski et al. (2012), and less than 1% of the SPI point plots were
good {strongly associated) with fisher habitat. However, the Niblett et al. (2014} analysis
demonstrated a novel means of analyzing the habitat in amanner that appears to better predict the
actual suitability of the habitats at the:SWSA. Niblett-et al.-{(2014) indicated:that fishers strongly
selected sites that were significantly different than the surrounding heterogeneous forest.  Using
its forest inventory point plots, SPi can make finer scale assessments of tree size and density across
their ownership to identify areas containing these high value sites. These patches of occupied
habitat were too small.to be identified in the broad scale modeling by Zielinski et al. {2012}, and
evidently were inadequately recognized by the vegetation classification of Zielinski et al. {2010).

These findings demonstrate fishers successfully use habitat elements that occur at lower
densities than can be identified by broad-scale habitat models or low intensity forest inventory
methods. Thus, fishers may occupy areas of smaller diameter forest than predicted by available
broad-scale models, provided:that desirable habitat elements are sufficiently abundant at local and
wider scales.

6.5 FACTORS AFFECTING FISHERS

This section is organized to conform to the factors evaluated by the USFWS in a determination
of the need'to list a species under the US ESA (50 CFR 424.11{c)). This section summarizes
information:on existing threats to fishers that may be relevant to-this CCAA. Impacts of this CCAA
related to these factors are addressed in Section'7.3.

6.5.1 The present or threatened truction, modification, or curtailment of it

habitat or range.

The USFWS (2004; 69 Fed. Reg. p. 18770-18792) concluded that loss of forested habitat
throughout the range constituted a threat to fishers, and subsequently in the 2011 Candidate Notice
of Review {USFWS 2011) the USFWS; (76 Fed. Reg. p. 66389) reiterated some of the threats to the
species regarding habitat-oss; as follows:

“"Major threats that fragment or remove key elements of fisher habitat include various forest
vegetation management practices such as timber harvest and fuels reduction treatments. Other
potential major threats in portions of the range include: Large stand-replacing wildfires, changes in
forest composition and structure related to the effects of climate change, forest and fuels
management, and urban and rural development.”

In a 2007 facilitated workshop, thirteen experts on fishers assessed and ranked various
perceived threats to the species in various regions {Threat Evaluation Areas - TEAs) of the Pacific
States and British Columbia (Naney et al. 2012). In the combined opinion of this panel of experts,
across the multi-state range the "most immediate and challenging threat” derives from the small,
isolated nature of fisher populations, and the attendant high risk of extirpation from stochastic
events. Effects on habitat such as overstory reduction, reduction of structural elements, and
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applied pesticides were-also noted as causes of mortality. "Under this CCAA, iand and forest
management practices that favor fisher predators and competitors may contribute to these threats.

6.5.4 Inadequacy of existing regulatory mechanisms

The USFWS (2014, p.137-138) stated:

“The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) can provide protections for a species that,
although not listed as threatened or endangered, meets one of several criteria for rarity (CEQA
guidelines; Cal. Code Regs. Title 14 § 15380). Fishers meet these criteria. Under CEQA a lead agency
can require that adverse impacts be avoided, minimized, or mitigated for projects subject to CEQA
review that may impact fisher habitat.”

The USFWS (2014, p.141) summarized the in-place regulatory mechanism in California as
follows:

“In terms of effects to fisher habitat or incidental harm to fishers from timber harvesting or
other types of land disturbing projects, California has regulations that act in combination to disclose,
avoid, or mitigate.environmental degradation. Cumulative effects analysis to listed and non-listed
species is required in both CEQA and the California Forest Practice Rules.”

The CDFW fisher status review (Bonham, 2015, p.69) under the California Endangered Species
Act stated:

“Fishers are known to establish home ranges and successfully reproduce within forested
landscapes that have been and are being intensively managed primarily for timber production,
including:industrial ownerships where ongoing intensive even-aged management is the.norm.
The long-term viability of fishers across their range in California will depend on the continued
presence of suitable denning and resting sites and habitats capable of supporting foraging
activities. While such structures and habitats are critical to fisher reproduction and survival,
the Department is not aware of evidence indicating that habitat modification resuiting from
timber harvesting and forest management is currently limiting fisher populations.in
California.”

6.5.5 Qther natural or manmade factors

As stated by the USFWS (2004, 2011} and CDFG (2010}, collisions with vehicles constitute a
threat to the species, but that threat has not been quantified. On SPllands, threats associated with
vehicle collisions are low due to typically low vehicle speeds.

Recent research has identified anti-coagulant rodenticides as a potentially important source of
fisher poisoning and mortality (Gabriel et al. 2015, p.6). These rodenticides are used at some illegal
marijuana growing sites in forested areas, and are apparently ingested by fishers preying upon or
scavenging on affected rodents, and consuming baits. To the extent that illegally applied pesticides
may be present on SPI lands, it may contribute to this threat.

The threat of accidental entrapment and drowning in improperly constructed and/or
maintained water tanks has been identified as a threat; this threat could occur on SPi lands.

6.6 CONSERVATION PLANNING EFFORTS

6.6.1 Northwest Forest Plan (NWFP)
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2006}, the USFS reported that, based on remote sensing methods, both mid- and late-seral closed
canopy forest habitats have increased substantially {by 17% and 31%, respectively) from 1990 to
2008 (per USDA Forest Service 2010, Table 5} across the National Forests in the range of the
California spotted owl.: Thus, the amount of habitat for the fisherappears to be increasing on
Federal lands in the Sierra Nevada, despite effects of burning over 280,000 ac. in moderate and
severe wildfires from 2000 to 2007.

Outside the range of the €SO, fishers occur or potentially occur in areas of Washington,
Oregon, and northwestern California managed under the Northwest Forest Plan {(NWFP), {which
corresponds to the range of the northern spotted owl (NSO)}. Moeur et al. {2011} estimated the
amount and:trend of late successional and old growth forest {LSOG).in the:area of-the NWFP, using
multiple methods of analysis and a broad definition {forests with greater than 10% canopy cover and
mean quadratic tree diameters equal to or greater than 20 inches (Moeur et al. 2011, p7)). The
canopy cover is the percentage of area covered by live crowns of dominant and codominant
conifers, corrected for overlap. The QMD is calculated from the dominant and codominant conifers.
Moeur et al. (2011, p7) acknowledged that this definition does not contain the complexity of other
LSOG definitions; however they also stated that a more complex definition would not necessarily be
more accurate. Moeur et al. {2011, p 6) stated a primary reason for use of this definitions is that it
“corresponds closely to the definition of late-successional forests used for mapping purposes by the
Forest Ecosystem Management Assessment Team (FEMAT) (FEMAT 1993, Table I-3, p. 11-22) and
therefore can be used to assess assumptions about the amount and distribution of oider forest upon
which the Plan was founded.” Because the condition of other tree types, canopy layers and down
wood were not considered, the extent to which this definition of LSOG, to an unknown extent, may
be representative of fisher habitat is unknown. They concluded that between 1996 and 2006 in
Washington and Oregon, and between 1997 and 2007.in California, there has been an apparent
overali loss of LSOG forest of between {1.8 and 0.6), (2.7 and 3.6} and (1.9 and 3.0%), {which for
California is from 7.3 to 7.1 million ac.}, but that this apparent trend could not be regarded as
statistically significant due to various sources of possible measurement error. Most of the loss was
to due to wildfire.

Mouer et al. {2011, p 31) stated that estimates of LSOG recruitment, primarily in stands with
increasing mean diameter, nearly overcame the losses due to wildfire. However, the largest losses
to wildfire were in areas with important fisher.populations, i.e., the Oregon Klamath and California
Klamath Provinces. Overall LSOG losses in the Oregon Klamath Province were estimated from 7.9 to
11.6% between 1996 and 2006, and in the California Klamath from 0.9 t0 4.9% between 1997 and
2007.

Mouer et al. (2011, p. ii) also noted a trend of reduction of LSOG on private lands, in which
harvest was a more important factor than on federal lands. “Federal lands contained less than half
of the total forest:land, but the federal share of total LSOG increased from 65 to 67% over.the
monitoring period. Harvesting removed about 13% (approximately 491,000 ac) of LS0G ¢n
nonfederal lands: Loss of L50G on federal lands resulting from harvest was less than 0.5%
(approximately 32,100 ac).”

Habitat suitable for nesting and roosting by NSO is considered a surrogate for habitat for
fishers in areas where those species overlap (USFWS 2014, p 85). In estimating the amount and
trend of nesting and roosting habitat for NSO on federal lands in the area of the Northwest Forest
Plan, Davis et al.{2011, p 35-42) used more restrictive and detailed habitat definitions than the LSOG
definitions of Mouer et al. (2011). Davis et al. (2011, p 45) reported overall losses of NSO
nesting/roosting habitat of about 3.4% range wide, including 1994 through 2007 in California, and
1996 through 2006 in Oregon and:Washington. Almost 80% of this loss was dueto wildfire.  Some
of the most important losses were in the Oregon Klamath and California Klamath Provinces, which
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under various methods by previous owners and by SPL. The forests on SPI's lands presently occur in
five land classes as categorized by SPI, based on conditions and the age structure created by the
management history. These five classes are: Mixed, Inoperable, Non-Forest, Regen, and Even.
Comprehending differences between these classes is fundamental to understanding the present and
projected future habitat for fisher.

Mixed: These land class stands were created by various types of uneven-aged management,
which left many trees un-harvested during harvest entries. The Enrolled Land that is capable of
growing forest vegetation {i.e., excluding rocky areas, meadows, etc.) and suitable {accessible and
manageable}, together are the Capable Land. The Capable Land has the soil site quality of growing
trees into HF4 over time. The Mixed land class currently comprises about 74.2% of the Capable
Land. In most cases, these forests contain a mix of trees in various sizes and ages. Generally
speaking, these stands rarely contain conifers 240 in. dbh, because those commercially valuable
trees were harvested in past decades. The Mixed land class often includes stands of trees which
generally are larger than 80 acres. Canopy closures are typically well over 50%. These forests
include a wide variety of habitat conditions, especiaily in terms of the presence of hardwoods, large
snags, and down logs, most of which exist as legacies left during past harvests. The amount of
understory brush also varies substantially.

Virtually all the habitat for fishers on the Enrolled Lands today is in the Mixed land class,
existing as a legacy of past management by SPl and previous owners. Hardwoods and deformed
conifers that were not commercially valuable (and to a lesser extent, large snags) were normally left
standing during selection harvests of the past. These structural elements, surrounded by relatively
dense forest of mixed ages, provide many of the existing denning opportunities for fisher.

Most of the: Mixed land class stands are not growing at their maximum potential, because the
highest quality trees have been removed and spacing between remaining trees is not optimal for
growth. SPI's objective under their “SPI Option A” approved by CAL FIRE is to maximize individual
tree:and:stand growth by emphasizing even-aged silviculture wherever such intensive stand
treatments are notsuperseded or constrained by non-timber resource values. The pace of
conversion of the Mixed land class to Regen and Even land classes is limited by the management
path chosen by SPl.in its Option A Plan, so that overall, at least 50% of the Capable Land enrolled in
the CCAA will still be in the Mixed land class at the end of the CCAA permit period {i.e., 10 years).

In about 14% of the Mixed forests, non-timber values (such as aesthetics, soil resources,
wildlife, archeological sites, botanical resources, and water guality) constrain the use of clearcut
silviculture. in these areas, the Mixed land class will be converted more siowly to Even stands, using
techniques such as shelterwood steps:or group selection. There:is an additional 12% of the entire
land base that will never be harvested utilizing even-aged silviculture {predominantly watercourse
and lake protection zones). In these lands very long interval individual tree selection silviculture will
be utilized. Once an area of Mixed forest land class is clearcut and re-planted, it enters into the
“Regen” land class and eventually grows into the Even class.

Inoperable: Such areas are forested but not available for economic management due to
location, condition, or physical constraints or are areas with suitable soils that are not economical to
stock with commercial species due to access. Examples include un-roaded brush fields, areas with
poor soils and tree stocking, areas with low tree density that are not roaded adequately, and un-
roaded areas with forest cover that won’t economically support helicopter logging. Inoperable
areas, which comprise about 6% of the property, will not be considered further in this document.

Non-Forest: These areas consist of lands that do not support conifer species; such as rock
outcrops, talus slopes, quarries, grasslands, lakes, and wet meadows. Non-Forest, which comprises
less than 5% of the property, will not be considered further in this document.
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A standardized definition of forest habitats suitable for fishers is needed for describing and
guantifying existing habitat, predicting trends.in habitat, defining objectives, and tracking progress
toward meeting those objectives under the CCAA. SPirefers {o habitat categories as Habitat Forms.
Habitat Form categories aggregate forest types by expected species use. Assignment of anticipated
species use is guided by literature review and by a relational comparison of a Habitat Form to forest
types described in the California Wildlife Habitat Relationships system (WHR} (Mayer and

Laudenslayer 1988). As further described in SP!1 2013a the Habitat Form system was designed
to improve on some of the limitations of the WHR system.

The parameters that SPI uses to define or delineate the Habitat Forms are 1) tree size class, as
represented by the guadratic mean tree diameter {QMD) (i.e., the quadratic mean diameter of all
trees >5 in. dbh) in a given stand; 2) large tree component, as represented by the number of trees
per acre {tpa) of a specified size threshold; and 3} canopy cover classifications, as represented by the
percent of the sky obscured by foliage when viewed vertically from below.

Habitat Form classifications are applied at the stand scale. SPl.definesa foreststand as a
forested area that can be distinguished from neighboring areas either visually and through
measurements. SPIidentifies:and delineates stands using a combination of air photo analysis and
inventory plot data. Usually, a distinct stand can be easily identified within the surrounding forest
because of differing management history. This is especially true in areas in which intensive even-
aged management has been applied, i.e., where clear-cut or variable retention harvest, brush field
rehabilitation, and re-growth have created distinct stands with clear edges against surrounding
stands of different ages. In areas where even-aged management has been applied, the Regen
stands average about 17 acres in size, as a result of CFPRs limitations on clear-cut size. In Mixed
stands with more varied management history, the stand may be defined by its recognizable borders
with neighboring stands, or by the legacy of various harvest prescriptions or logging methods.

The progression of Habitat Forms follows a trend of growth indicative of the soil productivity
and reflects the management activities that occur within the stand. Habitat Form 1 {HF1) is the
youngest Habitat Form and is usually the result of even-aged clearcut harvesting, the rehabilitation
of brush fields to conifer trees; or fire salvage harvesting of substantially deamaged timberlands. The
HF1 will persist for between 15-30 years depending on the soil site classification. Habitat Form 1
consists of the WHR 1 and 2 size classes, regardiess of density class and is associated with ground
vegetation thatincludes the grass, forb, seedling and sapling stages of forest development. HF1
stands grow into Habitat Form 2 (HF2) stands following a pre-commercial thinning that will occur at
stand age 8-15 depending on the soil site classification, effects of animal browsing, and the
effectiveness of controlling competing vegetation.

HF2 and HF2Hv stands can be either in-the Mixed or Even land class. Habitat Form 2 consists
of WHR 3M & D {6-11" OQMD with >40% canopy closure). Habitat Form 2Hv consists of WHR-4M &
D stands that are 2 11”7 and <13” dbh with >50% canopy closure. HF2 and HF2Hv stands that are in
the Mixed land class are stands that on average are approximately 100 years old, contain numerous
large trees, especially hardwoods, and based upon sampling, contain many potential
nesting/denning structures for forest wildlife species including the fisher {SP1 2013b). Because of
numercus small diameter trees and variable sized openings, these HF2 stands have a QMD of
between 26-10.9"dbh and canopy cover of 40-100%. HF2 stands in the Mixed land class also have
many trees greater than 227 dbh present, but their contribution to the stand is not substantial
enough to increase the OMD to >10.9 inches. Most HF2 stands in the Mixed land class will not be
thinned prior to clearcutting, uniess basal areas over time reach levels that risk attack by bark
beetles. HF2 stands that are in the Even land class will receive a commercial thinning when
necessary to avoid individual tree mortality. This generally will occur at between age 30 and 60
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Habitat Form 2 (HF2) is the stand condition that is the precursor to HF2Hv. HF2 has moderate
to dense canopy cover {40% - 100%) and a QMD of 26in.-11in. dbh.

At present, most of SPI's HF2 stands are in the Mixed land class {see Section 6.4.1 for
description:of-land classes), and:are the legacy.of various intensities of selection harvest carried out
over past decades by various owners. While quite variable in condition, the HF2 stands in the Mixed
land class sometimes do contain numbers of large trees; especially hardwoods, and according to
sampling, potential den/rest sites occur at the rate of approximately 1 to 2 per acre (SP12013b,
Appendix H).-However, HF2 stands usually have QMD lower than stands typically used for denning
by fisher, and while the threshold for HF2 canopy is 240%, most of these stands have canopy cover
>60%. HF2 stands currently occupy about 30% of the Enrolled Lands. During the period of the
CCAA, about 6% of today’'s acreage of HF2 will be clearcut and converted to Regen and Even land
classes. The remainder of today’'s Mixed HF2 will continue to grow, and much of it will become
Mixed HF2Hv and HF4 during the plan period. Meantime, many HF1 Regen stands will grow into
Even HF2 and HF2Hv.

6.8.4.3 Habitat Form ZHv

Habitat Form 2Hv (HF2Hv) is the stand condition that is the precursor to HF4. HF2Hv has
moderate to dense canopy cover (50% - 100%) and a3 QMD of 211in. dbh. The'broad range of
conditions included in HF2 Mixed land class (as described section 6.8.4.2) includes some stands that
provide denning habitat for fishers, but inmost cases denning use is in HF2Hv Mixed land class.
While a componentof larger trees may be present in a stand designated as HF2Hv, and/or QMD can
be >11in: dbh (and inrareinstances 213 in. dbh), HF2Hv stands do not satisfy all the criteria of HF4.
HF2Hv Mixed stands currently occupy about 30% of the Enrolled Lands. During the term of the
CCAA, approximately 6% of today’s acreage of HFZHv will be clearcut and converted to Regen and
Even land classes. The remainder of today’s Mixed HFZHv will continue to grow, and much of it will
become Mixed HF4 during the plan period. The QMD criterion forinclusion in this categoryis2 11
in. dbh, and the criterion-for canopy cover is 250%.

Stands of this description are known to have been used as denning habitat by fisher, but only
in a minority of the cases described. Stands of HF2Hv also provide habitat for the prey used by
fishers when foraging. However; in HF2Hv stands, denning is largely dependent on presence of
remnant elements from previous stands, such as large hardwoods and snags. Appendix | provides
more detailed description of the use of HF2Hv by fishers and their prey.

Table 6.8.4.3-1 Threshold Criteria Values for Habitat Form 2Hv in the Mixed Land Class

LAND | CANOPY TREES JACRE 222”
CLASS | COVER | TREE SIZE dbh

. Stand QMD >11” No standard
Mixed | 250% dbh applied

6.8.4.4 Denning Structures

As stated above, the Habitat Form system is based on attributes directly measured in SPVs forest
inventory system. These include canopy cover and tree size by species. Other features, especially
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connectivity to other potential fisher habitat areas. Inmost cases, both presently and in the future,
the actual occupancy of these potential territories will remain:unknown (except for sampling at
intervals as described in Section 13.2}, but the proportional habitat contribution is and will be
present in-amounts and configurations suitable to provide territories for use by fishers. Therefore,
we will refer to: these areas as:Territory Opportunities.

Mitchell and Powell {2002, Ch. 5, p.121) suggested that the definition of habitat should be
based on the spatial scale and ecological resolution of interest. The intensive spatial analysis applied
in the:CCAA is based on the component parts of:a territory of a reproductive female fisher. The
habitat descriptions and amounts are at scales representative of the female fisher’s den stand, the
surrounding core area, and the:necessary additional habitat in the form of support cores, to provide
a potential.territory. These component parts are and will be used for analyzing the Enrolled Lands
for presence of Territory Opportunities that occur within 10,000-acre evaluation areas over the term
of the.agreement.

The spatial analysis of wildlife habitats often uses hexagons rather than circles to avoid
problems of overlap or gaps that would occur.if circles were used to represent habitat units. (For
examples, see Noon and McKelvey {1996), Franklin and Stephens (1996}, Hof and Bevers: {2000}, and
Zielinski et al. (2006)). For our analysis we overlaid a fixed grid of 500-acre hexagons and aggregated
data from inventory point plots into analysis areas in a manner that avoids overlap (which would
cause double counting errors) and gaps (which would cause omission errors).- We aggregated four
gualifying hexagons into potential Territory Opportunities as further described below. The following
Sections 7.1.3 through 7:1.5 describe the derivation of the scale of Territory Opportunity
components. Section 7.1.6 describes the habitat standards that comprise the Territory Opportunity
components. Section 7.2.2 describes how each hexagon is classified.as a territory component.
Section 7.2.5 describes the rule set for classified hexagons being aggregated into Territory
Opportunities. Section 7.2.6 describes the rule set for identifying when harm to a Territory
Opportunity occurs. How these Territory Opportunities fit into the larger landscape to provide
Conservation Benefit is discussed in 7.2.11. The methods used in annual accounting for harm are
described in 7.2.10.

7.1.1.1 Data Quality Assumptions for Estimating Habitat Descriptions and
Amounts

In the following sections 7.1.2 through 7.1.6, we describe how we derived various thresholds
and standards for the inclusion of forest stands into estimates of the number.of Territory
Opportunities for female fishers. These standards inciude: 1) minimum levels of forest stand
measurements such as stand GMD, canopy cover, and numbers of large trees that describes suitable
habitat; 2) the size in acres of the components of a Territory Opportunity, including den stands, core
areas, and territories; and 3) amounts of habitat necessary in each component of a Territory
Opportunity. In each case, the standards were derived from literature on fishers, from data
collected on SP! lands, remotely-sensed data, and where data were insufficient, on reasoned
analysis.

Before going into the detail of these standards, we should acknowledge the potential error
that is inherent in the estimates. This potential error arises from the methods of habitat typing and
guantification that were used in the original works.upon which we rely. We have attempted to
recognize potential error throughout our analyses, and at various points in the following sections,
we will note important sources of error in our estimates and point out some of the implications. In
the following paragraphs, we provide a brief general description of the sources of error in habitat
measurement and quantification.

47






Final SP! Fisher CCAA Qctober 17, 2016

7.1.3 Den Stand Concepts

As defined in this.CCAA, the primary prerequisite for a territory is a den stand. The den stand
is a the contiguous forest stand that contains at least one den structure {tree) with a suitable micro-
structure {cavity), and presumably provides the escape cover, microclimate, and access to forage
necessary for reproductive success. The contiguous forest stand that is considered a fisher den
stand is named a Contiguous Core Stand (CCS).

7.1.3.1 Den Stand Size Determination

We found no published literature that described the actual sizes of stands used for denning,
leaving us to use inference to derive a stand size sufficient for use by fishers and amenable to
analysis. Determining a representative stand size in the field is confounded by the species’ tendency
to change den sites several times during the period of rearing young. For example, the breeding
female fishers at SPI's South Weaverville Study Area (SWSA) switched dens between 4 and 9 times.
Niblett et al. {2014} suggested that for evaluative purposes, the den stand size is the area
encompassed by:a circle whose radius is half the average distance moved by a female fisher
between dens {See Appendix M). Niblett et al. (2014) referred to these areas as “neighborhoods,”
which on SPI's SWSA were 40 ac. in size. We found no other published data on the average distance
moved by denning fisher reported in a manner that can provide an estimate of den stand size.
Therefore, this CCAA uses the value suggested by Niblett et al. {2014) as a guide, and designates 50
ac. as the minimum CCS for a female fisher.

We recognize that fisher use multiple den trees, and thus multiple den tree stands; however,
to satisfy the animals’ need for additional den opportunities outside the CCS {primary den stand),
we will rely on HF4 and HF2Hv stands within the remaining Territory Opportunity because these
habitat forms are most likely to contain additional suitable den and rest trees, have dense canopy
and larger trees, and generally are older and more structurally complex than other habitat forms.
Additional den stands are reasonably expected to occur, as described in SPI (20133, 2013b) and
Niblett et al. (2014). Such stands need not be contiguous to the CCS, but are connected by areas of
high canopy cover as a requirement of inclusion in the designation of the territory and support
cores, as described below.

7.1.4 Territor re.an rt-Core conce

The concept of the territory core has been widely applied in published literature. As stated by
Samuel and Green (1988) “The existence of core areas within an animal’s home range provides an
important conceptual framework for delineating selected areas that contain home sites, refuges,
and dependable food sources.” The concept has often been applied to avian forest raptors ((e.g.,
the northern and California spotted owls (Franklin et al. 2000; Seamans and Gutiérrez 2006} and the
northern goshawk (Woodbridge et al. 2012, Ch. 5, p. 119})). And, the territory core concept has been
applied to other mid-size mammalian carnivores, such as the bobcat {Tucker et al. 2010, Riley 2006)
and the gray fox (Riley 2006).

The concept of the territory core may apply somewhat differently to fishers than other
species, because female fishers annually use multiple den structures to bear and raise young. Den
structures may be at varying distances from productive foraging areas, and thus interpretation of
the size of the territory core may be influenced by the variability of the forests used by fishers, and
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Withinthe home range, there may be great variation in-frequency of use of smaller areas
{Powell et al. 1997). The analysis of home ranges has evolved over the last several decades, from
initially reporting an individual’'s area of use as a minimum convex polygon {MCP), which
encompasses all of the-points where an individual was detected, to two dimensional relative
frequency distributions in smaller areas, to multi-dimensional, non-parametric kernel estimates of
use {Kie et al. 2010, p. 2222). If ecologically relevant associations can be made between animal
habitat use and other processes, those associations may be used:to develop heuristic models and
guidelines for making land use decisions (Fleishman et al. 2002, p. 78).

An animal’s territory is the area within its home range that it defends from other animals, thus
establishing an area of exclusive use. For more thorough descriptions.of the territory concept
applied to the fisher and other forest carnivores see'Lofroth et al. (2010, p.67), Woodbridge et al.
{2012, p. 114-118 & p. 123), Zabe! et al. {1992, Ch. 6, p.149}, Lee et al. {2012, p. 794), and Powell
(1993, Ch. 9, p. 179).

In-most cases, the-actuallimits of a territory cannot be determined, so some authors have
estimated the size of the exclusively used territory by halving the distance to the nearest neighbors.
This requires extensive knowledge about the spatial distribution of the entire population in the
study area, which would be exceedingly difficult to obtain for fishers. Thus, we have used available
information to aggregate forest characteristics into modeled representations of areas potentially
used by fishers (See Figure 7.2.5-1).

The following sections will describe our attempt to define the size of the component parts of
representative fisher territories, in order to derive estimates of the number of potential territories
that may be present currently and at various intervals in the future. A Territory Opportunity will use
multiple combined core areas to represent a female fisher territory of appropriate size.

7.1.5.1 Determination of Fisher Territory Size

Fishers exhibit intrasexual territoriality {i.e., female territories are different from those of
males}, which is thought to be necessary based on the availability of prey of appropriate size (Powell
1993, Ch.:8, p.172}: Because resources necessary for breeding (i.e., multiple cavities of suitable size
for natal and maternal use) by female fishers are probably limited, and because female home ranges
(and presumably territories) are smaller than those of males, we intend to estimate the numbers of
Territory Opportunities for female fishers. Fishers identify their territories using scent marking,
which if respected by other fishers, should limit overt aggression (Powell 1993, Ch. 9, p.170).
Because these scent markers are not detectable by humans, the physical boundaries of exclusively-
used territories cannot be practically determined, and the bounds of territories must be inferred by
other methods.

We have found no published report of nearest neighbor distances for fishers, so the method
of using half the mean nearest neighbor distance for territory estimation is not readily available.
And, as discussed below, review of available radio-telemetry studies provided basis for only limited
conclusions regarding territory-size.

Lofroth et al. (2010} summarized MCP minimum convex polygon estimates of home range size
for telemetered female fishers from several studies, but did not address the issue of territory size.
Those studies did not report on exclusively used area, which can only be determined where overlap
of home ranges has been observed.

Potentially, kernel density estimates (KDE) could be used to discern areas of exclusively-used
area among neighboring fisher home ranges. lames et.al. (2008) and Niblett et al. (unpub. data)
both analyzed the data from five fishers radio-tracked by James et al. (2008) in the SWSA. Using
different statistical methods, these two studies derived different estimates of the amount of area in
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aggregated together. An individual hexagon will not contribute to multiple Territory Opportunities,
and thus our Territory Opportunities will be unigue. The Territory Opportunity must be a discrete
area so that we can count them and evaluate their change over time to estimate harm.

However, because actual home rangés are known to overlap, our estimate of Territory
Opportunities may under-estimate the actual number of home ranges to an unknown degree.
Conversely, the potential for over- estimating the number of Territory Opportunities may occur
where 5Pl owns a small minority of the Territory Opportunity and therefore the estimated hexagon
condition may not match the adjacent ownership condition. A discussion of such an instance as it
relates to the habitat contribution and harvest intensity assumptions is provided in Section 7.2.3.
The discussion in Section 7.2.3 indicates why the proposed methodology conservatively accounts for
and neutralizes this potential for over- estimation of Territory Opportunities.

7.1.5:2 Summary of the Size of Territory Components

The previous sections 7.1.3 through 7.1.5 described how we determined the size of the areas
that will comprise Territory Opportunities for the purpose of estimating present and future numbers
of Territory Opportunities. In summary, for each fisher Territory Opportunity, the CCS is at least 50
ac. of SPl ownership, the.territory core is 500 ac. (classified by the habitat condition on.SPl), and the
territory is 2,000 ac. A Territory Opportunity for female fishers will be combinations of four 500-
acre territory and support cores totaling 2,000 ac. While these acreage limits of 500 and 2,000 are
used, the modeling of the habitat within the hexagons is limited to what is available from the SPi
portion. Further discussion relating the analysis of habitat within hexagans can be found in Section
7.2.

7.1.6 Habitat Descriptions at the Scales of the Contiguous Core Stand, the Territory
Core and Su rt Core, and the Territ r-Home Range.

Lofroth (2010, Chapter 7) summarized the characteristics of forested habitat within fisher
home ranges. SPI has incorporated the results of these studies.into HF4 (described in detail in SPI
(2013a) (Appendix G)) and HF2Hv (described in detail in SPI (2013 c) (Appendix 1}). With the
exception of areas east of the crest of the Sierra Nevada and southern Cascades (the Fast Side),
further described below, we intend to use the presence of habitat described as HF4 and HF2Hyv, in
guantities described in sections 7.1.6.1—7.1.6.3, as the standard for inclusion in estimation of the
presence of Territory Opportunities for female fishers.

At the present time, the range of the fisher is not known to extend east of the crest of the
Sierra Nevada and southern Cascades {the East Side). However, it is possible that fishers could
occupy that area during the CCAA period. Because of lower site productivity and colder, drier
climate, East Side forest stands generally have smaller QMD and less canopy closure. For instance,
East Side territory core habitat for northern goshawks is dominated by forests that generally have
lower canopy cover and smaller diameter trees than on the west side of the Sierra (Woodbridge et
al. 2012, Ch. 10, p. 320). Lacking specific data for fishers, we assume that HFZHv will provide the
tree size and density sufficient to qualify as habitat for East Side fisher cores; even in the absence of
HF4. However, for accounting purposes we utilized the same criteria for estimating presence of
Territory Opportunities on the East Side as the other CSCA regions. The proposed delineation
between west side and east side forest types is depicted in Figure 7.3.5.1.

7.1.6.1 Threshold Quantity of Den Habitat in a Den Stand
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intersected Niblett et al. {unpub.} 25% KDE with the SPi stand strata to derive the proportional
quantity of Habitat Forms in the 25% KDE. The amounts of Habitat Forms in the 25% KDE at SWSA
the mean amount of Habitat Forms are found in Table 7.1.6.2.1-1. At SWSA all acres of HF2, HF2Hv
and HF4 are in the Mixed land class.

Table 7.1.6.2.1-1 Mean Amount of Habitat Forms in 25% KDE at SWSA

SWSA Study Area 25% KDE

Habitat Form Percent of Acres. Avgé;eln-(cgg of Range
1 7% 5% 0-7%
3 9 5% 0-16%
2 (excluding 2Hv) 54% 44% 20-63%
2Hv 27% 38% 32-49%
4 3% 5% 0-17%
Total 100% 100%

This indicates that the amount of large mature dense forest can be quite’low, so long as the
requisite numbers of den and rest trees are present and there is sufficient dense canopy cover
available. Considering the information above, we have chosen a threshold of 150 ac. (30%) of HF4
and an additional 100 ac. (20%) of HF2Hv and HF4 combined as sufficient representative
components of-a:500-acre fisher territory core.: These thresholds provide significantly more dense
forest of large trees in the territory core than exists in the any of the five fisher territories analyzed
in the SWSA. Thus, our count of Territary Opportunities will be quite conservative and likely will
underestimate the numbers of existing territories.

7.1.6.3:Habitat Amount in Fisher Home Ranges

Zielinski et al. {2004b) described habitat in fisher home ranges in western Trinity and eastern
Humbeldt Counties, CA. Inthat study area, which was mostly dominated by true fir and Douglas-fir
with a low proportion of hardwood types, a mean of over 70% of female home ranges {mean home
range about 3,700 acres ( Section 7.1.5.1)) was forested with conifers described as “mid-seral” and
“late-seral.” These types were not described as to diameter and canopy cover, but we presume they
are roughly analogous to SPI's Habitat Forms HF2Hv and HF4. . Zielinski et al. (2004b) also reported
on canopy density classes and tree size classes in fisher home ranges in the southern Sierra Nevada,
but did not combine: these metrics into habitat classifications. -According to the summary by Lofroth
et al. (2010, p.91), female fisher-home ranges in the southern Sierra Nevada had an average of
about72% of the area in.canopy cover of over 60%, but the size distribution of vegetation
contributing was not described. These limitations in available descriptions hamper quantification of
habitat types that would inform our effort to describe a threshold amount in a fisher home range.

Using Niblett et al. (unpub.) KDE data, SPi analyzed Habitat Forms within the 100% KDE at the
SWSA. SPi intersected:Niblett et al. unpublished 100% KDE with the SPI stand strata to derive the
proportional quantity of Habitat Forms in the 100% KDE. The Habitat Forms present within the
SWSA and the non-overlapping acres for the five female fisher 100% KDE {Niblett unpub. data) are
shown in Table 7.1.6.3. Note the relatively low proportion of HF4 within the SWSA and 100% KDE.
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be present in Even stands of those types {lames et al. 2012).  These elements.occur as a result of
retention standards, stand growth, and natural recruitment over the decades of stand development,
as wind throw, lightning, snow breakage, forest pests, and other factors cause the formation of
snags and trees with broken-or multiple tops, create brooms, and induce bole decay (Franklin et al.
2002, p. 413). Many of these factors are related to weather and thus are not.predictable, so the
timing and extent of these disturbances are impossible to mode!l. The.role of such disturbances as
lethal and sub-lethal agents of damage to trees'generates structural complexity and diversifies
niches: {Frankiin et al. 2002;p.414).

The amount and rate'of development of vegetation in the early stages of regenerating
clearcuts is variable and depends on plantation management techniques and site‘quality. -The
openings and young forests will provide habitat for a diversity of small mammals, passerines, and
ungulates. However, for simplicity, newly planted stands less than 10yr of age will be considered
non-habitat for fishers. After 10 years, a clearcut will be considered potential habitat for prey
species because it will have been fully regenerated with conifer trees and will have 250% canopy
closure at a height of two feet above ground (Murphy 2008, unpublished, Appendix R), a diversity of
other plants would have re-populated the area (James et al.-2012) and small mammals will be
present at varying density depending on adjacency of watercourses, older forest, and retained down
wood{Gray 2014).

The relatively broad spectrum of prey consumed by fishers includes but is not limited to grey
squirrel, brush rabbit, wood rat, mice, ground squirrel, chipmunk, reptiles, carrion, insects, bird
young, and bird eggs (Zielinski 1999, pp. 966-867; Campbell 2004 p. 101}. The variability in prey
resources exploited by fisher is presumed to mean that a broad variation in habitat can be
considered suitable for prey production and available for fisher foraging. Because of the variation in
fisher food resources and the lack of published quantitative data regarding prey production in
various vegetation types, we are unable to predict the amount of prey available for fishers presently
or in the future. Thus we have established no threshold for foraging habitat in our standards for
Territory Opportunities, except for the threshoids provided for Habitat Forms 4 and 2Hv. We
presume that the diversity of timber types provided in both Mixed and Even stands will provide
sufficient prey for fishers at densities comparable to those currently observed in forests of the
species’ existing range.

7.1.6.4 Summary: Territory Opportunity Components

it is infeasible to produce counts of actual territories or individual animals present on the
Enrolled Lands. We will use Territory Opportunity as the metric for describing the estimated
proportional contribution of habitat containing elements to provide present and future female
fisher territories.” A Territory Opportunity consists of 2,000 acres in the form of four contiguous 500-
acre hexagons that satisfy several requirements in terms of habitat types and amounts.

To be counted as a Territory Opportunity, the four contiguous-hexagons must include at least
one Territory Core, which is a 500-acre hexagon containing a CCS and at least 30% HF4 and an
additional 20% HF2Hv or HF4.

The prerequisite CCS has at least 30 ac. of contiguous HF4 that is also contiguous to at least an
additional 20 ac. of HF2Hv, for a total of 50 ac. or more.

The' remaining three contiguous Support Cores that complete the Territory Opportunity are
500-acre hexagons that might'not have a CCS, but each have at least a total of 50% HF4 and/or
HF2Hv combined.
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¢} At least one contiguous 30 ac. stand of HF4, which is also contiguous to at
least an additional 20 ac: of HFZHy, for a-total of 50 ac.

Testing using logic expressions that return Yes (Y) or No (N}, results in 8 potential outcomes
for tests a), b}, and ¢): YYY; YYN; NYY; NNN; NNY; YNN; NYN; YNY.

Hexagons that return YYY for the variables a),:b), and c} are considered a Territory Core.
Territory Cores have a value'score of five. Hexagons that return YYN, NYY, or NYN are considered a
Support Core. Support Cores have a value score of one. Hexagons that return YNY, YNN, NNY, or
NNN do not'meet the Support or Core habitat thresholds, and even though they likely provide
foraging habitat, are considered: Currently Below Threshold (CBT) for the purposes of Territory
Opportunity accounting. Currently Below Threshold hexagons receive a value score of zero. While
these hexagons are classified as Currently Below Threshold, this is often because these hexagons do
not meet one of the minimum thresholds to gualify as a Territory Core or Support Core. However,
they are generally forested areas that are close to the habitat thresholds of HF2Hv and HF4 and
contribute:some degree of habitat (See Figure 7.2.7-2). Assigning values to-individual hexagons and
Territory Opportunitiesis discussed-in section 7.2.5.

7.2.3 Habitat Contribution Assumptions

The SPl.ownership pattern in the Enrolled Lands is generally discontiguous, with large areas of
“checker board” ownership or irregular parcel configurations. Fishers are wide ranging and have a
relatively large home range. Therefore, a habitat evaluation must evaluate the landscape in
aggregate, ata scale important to fisher survival.

This CCAA uses 2,000 non-overlapping acres, representing the scale of female home ranges, as
the primary scale to aggregate habitat and assess potential harm by habitat modification. In order
to aggregate habitat at the 2,000-acre scale, where the Enrolled Lands are discontiguous or in
irregular parcel configurations, the intervening ownerships need 1o be accounted for. Accounting
for the habitat condition on other ownerships will allow for reasonable estimations of the presence
of suitable habitat in aggregate (2,000 acres}, and therefore will allow for a:reasonable estimation of
the available habitat available from SPI's management decisions and of harvest impacts to habitat
{harm) at a scale meaningful to fisher.

The random distribution of hexagons across the Enrolled Lands provides a matrix to assess and
aggregate the available habitat for fisher at-the female territory scale. 'SPY's inventory data is easily
evaluated at this scale. The available data on adjoining properties is sufficient to assess the current
habitat condition in a general sense, but cannot be used to project its future condition on those
lands.

Because the adjoining property needs to be included in the analysis to aggregate habitat at a
meaningful scale for fisher (i.e., the female territory scale) and because $Pi must not rely on the
other ownerships for providing benefit towards our accounting of fisher habitat, SP1 designed its
hexagon analysis accordingly.

To accomplish those goals, SPi used two primary assumptions that make the habitat
accounting a conservative estimate of the current and future habitat conditions. The first
assumption is that the other ownership within each hexagon has an equal or better habitat
condition as that found on the portion of the -hexagon owned and controiled by SPI. The second
assumption is that the neighboring owner will harvest their property at an equal intensity and rate
as SPL.

The first assumption is predicated on two observations. First, the other ownerships within a
given hexagon are close enough to have similar environmental conditions such as precipitation,
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Habitat Form Habitat Form
CWHR class ‘ ‘ ‘
D X 28
M X 3D
X X M %
oD X P X
oP 4 s X
08 X X X
1 X 4D %
1D X 4M X
1M X 4P X
P 4 45 X
18 X 5D b4
iX X 5M X
2D X 5P X
M X 58 X
2P X &M x

We then evaluated our assumption that the adjoining property will be managed at an
intensity less than or equal to SPI. We asked specialists at the Bureau of Land Management {BLM)
Redding District, and the Shasta-Trinity National Forest (STNF) Supervisor’s Office about their future
management activities planned in the occupied range of the fisher.

The BLM has designated the fisher as sensitive species, and with the listing decision pending,
the BLM seeks and secures technical assistance for fisher from the FWS to achieve a standard of
“not likely to adversely affect” (Gary. Diridoni, Fisheries and Wildlife Biologist; pers. comm.}. BLM’s
future vegetation management practices will mostly involve improving forest health. The recent
pace of 100 — 300 acres of timber harvesting occurring currently will likely continue into the future
(leffrey Bellaire, Forester, pers comm.). Mr. Bellaire stated that the acreage of timber harvesting
includes pre-commercial thinning and individual tree selection thinning.

The USFS also has designated the fisher as a sensitive species, and with the listing decision
pending, attempts to achieve a standard of "not likely to adversely affect” (K. Wolcott, Wildlife
Biologist; pers. comm.). The STNF {which manages about 2.2 million acres) annually treats
approximately 5-6,000 acres with fuels treatments and 4,000 acres with timber sale or stewardship
contacts, and expects a similar amount of treatments in the near future (G. Staudacher,
Silviculturist, pers. comm). Fuels treatments include using prescribed fire alone or in conjunction
with treating the understory vegetation to modify the potential fire intensity, with the objective of
retaining the overstory trees and large down logs. Timber sale or stewardship contacts are almost
exclusively thinning prescriptions, which focus on removing ladder fuels (suppressed and
intermediate crowns} and thinning of co-dominant trees to increase forest health and
resilience. The canopy cover after treatments varies with site conditions and habitat type. In areas
designated as late successional, habitat treatments - leave forested canopies as high as 50-70%.

Figure 7.2.3-1: Annual Timber Harvest Volume Public.and Private (Bonham 2015)
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This method of quantifying benefit is not intended to estimate the number of female fisher
that are or will be present; but instead will demonstrate the change in habitat contribution by SPi at
the beginning and completion of the permit period guantitatively and at spatially relevant scales.

As discussed in section 6.4, SPI has invested in detailed ground-based inventory point plot
methodology at an approximate resolution of one sample plot point every 4 ac. of SPI ownership,
laid out on a 4-chain by 10-chain grid. The level of detail provided by this measured inventory of
point plots allows very precise estimation of stand parameters, and as discussed in Section7.2.3, a
good estimate of the other ownerships in each hexagon. This detailed data provides the necessary
information to use computer-based growth and yield modeils to project harvest and growth with
high reliability into the future. This data and GIS technology was used by SP! to develop its 100-year
plan used to demonstrate long-term sustainability under the California sustained vyield regulations.
The accuracy of these inventory technigues and growth projections were reviewed and validated by
CAL FIRE in its approval process of the SPI Option A sustained yield document. This original effort
was non-spatial, and therefore had limited value for examination of distribution and location-
specific estimation of territory opportunities for wildlife.

Since that original planning effort, SPI has begun a more detailed spatial application of these
GIS tools, both for wildlife habitat analysis and for development of carbon sequestration estimation
for the carbon offset market. The individual carbon sequestration projects are referred to by SPI as
Carbon Assessment Areas (CAA). The CAAs are evaluated by the California Air Resources Board
{CARB) for accuracy and compliance with the Cap-and-Trade Reguiation (Title 17, California Code of
Regulations, §95800 — 96022). To date SPIl has completed seven CAAs including spatially specific
level of future projections of harvest, growth and habitat changes over time on 241,783 acres.

Following similar efforts from Raphael et al. {1998, p. 68) for NSO’s in the 1990s, who used
hexagonal analysis systems to-model NSO populations over time, we have developed a hexagon
analysis methodology to analyze habitat conditions at various scales overtime. The continuous
network of hexagons was overlaid across the Enrolled Lands from a random starting location south
and west of SPV's land base in California. * The 5Pl ownership intersected 6,651 hexagons in the
hexagon network. Of those, 1,481 had less than 50 ac. of SPl land (totaling 26,753 ac., or 1.8% of
the ownership, excluding the eastside CSCAs) within their perimeter, and therefore were not
included in any further analysis. The 50-ac. minimum contribution of Capable Land to a hexagon by
5Pl was established because this is the minimum size of a den stand, which is the smallest piece of
strata contributing to a fisher Territory Opportunity. The remaining 5,170 hexagons (1,432,136 ac.)
that met the ownership criteria included 802 hexagons {241,783 acres) which had detailed spatial
future modeling completed. Using a detailed specific referencing system we were able to use a
performance index to reference “adopt” each of the other 4,368 hexagons to one of these 802
hexagons, which do have extensive spatially related inventory data. A detailed description of this
methodology is available in Appendix 0. The analysis provided a process that allows us with
reasonable confidence to estimate and display spatially the change in the entire hexagon set {5170
hexagons) over the term of the permit and the next 30 years beyond that initial 10 years.
Additionally, SP1 is continuing the spatial future modeling across its land base and will have
substantially completed that over the next 5 years.

7.2.5 ldentifving Territor rtuniti
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distribution of this higher quality habitat, in amounts and juxtaposition favorable for a female fisher
therefore, can be expressed in the Q1 score of Territory Opportunities in each CSCA {Appendix A).

Using the complete set of modeled hexagons described in section 7.2.4, which classified all
the hexagons as Territory Core, Support Core, or Currently Below Threshold and the rules for
aggregating hexagons into Territory Opportunities described above, the Enrolled Lands were
allocated into Territory Opportunities for the analysis period. The objective for this exercise was to
aggregate as many qualifying hexagons as possible into Territory Opportunities at the beginning of
each decade of the analysis period. After the Territory Opportunities were identified in each
decade, harm accounting {Section 7.2.6) could occur by modeling the anticipated harvest effects on
the individual hexagon score {5, 1, 0) and the overall Territory Opportunity Q score.

7.2.5.1 Identifying Barriers to a Territory Opportunity

The Enrolied lands have natural and man-made features that could potentially be barriers to
the establishment of a Territory Opportunity. The Occupied CSCAs were evaluated for “Barriers”
that could negatively affect the ability of a female fisher to use a Territory Opportunity that spanned
such an obstruction. The barriers that were reviewed were highways, rivers, lakes, and towns. The
highway identified as a barrier was Interstate 5, due to its 4-lane width and median
barrier. Highway 299 was considered a barrier where it was associated with either the Trinity River
or large cuts/fills that permanently removed large portions of habitat within the subject
hexagons. The Pit River was identified as a barrier where it formed portions of hydroelectric
impoundments. There were 7 hexagons considered "barriers” to use along Trinity Lake. All of the
identified barriers occur in the Bully Choop, Trinity Mountain and Redding South CSCAs. The
hexagons affected by these natural and man-made features were designated “barriers” and
excluded from contributing to a Territory Opportunity.

7.2.6 Meodeled Harm Accounting

Continued harvesting in fisher habitat has the potential to result in “harm” as defined in the
ESA and regulations (see CCAA Section 9 below). Therefore, we must develop criteria for estimation
of harm..In this CCAA the existing Territory Opportunities will be used to quantify the amount of
harm that occurs as the result of timber-harvesting in fisher habitat.

A Territory Opportunity is a set of 4 hexagons that meet the requisite quality class and spatial
positioning rules to be considered a Territory Opportunity. While the identification of Territory
Opportunities in Section 7.2.5 required'maximizing the number of Territory Opportunities, their
delineations were arbitrary since numerous different configurations may have been possible while
achieving the same number of Territory Opportunities. In order to measure harm consistently the
original Territory Opportunity configurations are considered “fixed” for the purposes of harm
accounting,

Modeled harm for this CCAA is defined as a negative change in habitat in hexagon(s) that
causes a reduction in either habitat quality or spatial arrangement such that an existing Year 0
Territory Opportunity no longer qualifies at the end of the decade. Harm is not considered to have
occurred if there is a reduction in habitat quality in hexagon(s) that are not contributing to a
Territory Opportunity. This assumes that if there weren’t enough suitable habitats available to form
a Territory Opportunity, then a female fisher would not den there due to a lack of available
resources.

At the beginning of a decade (Year y), the mode! subjects all hexagons to the entire
anticipated decades’ harvest. Year 0 is the beginning of the permit period, and vy + 10 {Year 10) for
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Wherever a proposed harvest unit intersects any portion of the hexagons contributing to a modeled
Year 0 Territory Opportunity, SPI will conduct a site-specific analysis of the proposed harvest unit
impacts.on that Territory Opportunity prior o initiating Timber Operations. This annual harvest unit
impact analysis will initially use the spatially explicit Year 0 (2012) stand data to establish a pre-
harvest condition and hexagon value. SPI will use the most recent stand inventories if available.
The annual proposed harvest units will be intersected with the:most current pre-harvest stand data
(including growth updates), and the resulting changes in stand condition will be calculated (i.e.,
subtracting: the values of harvested-acres from the pre-harvest acres), resulting in-a post-harvest
stand condition and post-harvest hexagon classification value (i.e. Core, Support, or Currently Below
Threshold). The post-harvest hexagon classification values will then be applied to the original
Territory Opportunity {using the criteria established in Section 7.2.2) to determine if harm will result
from the annual proposed harvest units. Harm is considered to occur when the change in hexagon
value causes the Territory Opportunity to no longer qualify; based on the rules established in
Section 7.2.5.

Approved THPs are valid for seven years, and, depending on various environmental and
business factors, may be operated wholly or partially during that period. Beginning February 28",
2016 or as soon thereafter as the permit is signed, and on February 28" of each year thereafter, SPI
will provide the USFWS a list of all harvest units planned for operations in the current calendar year
that intersect a Territory Opportunity and are projected to cause harm {using the criteria established
in Section:7.2.6).

Each year the projected harm occurrences will be updated based on actual amount of harvest
accomplished. The actual cumulative harm will be compared to the total permitted harm. The
updated harm report will be included with the list of current year planned timber harvest units
provided to the USFWS by February 28th of each year, commencing after the first year of operations
under the permit.

7.2.11 Landscape Evaluation using LEAFs

The Territory Opportunities are aggregations of four 500-acre hexagons, which meet both
minimum acreage and habitat thresholds. These minimum acreage and habitat standards might be
perceived as insufficient if considered in isolation. Therefore the following landscape scale
evaluation is provided. ‘

The successful long-term conservation of fishers is believed to require landscapes that provide
habitats at several scales: stand, core, territory, and landscape. Raley (2012, p.26) stated, “Habitat
use or selection by fishers was strongest and most consistent at finer spatial scales {third-and
fourth-order selection).” The third and fourth order selection scales (i.e., the den/rest stand and
den/rest structure (Raley et al. 2012, p. 5) were discussed previously in Section 7.1.6 of this CCAA.

Raley (2012, p. 26-27) stated that "Currently, there is limited information on the factors that
may influence the selection of home ranges by fishers {second-order selection).” in this CCAA, we
have analyzed habitat at the scale of second order selection in aggregations of suitable amounts of
habitat for a reproducing female fisher. As discussed in Section 7.1.5.1 and 7.1.6, these
aggregations occur-within 2,000-acre areas that form important portions of annual female fisher
home ranges and are designated as Territory'Opportunities, and used for habitat and harm
accounting purposes.

As noted by Lofroth et al. (2011, p.1) “There is no universally appropriate scale for
investigating fisher habitat associations because the scale must match the questions being
asked.” The question at the larger landscape scale for this CCAA is whether the Territory
Opportunities are near enough to other suitable fisher habitat that can provide foraging
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The presence of at least one existing Territory Opportunity is important because it provides
enough den and support habitat in close proximity to support a denning female fisher and her
offspring.

LEAFs that failed any of the four criteria above are considered Support LEAFs. After dropping
Support LEAFs from further analysis, the remaining LEAFs were evaluated further to confirm that
those remaining LEAFs provide a conservation benefit. The secondary criteria for confirming LEAFs
that contribute to conservation benefit include the following:

1) Quantity of Wildland Urban Interface {(WUI)

2} Proximity of Territory Opportunity to other high guality habitat {SPi or other owner)
3) Known fisher presence (FWS data compilation (unpublished data))

4) Presence.of hardwoods

5) Presence of Legacy hardwoods {defined in Section 7.3.4.1.3)

6} Ratio of HF4 to HF2Hv

7} Distance between patches of HF4 and HF2Hv

These factors were evaluated by examining the various available remotely-sensed images and
data. These other secondary, relative criteria, except quantity of WUI, are considered beneficial to
fishers. Naney et al. {2012, p.2)} reported that proximity to WU! was a negative factor reducing the
suitability of habitat for fishers,

Figure 7.2.11-1: Landscape Evaluation Area-Fisher (LEAF} and Enrolled Lands in the Occupied Range
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Benefit LEAFs will be capable of continuing to support fisher popuiations throughout the permit
period and into the future.

To determine whether the 54 Conservation LEAFs will meet the Conservation Benefit LEAF
definition through the permit period, they were evaluated for potential harm, using the projected
distribution of timber harvest units. Based on this projected harm analysis, it is estimated that in 43
{80%) of these 54 Conservation LEAFs at least one Territory Opportunity will remain through the end
of the permit term (see Figure 7.2.11.1-1), thus providing the necessary conservation benefit to
meet the CCAA standard. The continued function of Conservation Benefit LEAFs will be assessed
during THP review as noted above in Section 7.2.10 and as further described below.
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7.2.11.2 Conservation Benefit LEAF Accounting

As defined above in Section 7.2.11.1, a Conservation LEAF will be designated a Conservation
Benefit LEAF if it has any four hexagons that meet the definition of one Territory Opportunity in Year
0 and annually throughout the term of the permit. When a harvest unitis proposed in a
Conservation LEAF, a hexagon evaluation will be performed concurrently with the harvest unit(s)
harm accounting (Section 7.2.10) to determine whether any four hexagons in the Conservation LEAF
continue to meet the definition of a Territory Opportunity. Though take may occur through harvest
within a Territory Opportunity, a conservation benefit can still be achieved if another Territory
Opportunity can be identified using Year O hexagons.

The updated hexagon analysis will indicate whether any hexagon classification {See Section
7.2.2) will be modified to Currently Below Threshold (CBT) by harvesting. Any hexagon that is
modified by harvest to CBT during the term of the permit will not qualify as one of the four
hexagons contributing to the required Territory Opportunity. If this analysis indicates that a
Conservation LEAF maintains a Territory Opportunity, it will remain a potential Conservation Benefit
LEAF, pending the analysis of additional future harvest units.

7.3 CONSERVATION:-MEASURES AND STANDARDS

7.3.1 1ntroduction

Conservation measures provide the means for achieving the biclogical goals and objectives of
a CCAA (65 Fed. Reg. p. 35251). These conservation measures will be included in individual Timber
Harvest Plans (THPs) or Emergency or Exemption Notification in accordance with the CFPR, and
related Covered Activities.

The primary biological goal of this CCAA is to provide sufficient habitat for life history needs of
fishers to support populations across an important portion of their existing range, and secondarily,
across a significant portion of their historic¢ range in California. To achieve this biological goal, this
CCAA will carry out four basic Conservation Measures.

Conservation Measure One establishes a goal of maintaining 80% of the 54 Conservation
LEAFs as Conservation Benefit LEAFs:

Conservation Measure Two is to maintain at least 50% (roughly 700,000 acres) of the Capable
Land in the'Mixed Land Class for-the duration of the permit.

Conservation Measure Three establishes provisions for retention of habitat elements for
both regeneration harvest and non-regeneration silvicultural practices. These measures will provide
for the retention and recruitment of desirable elements in future growing stands within and beyond
the plan period. These provisions are discussed in sections 7.3.4and 7.3.4.1-7.3.4.4,

Conservation Measure Four establishes standards for the rehabilitation of substantially
damaged timberlands. These provisions are discussed in section 7.3.4.5 and include retaining
habitat elements that will increase the habitat quality of these regenerating stands.

A second biological goal is minimizing the potential to kill or disturb a fisher. Two
conservation measures address this biological goal.

Conservation Measure Five establishes provisions for identifying, avoiding, and protecting
potential fisher den and rest structures during harvest operations in the denning period (thus
minimizing the potential for taking through killing or harassing). These measures are discussed in
sections 7.3.6.
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The primary provisions of this Conservation Measure are listed here. Further rationale and
discussion of each.provision is contained in subsequent sections. -Provisions will be provided for
regeneration harvest units {even-aged silvicultural prescriptions) and for non-regeneration harvest
areas (selection, salvage, and intermediate silvicultural prescriptions).

Road construction and rock pit development will not include the management of habitat
elements. Because these activities remove all the vegetation and overburden from a site it is
infeasible to retain habitat elements.

A. SPI will retain "Wildiife Trees” {defined in section 7.3.4.1.2), where available, at a rate of
one per 5 acres, in.regeneration units, rehabilitation areas, fire salvage areas, and non-regeneration
harvest. Regardless of harvest type, Wildlife Trees may be unevenly distributed with the objective
of leaving an average of 4 per 20 acres. Wildlife Trees will be selected from among the oldest and
largest available with a target size of >30 in. dbh.for a live conifer and >22 in. dbh for hardwood
species. These Wildlife Trees should be selected for their potential to function as a den structure
either presently:or in the future. Known den trees will-be included as Wildlife Trees. - if Wildlife
Trees of the requisite minimum diameters are unavailable, then the nexthighest value Wildlife
Trees will be selected-and may include smaller diameter trees; preference will be given to
hardwoods and other trees with wildlife characteristics.

in the rare circumstances where the requisite numbers of Wildlife Trees are not available,
Wildlife Trees will not be designated, but retention of existing trees will still occur in Habitat
Retention Areas (HRA) (see below).

Wildlife Trees will be preferentially retained within or at the edge of-a HRA.

B. SPI will retain Habitat Retention Areas (HRA) (defined in section 7.3.4.1.1) at a rate of 2%
of each harvest area. -In regeneration harvest areas HRAs will occur at a rate of 2% of the
regeneration area. The distribution of HRAs in other harvest areas larger than 20 acres will occur at
a rate of 2% per each 20 ac.- In all harvest areas of greater than 2.5 acres and:less than 20 acres
HRAs will occur at 2% of the harvest area. No HRAs are required in harvest areas less than 2.5 ac.
Acreage of required WLPZs is excluded from both the calculation of the unit area and the 2%
retention standard. HRAs will preferentially contain one or more Wildlife Trees, Legacy Trees, and if
available, large woody debris that contributes towards fisher habitat. HRAs will consist of
representative co-dominant and dominant trees based on tree diameter classes present before
harvest. in regeneration and rehabilitation or fire salvage areas the HRAs will remain un-entered
through the end of the designated rotation. In non-regeneration harvest areas the HRAs will remain
un-entered until the next harvest entry, at which time they will be retained or re-designated. HRAs
will not be entered for salvage harvesting.

C. SPI will retain Legacy Trees (as defined in section 7.3.4.1.3), wherever they exist. Legacy
Trees will be preferentially retained within.or at the edge of a HRA. The only exceptions to-this
retention standard are if the Legacy Tree has been determined to be an OSHA safety hazard, other
regulation requires their removal, and the exception specified in Management for Den Structures
(Section 7.3.4.1).

D. SPI will retain fisher den structures, wherever they exist. Fisher den structures known to

be currently or previously active will be identified with a SPI wildlife tag. These den structures shall
be retained in HRAs.
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harvest, retained at a rate of 2% of the total harvest unit area, excluding acres within WLPZs. :HRAs
will be retained for the life of the plantation and thus are intended to become potential rest and den
sites within those stands over the next 80 to 100 years as the crop trees grow larger and the stand
becomes denser.

The cross plot inventory SPi conducted on known den sites in its forests (SPI1:2013a, Appendix
G}, as well as other literature, showed that a den site'is often a small dense stand of large trees
surrounding the den structure. Thus, known den sites, and whenever possible Wildlife Trees
{potential den structures), will be included within or at the edge of a HRA, so that the retained HRA
patch influences the physical conditions around the potential den structure in the eventual potential
denning stand. The arrangement of HRAs will be variable. For example, in a 20 acre harvest area
there will be one to four small groups ranging in size from 0.1-0.4 ac., which will consist of a
representative sample of retained co-dominant and dominant trees based on tree diameter classes
present before harvest. These small groups of trees are expected 1o persist, grow, and develop age-
related defects during the stand’s rotation period. The HRAs will be retained for the entire stand
rotation period and not be thinned or salvage harvested.

Retention of HRAs will provide elements of older forest structure, ensuring management
options at the end of the rotation period. Those options may include continued retention of the
entire HRA, or any portions thereof, or designation of other stand elements of higher wildlife value,
as replacement for these structural components.

7.3.4.1.2-Wildlife Trees

The retention of Wildlife Trees is specifically intended to provide potential den and rest
structures in all future stands outside WLPZs.

A Wildlife Tree is a hardwood 222 in. dbh or a non-merchantable live green conifer 230 in. dbh
with the characteristics described below. if Wildlife Trees of the requisite minimum diameters are
unavailable, preference will be given to hardwoods that have the next highest wildlife value. Next
highest value Wildlife Trees may include smaller diameter trees, in which case the priority is on
other wildlife characteristics. Wildlife characteristics include: age, diameter, longevity/persistence,
signs of previous use by wildlife (excavated cavities), indication of current or incipient heart rot
{conks, natural cavities), species (hardwoods preferred), presence of large mistietoe broom, crooks,
reformed tops, forks.or large lateral limbs, etc. Known den trees -will be included as Wildlife Trees.
Prior to the unit being harvested, Wildlife Trees will be marked for retention and monitoring.

7.3.4.1.3 Legacy Trees

A Legacy Tree is'any hardwood tree 236 in. dbh or non-merchantable live green conifer 230 in.
dbh. Prior to the unit being harvested, Legacy Trees will be marked for retention and monitoring.

7.3.4:1.4 Additionally Retained Trees

The spatial distribution of structural elements and areas of dense cover are important
components of fisher habitat, and fishers have been shown to avoid large openings (Lofroth et al.
2011 pp 14). In order to limit the distance to a Wildlife Tree, Legacy Tree, hardwood, HRA, or a
forested edge (as described above) to a maximum of 150 feet (approximately one per two acres),
additional trees will be retained in regeneration units. These additionally retained trees can be
conifers at least 10” dbh or hardwoods that are at least 68” dbh. Hardwoods are preferred, and in
practice, the minimum diameters probably will be exceeded in many cases due to the irregular
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Table 7.3.4-1
Estimated Trees per Acre Retained in Even-aged Harvest Unit, by Retention Category
Regenerated |Legacy
Wildlife Hardwood  |Trees: Additionally Retained
Trees: Total |Trees: Hardwoods 2 |Trees: A maximum of
number of {4} |Hardwood 36" dbh or 150 feet, approximately
HRA: Trees:per acre |averaged-over |<6"dbh.or Conifer one per two acres, (6"
212'in. dbh averaged |20ac. unit per” [stump sprouting |Wildlife Treés dbh hardwood or 107
over 20ac.unit, acre. peracre, 230" dbh dbh conifer}
16 0.2 2.0 0to0.3 Otol

Note: The distribution of the Wildlife Trees is unknown prior to the field work being
completed, but this standard is expected to lead to approximately 0.2 trees per acre retained
(averaged over the unit).

7.3.4.2.2 Snags, Green Culls, Down Logs

in addition to individual Wildlife Trees, other structural elements will be retained to provide
late/mature legacy structures in the Even and Mixed land classes. Snags will be retained that are
not hazardous or are not obstructions to timber operations in regeneration and non-regeneration
harvest units. Hazardous or obstructive snags 215 in. dbh that are felled (and others toppled by
operations) will be left on the ground as operationally feasible for the purposes of providing down
wood. Wherever they exist, large non-merchantable logs (220 in. large end) will be retained during
harvesting and site preparation activities. A non-merchantable log contains <25% merchantable
volume that can be recovered as lumber. To the extent practicable, these logs should be left
undisturbed. if accumulations of snags and down wood create excessive fuel loading and thus
prevent meeting the purposes of CFPR 14 CCR §915/935/955 (Site Preparation), the RPF may
propose treatments to alleviate those conditions. In such cases, the RPF must balance snag and log
retention with management of excess fuels. Large cull logs or trees may be removed if they are a
safety hazard or detrimental to the future health of the plantation. It should be noted that green
cull trees felled due to the muitiple risks (shading, disease vectors, safety hazard) they represent
would then be treated as down logs, and retained or treated as described above.

7.3.4.2.3 Tree Density Control to Promote Vegetation Heterogeneity

Numerous authors have suggested that “structural complexity” {or other equivalent
terminology) is an important part of habitat for fishers. However, our literature review finds that
this attribute has never been well defined in quantified terms relative to fishers.

Spies (1998) suggested four important components of forest structure: 1) tree size and
distribution, 2) vertical foliage distribution, 3) horizontal canopy distribution, and 4) dead
wood. Other components that occur in fisher habitat that might contribute to “complexity” could
include understory brush, and a diversity of tree species that includes both hardwoods and
conifers. Obviously each of these components can be measured in quantitative terms. But
“structural complexity” expressed as some combination of these components apparently has never
been actually measured as a variable in fisher habitat, or in habitat for prominent fisher prey
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Conservation Measure Four establishes retention standards that apply during the salvage
harvesting of Substantially Damaged Timberlands {defined in CFPRs 14 CCR 895.1) to ensure
functional forest structures remain available to fisher in these areas. Substantially Damaged
Timberlands are the result of unpredictable events that kill trees. Under the CFPRs, all dead, dying,
or damaged trees may be harvested immediately to recover their economic value. SPI typically
conducts an Emergency Notice of Timber Operations on Substantially Damaged Timberlands as soon
as possible. Un-damaged green trees within the Substantially Damaged Timberlands are not
allowed to be cut.under an Emergency Notice of Timber Operations and will be left where they exist.

For this CCAA, SPI commits to retention of snags, wildlife trees and HRAs within an Emergency
Notice of Timber Operations. Retention within an Emergency Notice of Timber Operations on
Substantially Damaged Timberlands will include the retention standards in sections 7.3.4.1,
7.3.4.1.1,7.34.12,7.3.4.13,7.3.4.1.4,and 7.3.4.2.2, and all undamaged green trees within the
Substantially Damaged Timberland. If all the trees are dead, these standards will be-met with dead
frees. Where known den structures are located within a burned area and all the surrounding trees
are dead, the den structure does not need to be included in a HRA,

As in the regeneration harvest standard, HRAs will be established at a frequency of 0.4 ac. in
every 20 ac. salvaged, excluding required WLPZs. HRAs will be established around individual Wildlife
Trees where available and will include un-damaged green trees that are likely to persist. The dead,
dying, damaged or diseased conifer trees in Substantially Damaged Timberlands usually have >25%
merchantable wood, and thus are not snags as defined and would not be retained.

The standards for Additionally Retained Trees (Section 7.3.4.1.4) are not useful in a fire-killed
environment. The minimum diameters of the Additionally Retained Trees are too small for them to
persist and they will not grow larger because they are dead; therefore the following standard will
apply. The fire-killed hardwood trees in a burn area will be retained at a density of 1 per 2 acres.
The target diameter for hardwood retention is 12" dbh. if larger hardwoods are available (>22"dbh)
those should be preferentially retained. This standard is an exception to Section 7.3.4.1.4.

if Substantially Damaged Timberlands occurs across an area larger than 2,500 acres the
USFWS will be notified and the event will be evaluated as a Changed Circumstance per Section
11.1.1

Note: Reforestation is not a CFPR requirement for an Emergency Notice of Timber Operations
on Substantially Damaged Timberlands and is not a condition of this CCAA. SPI has voluntarily
reforested the timber capable areas where salvage harvest operations occurred in the past.

7.3.6 Conservation Measure 5: Reduction of Potential Impacts at Reproductive Sites

The second biological goal is minimizing the potential to take fishers by killing or disturbing
them in their natal and maternal dens. This objective, which applies only in the Occupied Range, will
be addressed through Conservation Measure Five.

7.3.6.1 Feasibility of Detecting Fishers

Pre-operational surveys for fisher were considered as an alternative to minimize take;
however, investigation into this option revealed issues that made surveys infeasible. Because of the
difficulty, probability of error, and expense of obtaining location-specific data on fisher dens using
any known method, including those discussed below, within the Occupied Range of the fisher (see
figure 7.3.6.1) SPI will assume that fisher may be present in harvest units and plan protective
measures accordingly.
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biologist determines whether. further surveys or-operational restriction are necessary:or prudent. If
a den site of a fisher is discovered or strongly suspected because of visual evidence, all vegetation
disturbing activities will be suspended within a 375-foot radius and the FWS will be immediately
notified.

Following confirmation of a den site, all vegetation disturbing activities will be suspended until
August 1 of that year. The den structure will receive a wildlife tag and a HRA will be designated
around the site {see Section 7.3.4.1).

7.3.6.2.3 Definitions of Potential Den Tree

Minimization measures relating to the cutting of potential den trees are provided in Section
7.3.6.2.4. We define a hardwood tree as a potential den tree when it is 215 in. dbh {dead or alive)
and has indications of cavity formation or visible cavity openings of the size (23.5”) that can
accommodate fishers. We define a green conifer as a potential den tree when itis 222 in. dbh and
has the same cavity indications as above.

7.3.6.2.4 Take Minimization During the Natal and Maternal Den Periods

Potential den trees will not be felled during the natal den period of-March 1 to-May 15.In a
few select instances, a tree meeting the definition of a potential den tree may be felled in a cable
unit to allow for feasible yarding. in those instances, a SPi wildlife biologist will assess the tree
visually for cavities that might be used as a natal den. If a suitable cavity is not visually apparent the
tree may be felled; however, if a cavity is present, felling will be avoided until after May 15.

During the maternal den period of May 16 to July 31, potential den trees will not be cut until
the day after all other trees intended to be felled within a ten-acre area {a 375-ft. radius) have been
felled. This will allow fishers to move from the area in response to the harvest disturbance. SPi’s
RPF will specifically instruct the Licensed Timber Operator {LTO) detailing these take avoidance
measures, including the LTO's required implementation of these felling restrictions with their
employees and timber fallers.

For more information related to these minimization and mitigation measures, please see
“Fisher Natal Den Use on Managed Timberland in California” (2012) {(Appendix N).

7.3.7 Conservation Measure 6: Minimize Risk of Drowning in Water Tanks

Fishers have been documented drowning in uncovered water tanks. Thus, a water tankin
occupied fisher habitat is a threat to fishers-if the openings of the tank are large enough to allow
entry but do not provide a means of escape.

The placementand maintenance of a water tank for dust abatement is a Covered Activity.
Water tanks are situated on stable, level ground near watercourses. Construction or reconstruction
of water diversions require a Fish and Game Code 1600 permit from the California Department of
Fish and Wildlife, which includes a CEQA analysis as part of an associated THP approval.

Currently there are no known tanks within the Enrolled Lands that are a drowning threat to
fishers. If SPiinstalls or discovers a tank on its lands, its opening(s) will be adequately screened or
closed to prevent a fisher from entering or animal escape ramps will be installed to allow these
tanks to be “fisher safe”. If the tank is no longer needed, it will be opened/breached in a way that
allows fishers an exit route. SPI, through its normal operational activities will continue to identify,
and if necessary remediate, water tanks that are a threat to fishers within the term of the permit. It
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Given many other constraints, the rate at which the landscape can be converted into these
Even structures is limited. To reach a more resilient state more quickly, this approach will be
supported by the systematic construction of a network of fuelbreaks. Fuelbreaks provide some
reduction in spread of low-intensity fire, but often are not effective in reducing spread:of high
intensity wind-blown fire. Their primary objective is to limit the advance of wildfires by providing a
functional space and safety zone for conducting fire suppression operations, including an already-
prepared area from which to conduct backfires.. Fuelbreaks can be effective because they
strategically address sources of ignition (lightning and human-caused) and focus on locations with
access by suppression forces.

in evaluating the application of fuelbreaks, our land managers analyze the environmental and
investment resources at risk, regional historic fire patterns, regional climate patterns, forest type,
topography, usefulness to fire suppression resources, and how the project may be incorporated into
a larger landscape scale fire risk management strategy. Where fuelbreaks are deemed appropriate,
the THP process is used to incorporate reduction of surface and ladder fuels, and create wide
spacing between live tree crowns to prohibit an advancing crown fire from continuing to propagate
through the fuelbreak.

it is estimated that fuelbreaks will compose approximately 2-3% of SPliands over the term of
the permit. investment in a fuelbreak will only be-made when its potential effectiveness is
commensurate with the values at risk. CCAA retention standards will not be applied in fuelbreaks.

In combination, Even units and the fuelbreaks will reduce the ability of large crown fires to
spread rapidly across large areas, because the tree crowns are generally discontinuous in relation to
the adjoining stands at a linear landscape scale.

8. EXPECTED BENEFITS FOR FISHERS

The proposed CCAA is expected to provide the following benefits for fishers: 1} Maintain
suitable fisher habitat in the occupied range, as measured by the Conservation LEAFs (See Section
7.2.11). 2) Provide sufficient amounts of suitable fisher habitat, as measured by maintaining at least
50% of the Capable Land available when the permit begins {roughly 700,000 acres} in the Mixed land
class, for the duration of the permit. 3) Manage habitat elements important to fishers and its prey,
in all existing and harvested stands. 4) Manage HRAs. 5) Support fisher conservation efforts on
Federal land and private land, and provide an in-place regulatory mechanism to deliver these
benefits across a large portion of the private land in the fishers’ range in California. 6) Implement
take minimization measures to protect existing fishér populations. 7) Manage water tanks to
minimize accidental drowning of fishers. 8) Prevent illegal use of the property and remediate sites
that have hazardous materials considered harmful to fisher. 9} Reduce the potential for
catastrophic fire.

8.1 MANAGE AND MAINTAIN SUITABLE FISHER HABITAT

The delineation and evaluation of LEAF areas is discussed in Section 7.2.11. Conservation
LEAFs are the primary mechanism for achieving conservation benefit for this CCAA. In combination
with other measures in this CCAA, they provide the means of meeting the CCAA policy standard
regarding benefits of conservation measures (USFWS 1999 CCAA Policy; 64 FR 116, p.32727).

Using the Draft Fisher Conservation Strategy {Finely et al., 2011) and guidance from the
Service, SPI proposes that the conservation benefit threshold will be maintenance of 80% of the
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The conservation actions combined in this CCAA will provide an in-place regulatory
mechanism that the Service can rely on for the term of the permit. The strength of this cooperative
effort is that it delivers benefits for the species in an immediate time frame. Absent this CCAA,
there would be no in-place regulatory mechanism for maintaining habitat for fisher expansion on
non-federal land. The CCAA will provide habitat in currently unoccupied areas to support fishers
should they expand their range or be reintroduced.

The USFWS CCAA Policy recognizes that early implementation of meaningful conservation
measures is more likely to successfully conserve species and avoid further species declines and
listing actions (USFWS 1999, 64 Fed. Reg. 64 p. 32731).

8.5 MINIMIZE THE TAKE OF INDIVIDUALS

While there are numergus fisher den sites known to have been used on SP! lands {n=162), the
likelihood of an occupied fisher den within a planned harvest unit is very small {as described in
Appendix F)... The low probability of harvest unit overlap is because fishers occur at a relatively low
density, and the SPI harvest acreage is small as a percentage of the total available habitat. During
the denning period, SPI will limit the total volume of timber harvested and avoid cutting potential
den trees, and will limit harvesting in the best den habitat (HF4) during the natal denning period.
These and other proposed measures for minimization of take will further reduce the chance that
harvest activities will kill, injure, or harass fishers, and thus provide conservation benefit.

8.6 MINIMIZE FISHER DROWNINGS

If SPlinstalls any water tanks, they will be designed to prevent entrapment of fishers. If SPI
discovers a tank capable of entrapping a fisher on its lands, the opening{s) will be adequately
screened or closed to prevent a fisher from:entering or animal escape ramps will be installed to
allow these tanks to be “fisher safe”. SPI, through its normal operational activities, will continue to
identify and remediate water tanks that are a threat to fishers within the term of the permit.
identifying and eliminating water facilities that pose a risk of fisher mortality will reduce a known
threat, and thus provide a conservation benefit.

8.7 PREVENTING ILLEGAL PROPERTY USE AND REMEDIATION OF SITES

Hliegal use of the Enrolled Lands is limited by controlling access where feasible. lllegal uses of
the property that are a-threats to fishers primarily include-illegal marijuana grows and firewood
cutting. When any illegal activity is identified, the appropriate law enforcement personnel will be
contacted. Following the conclusion of the law enforcement activity, SPI will participate in the
restoration and remediation of the site. Ildentifying and eliminating illegal uses of the property will
reduce a threat of fisher mortality, and thus provide a conservation benefit.

8.8 REDUCTION OF POTENTIAL FOR CATASTROPHIC FIRE

The use of Even-aged management will cause the forest stands’ structural characteristics to
reach a more fire resilient state over the course of several decades. In the interim, and in support of
this ongoing process, the systematic construction of a network of fuelbreaks will be established.
Fuelbreaks provide some reduction in spread of low-intensity fire, but often are not effective in
reducing spread of high intensity wind-blown fire. Their primary objective is to limit the advance of
wildfires by providing a functional space and safety zone for conducting fire suppression operations,
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The CCAA guidance requires an-assessment of the impacts of the taking. However, the total
fisher population in California; as well as that on the Enrolled Lands, is unknown, as is the true
impact of timber-harvest on fishers at the individual and population levels. Thus, the impacts of the
taking at either the individual or population levels are speculative. We have made a reasoned
attempt to estimate and guantify impacts, but each of the values produced to contribute to this
analysis is based on multiple assumptions and judgments, and the error in these values may be
compounded as they are combined-arithmetically.- Even the rounding of values following decimal
points has substantial influence onthe outcome. These caveats must be fully recognized in the
interpretation of the following analysis.

in the following sections, we estimate the number of fishers that may be taken under each of
the categories: kill/injure, harass, and harm. We then evaluate the impact of this estimated take at
the population scale on SP!lands and on the entire population.

9.1 POTENTIAL FOR COVERED ACTIVITIES KILLING, INJURING, OR HARASSING FISHERS

The regulatory guidance for CCAAs and associated recovery permits requires quantification of
and description of the impacts of authorized incidental taking (64 FR p. 32733, 32735}; (USFWS draft
handbook 2003,:p:-15); {50 CFR 17.22{b)(1}{iii}{A); {50 CFR 17.32(b}(iii}(B} &{C}{1) .

Fishers can be detected using cameras, track plates, or hair snares, but these detection
locations do not delineate boundaries of a territory. Fisher territories cannot be identified without
radio telemetry, and few radio telemetry studies have been conducted within the region of the
CCAA. Therefore, the locations of fisher territories are not known throughout most of the fisher’s
occupied range in northern California, including most of SPi’s property. Because of cost and the
limitations of survey results, SPi does not intend to survey proposed timber harvest units for
presence.of fishers.

Thus, the numbers, locations, and territories of fishers on SPl lands are presently unknown
and will remain so, except for limited areas that will be sampled under the monitoring program
described in Section 13. And, as stated above, no information is available on the effects of site-
specific habitat modification on fishers. As a result of these issues, evaluation of habitat
modification on specific existing territories in specific landscapes will not be possible.

For much of the year, fisher adults and young are quite mobile and capable of avoiding
Covered Activities that might subject them being killed, injured, or harassed. Ingeneral, adult
fishers have acute hearing and vision, and are attentive, reclusive, and highly mobile, so they are
presumably much less vuinerable than juveniles that have not yet left their mother’s care (about six
months old) to being killed, injured, or harassed by the Covered Activities. The likelihood of impacts
from Covered Activities increases during the breeding period, when the reproductive activities are
focused within specific locations for several weeks or months, and mobility is constrained. The
variety of fisher behaviors during this time creates different types and degrees of vulnerability to
being killed, injured, or harassed. The behaviors that create vulnerability to being killed, injured,
harassed are discussed below, along with estimates of the expected amount of take due to killing,
injuring, or harassing.

9.1.1 Risk of Killing, Injuring, or Harassing Adult or Juvenile Fishers

Because adult male fishers are highly mobile and not constrained to any particular physical
location at any time of year, we assume that their relative risk of being killed, injured, or harassed by
Covered Activities is very low. We further assume that adult female fishers and their kits would only
be vulnerable to being killed, injured, or harassed by the Covered Activities during the period that
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size of home ranges, it is reasonable to expect that our activities will regularly occur within fisher
territories to some extent.

9.2.2 Estimating Harm

Estimating the amount of incidental take in the form of harm (defined at the beginning of
Section 9 above) that may be caused by Covered Activities requires incorporating a threshold of
habitat modification beyond which harm is assumed to occur. The following discussion describes our
process for deriving a threshold for estimating and projecting the amount of harm for this CCAA.

As stated above, the location of fisher territories is unknown, and noinformation is available
on:the effects of habitat modification onfishers at the home range scale. - As a result of these issues,
evaluation of habitat modification on specific existing territories in specific landscapes will not be
possible. Thus, we must rely on reported patterns of habitat selection to make inferences as to
quantity and characteristics of habitat where fishers may occur, establish a-.general estimated
habitat threshold on that basis, and estimate the number of instances when Covered Activities
might reduce habitat to below that threshold.

As a result, any habitat threshold selected for estimating the amount of harm is subject to
considerable error, and any estimated amount of harm over-time will be-imprecise. With these
caveats, in the following discussion we provide a reasonable and replicable method for estimating
harm, based on assumptions about habitat occupancy and impacts of habitat modification.

The overall quantity of habitat on 5Pl and on adjacent owners within the Occupied Range has
been-considered in our assumptions regarding harm. Within-the hexagons in the Occupied Range
that include more than 50 acres of SP1 ownership, SPl owns approximately 47% of the habitat.
Another 35 % is in public ownership. Qutside the area of intermixed ownership, the proportion of
public ownership is even higher. The distribution of habitat on SPI was evaluated by the Territory
Opportunity method;-and in combination with other ownershipsin-the LEAF evaluation.- Based on
these analyses, we conclude that at the landscape level, fisher habitat is abundant and well
distributed. Adult males and juveniles that are no longer dependent on their mothers {>6 months
old}, are highly mobile and not constrained to limited areas by the requirements of bearing and
raising young. Therefore, for purposes of estimating harm, we assume that neither adult male
fishers nor juveniles >6 months old are subject to harm by the Covered Activities. Thus we did not
establish a-harm threshold for adult male and juveniles >6 months of age.

We incorporate only adult females in the estimate of harm, because we assume that any
juveniles that are too young to escape harvest activities would be accounted for in the kill and
harass estimate. QOutside the denning period juveniles are assumed to be mobile enough to disperse
from the affected territory before being harmed.

in Sections 6.8.1 through 7.2.6, we explained our use of a hexagonal grid and the $PI timber
inventory system with specified amounts of contiguous habitat to delineate Territory Opportunities.
To estimate the projected quantity of harm, we used the hexagon analysis described in Section
7.2.1-7.2.6 to calculate the number of Territory Opportunities, beginning in year 2012 (Year 0, the
most recent modeling interval) and projected through the ten-year period of the CCAA. For the
purpose of modeling harm, when a Territory Opportunity is affected by projected timber harvest to
the extent that it no longer qualifies as a Territory Opportunity, one instance of projected harm has
occurred.

For the purposes of this estimation, we will assume that a female fisher occupies every
Territory Opportunity on the landscape, and we will assume that harm will occur any time timber
harvest changes an existing Territory Opportunity to a condition where it no longer qualifies as a
Territory Opportunity. This provides an estimate of harm based on a density of females that is

101






Final SPI Fisher CCAA October 17,2016

appropriate to compare the total take over the ten-year-period against the initial population size,
because annual reproduction and mortality in the remaining population is:not accounted for-over
the period. Therefore, we regard the annual proportional impact as the most accurate
representation of the impact to the population.

To examine the potential effects of SPV's projected incidental take via kill and harass or harm
during the term:of the CCAA, we investigated other studies-involving removal of fishers.. In
California there is only one source that estimated effects of removal. Swiers (2013} evaluated the
effects of removal of aduit fishers during two consecutive years from the Eastern Klamath study
area {EKSA) in northern California for reintroduction in the Stirling Management Area. The results
are not directly comparable to SPI's projected take because of differences in the removal rate, the
period of effect, the population density, the amount of area involved, and possible difference in
timber harvest regimes. However, the study by Swiers (2013) does provide valuable perspective, and
we will refer to it in several ways in the following discussion.

9.4.1 Impacts of Killing and Harass

Based on-the assumptions stated above and all the other assumptions incorporated into
Appendix F and Sections 9.1 and 9.2, 398 adult female and juvenile fishers are associated with
occupied den sites during the reproductive season in the population under:consideration, of which
about 24 fishers may be killed, injured, or harassed annually. Expressed as a percentage, this
comprises about 6.0% of the assumed total female fisher and kit population estimate on SPllands
annually, and'about 2.6% of the total population including adult males.

importantly, Conservation Measures in 7.3.6.2 are designed to substantially minimize the
amount of taking by killing, injuring, or'harassing, so we do not expect take by these means to occur
at the level projected in Appendix F and Section 9.1.1, even though we are seeking authorization for
the projected amount.

9.4.2 Impacts of Harm

In terms of overall impact to a population, the relative effect of take by harm is probably
greater than take by killing, injuring, or harassing, because harm through habitat modification
eliminates or substantially modifies a basic resource for population stability. Conversely, where the
habitat is not removed during population reductions, (e.g. see Swiers 2013}, the remaining
population of adults and annual recruitment of offspring can reoccupy the habitat where individuals
have been removed.

Based on estimated values produced in Section 7.2 and Figure 7.2.7-2, harvesting would
annually cause about eight of the 224 Territory Opportunities to fall below the threshold for
inclusion as a Territory Opportunity (an estimated total of 79, or 35%, during the ten-year permit
period). This change would result in assumed harm to about 3.5% annually of the adult females on
all ownerships in the Occupied Range hexagons.

The modeled loss of Territory Opportunities is estimated to change 11 of the 54 Conservation
LEAFs to non-Conservation LEAF status, leaving approximately 80% of the Conservation LEAFs
functioning. Harm will occur in Support and Conservation LEAFs at similar rates, approximately 36%,
as a proportion of the total number of Territory Opportunities in those LEAF categories.
Conservation LEAFs that persist to provide Conservation Benefit will be distributed across the
Occupied Range (see Appendix E).

Changes in one geographic location deserve further discussion. In the South Redding CSCA
there are five Conservation LEAFs that will not persist according to the projections. The apparent
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Swiers’ {2013} analysis and the available timber harvest data for his study area indicate that
regional fisher populations can withstand removal of individuals equivalent to-killing the animals and
can persist in forests that are subject to ongoing management. However, the limited available data
and the differences in the situations preclude meaningful comparison between his study and the
proposed effects of the CCAA. And we have no rigorous population estimates for the species. Thus
we have no guantitative basis for comparing the impacts of taking under this CCAA-and other
studies.

As shown in Figure 7.2.3-3, SPI owns about 47% of the available habitat in the hexagons in the
Occupied Range. Only SPl inventory data is used for classifying hexagons in the establishment of
Territory Opportunities and in our criteria for harm based on modification of Territory
Opportunities. In reality, considerably more habitat exists on other ownerships in the Occupied
Range, including 32% federal ownership. We do not wish to make explicit assumptions about
persistence of this habitat, but it is possible that sufficient habitat will remain in these Territory
Opportunities to avoid actual take of fishers.

SPV's ownership provides a substantial fraction of available habitatin the areas of mixed
ownership. However, there are large areas of the fisher’'s range where the U.S Forest Service is the
dominant owner, and overall, SPl owns only about six percent of the area within the fisher’s
occupied range in northern California. Thus the area where the take will occur is limited, and the
amount of take is guite small in proportion to the potential population of the entire occupied range.

In the remaining Mixed stands, continued growth and the influence of natural forces would be
expected to improve forage habitat for fisher prey species by creating more snags and down logs,
and further increase the number and size of available denning cavities. Thus, habitat improvement
through growth should help offset the impact of the taking.

Despite the loss of Territory Opportunities, 80% of all the existing Conservation LEAFs will be
maintained with habitat on SPI lands, providing for a remaining population distributed throughout
the Occupied Range. And, the amount of habitat retained on the Enrolled Lands will be in excess of
50% of the-entire Capable Land present at the beginning of the permit.

Therefore, we anticipate no important population impacts of the proposed taking by either
habitat modification or impacts to occupied den sites and stands.

10. ASSURANCES PROVIDED

in accordance with the ESA regulation 50 CFR 17.22{d}{5), through this CCAA SPI seeks
assurances from the Service that no additional conservation measures or additional land, water, or
resource use rastrictions, beyond those voluntarily agreed to and described in this CCAA, will be
required should fishers become listed as a threatened or endangered species during the permit
period. In the event the fisher is listed under the U.5. ESA, of listing the fisher, we anticipate that
these assurances will be authorized with the issuance of an enhancement of survival permit under
section 10(a}{1)(A) of the ESA.

PROVIDED TO PROPERTY OWNER IN CASE OF CHANGED
UNFORESEEN CIRCUMSTANCES

The regulatory assurances provided by the Permit are linked to the existence of changed
circumstances and unforeseen circumstances. As defined in 50 CFR 17.3, “Changed circumstances
means changes in circumstances affecting a species or geographic area covered by a conservation
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that the stocking requirements of the FPRs are not met, the area is referred to as Substantially
Damaged Timberlands in the FPR (14 CCR 895.1}). The lacation, timing, and extent of the impacts to
the Enrolled:Lands from such natural disturbances are not predictable.

A-natural disturbance of 2,500 contiguous acres or larger on the Enrolied Lands that creates
the condition of Substantially Damaged Timberlands will be considered a Changed Circumstance.

In 5PI's view, replanting a new forest is most important for rapidly restoring the area as
suitable fisher habitat, as well as for erosion control and economic productivity. Therefore, the
mitigation for substantially damaged timberiands will usually include salvage harvesting. Salvage
harvesting in Substantially Damaged Timberland will include the Conservation Measures specified
in Section 7.3.5. Typically, emergency salvage harvesting will begin as soon as possible on
Substantially Damaged: Timberland. SPlwill conduct salvage harvest operations as necessary and in
compliance with the FPRs {14 CCR,:931-949.7), to recover the dead and dying timber and complete
restoration work:

SPI will notify the Service within 30 days of such events. Notification will include a map
including the area affected by the natural disturbance and the approximate area where emergency
salvage harvesting is to occur. The notification will include a statement that estimates the number of
Conservation LEAFs that exist and percentage of Mixed expected o persist on the Enrolled Lands
following the salvage operations. The USFWS may observe active Emergency Salvage operations
concurrent with Timber Operations, contingent upon 48-hr notification to SP! so that personnel
safety can be adeguately addressed.

SPi anticipates that if 43 or more Conservation LEAFs are intact and are likely o persist for the
term of the permit; after the Substantially Damaged Timberlands-have been salvaged, the
conservation benefitis considered met. If the Substantially Damaged Timberlands resultsin a
reduction of Conservation LEAFs below 43, then the USFWS will need to determine in.writing
whether the tonservation benefit derived from the. CCAA in total continues to contribute
substantially to the conservation of fishers or whether the impacts of the Substantially Damaged
Timberlands are so significant that the Service must re-evaluate the Permit.

5Pl anticipates that if more than 50% of the Mixed land class available at the beginning of the
permit is intact and are likely to persist, after the Substantially Damaged Timberlands have been
salvaged, and all other CCAA measures remain in place, the conservation benefit is still considered
met. If the substantially damaged timberlands results in a reduction of Mixed below 50% of the
Enrolied Lands, then the Service will need to determine in writing whether the conservation benefit
derived from the: CCAA'in total continues to-contribute substantially to the conservation of fishers,
or whether the impacts of the Substantially Damaged Timberlands are so significant that the Service
must re-evaluate the Permit. SPI's standard practice of SPI shifting logging operations from “green”
sales to salvage reduces the loss of Mixed land class and-should prevent the 50% limit from being
exceeded.

11.2.2 Changed Circumstance: Failure to Maintain Conservation LEAFs

As described in Section 7.3.1, a goal of the CCAA isto maintain at least 43 of the 54
Conservation LEAFs (80%]) during the permit term. If the number of Conservation LEAFs maintained
falls below 43, this will constitute a Changed Circumstance. SPI will notify the Service if proposed
harvesting and/or a natural disturbance will cause the number of Conservation LEAFs to fall below
43. The Service will determine in writing whether the conservation benefit derived from the CCAA
in total continues to contribute substantially to the conservation of fishers, or whether the impacts
of the loss of Conservation LEAFs are so significant that the Service must re-evaluate the Permit.
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Circumstance. in the event of an Unforeseen Circumstance, SPl and the Service wili meet and confer
regarding a course of action.

(A} if additional conservation measures are necessary to respond to unforeseen
circumstances, the Director may require additional measures of the permittee where the
Agreement is being properly implemented, but only if such measures are limited to modifications
within the Agreement conservation strategy for the affected species, and only if those measures
maintain the originai terms of the Agreement to the maximum extent possible. Additional
conservation measures will not involve the commitment of additional land, water, or financial
compensation, or additional restrictions on the use of land, water, or other natural resources
available for development or use under the original terms of the Agreement without the consent of
the permittee.

{B) The Service will have the burden of demonstrating that unforeseen circumstances exist,
using the best scientific and commercial data available. These findings must be clearly documented
and based upon reliable technical information regarding the status and habitat requirements of the
affected species. The Service will consider, but not be limited to, the following factors:

(1) Size of the current range of the affected species;

(2) Percentage of range adversely affected by the Agreement;

(3) Percentage of range conserved by the Agreement;

(4} Ecological significance of that portion of the range affected by the Agreement;

(5} Level of knowledge about the affected species and the degree of specificity of the species’
conservation program under the Agreement; and

(6} Whether failure to adopt additional conservation measures would appreciably reduce the
likelihood ofsurvival and recovery of the affected species in the wild.

12. IMPLEMENTATION MONITORING & REPORTIN
12.1 MONITORING & REPORTING

Monitoring of the conservation measures proposed in Section 7.3 is intended to ensure that
SPI's commitments to and progress towards meeting the standards established in the CCAA.
Monitoring will be done systematically, efficiently, and utilize methods and timing that provide
accurate and reliable information. The timing for monitoring will vary depending on the measure
being evaluated. Some monitoring will be conducted by third party certification entities already
conducting audits of SPI practices, and some will be done by CAL FIRE during THP administration.
Third party certification monitoring will include annual reports that are provided to the Service by
June 30" of each year. CAL FIRE monitoring will only generate a report (Notice of Violation) only
when the implementation of a Conservation Measure is not met. The retention measures
described in 7.3 and other conservations measures provided for in this CCAA will become part of the
operational requirements of individual THPs submitted by SPI for operations on the Enrolled Lands.
Once these measures are incorporated into THPs, the CAL FIRE regulatory monitoring methodology
can be relied on such that compliance is assumed unless a violation of an enforceable standard
{conservation measure) is identified. SPI and FWS will work cooperatively to accomplish the intent
of the Conservation Measures in section 7.3.4. This cooperative effort should entail an educational
exchange of information during pre-operational or post-operational field reviews.

12.1.1 USFWS Compliance Monitoring
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e A summary of any observed strengths or weaknesses SPI perceives in the
implementation of the CCAA and suggestions for improvements.,

it is SPl's intent to-maximize the use of the Conservation Measures in this CCAA. To
accomplish this, SP! will implement these measures on all harvest units that have not commenced
silvicultural operational activities before January 1, 2016. A'list of harvest units in THPs that are not
vet completed and where silvicultural operational activities have commenced prior to January 1,
2016 will-be provided to the Service.

12.2.1 Harm Accounting

Annual impacts of harm occurrences associated with the impiementation of covered activities
in individual harvest units will be-reported in the manner detailed in Section 7.2.10 {Annual Harvest
Harm Accounting), Other covered activities that may resuit in harm via changes in Territory
Opportunities shall also be reported. Each year the projected harm occurrences will be updated
based on actual amount of harvest accomplished and other Covered Activities undertaken. The
actual cumulative harm will be compared to the total permitted harm. The updated harm report
will be included with the list of current year planned timber harvest units provided to the USFWS by
February 28th of each year, commencing after the first year of operations under the permit.

Beginning February 28", 2016 or as soon thereafter as the permit is signed, and on February
28" of each year thereafter, SP1 will provide the USFWS a list of all harvest units and other covered
activities that are planned for operations in.the current calendar year that intersect a Territory
Opportunity and are projected to cause harm {using the criteria established in Section 7.2.5).

12.2.2 Take Minimization

Take minimization monitoring reports will be summarized at the scale of the occupied range.
Reporting will occur annually for harvest minimization actions. Natal den period harvest volume
minimization {see Section 7.3:6.2.1) includes limits on harvest volume occurring between February
15th and May 15™ SPI will maintain a cumulative summary of these harvest amounts and they will
be reported with the annual harm report. Since all harvest volume is required to be reported to the
California State Board of Equalization (SBE), the SPI log accounting system which produces the SBE
reports also produces the bi-weekly logger payments, there is significant third party oversight to
these reports, but if necessary SPI could make these records available to the Service to verify these
volumes.

SP{ will include the potential den avoidance felling practices (see Section 7.3.6.2.4} as
enforceable language in our THPs. Therefore, these measures will be monitored by CAL FIRE and
thus would not require reporting, except that SPI will provide the Service any CAL FIRE violation
issued that indicates these measures were not implemented. CAL FIRE also maintains a violation
database that the Service could audit if necessary.

SPI will in the annual harm report also include a listing of all proposed tractor units that meet
the 275% HF4 standard, which precludes commencing harvesting prior to May 15™. THPs that
contain these units will include enforceable language that will preclude them from being harvested
between March 1 and May 15™. Instances where operational limits require the falling of adjacent
trees prior to falling potential den trees during the maternal denning period (May 16 through July
31) shali also be reported. Reports of observations of fishers in the vicinity of timber operations as
described in Section 7.3.6.2.2 and the outcome of the foliow-up investigation shall be reporied to
the Service immediately.

111






Final SPI Fisher. CCAA October 17, 2016

snags, and down logs, and the regeneration of hardwoods, within even-aged units and emergency
fire salvage areas be completed after such areas have been pre-commercially thinned (PCT). A post
pre-commercial thinning unit report would be the most meaningful because it would be completed
at a'time beyond which most of the-risks to those trees and structures would have passed, allowing
the report to be more indicative of what will persist until the commercial thin.” Given the permit
term, it is unlikely that many {any} harvest units operated conducted under these standards will
reach pre-commercial age, so SPI would be ready to implement a more detailed post PCT report if
the CCAA is extended beyond 10 years.

Audits and reporting would be completed on a randomly chosen sample of SPI regeneration
and non-regeneration units annually, from approximately 30% of the Enrolled Lands. Audits would
be conducted as part of the sustainability certification program SP1 is participating in. Currently 1/3
of SPI's land base is audited:-each year such that every 3 years all lands have been audited under the
third party Sustainable Forestry Initiative (SFI) certification program. Such-auditors will confirm
whether the required retention standards have been met at sites where their audit occurs. These
annual “early audit” areas will ensure that the retention standards are being implemented.

Additionally, ongoing monitoring by CAL FIRE during their THP compliance reviews will confirm
annually whether the Conservation'Measures in 7.3.4.1:2 -7.3.4.1.4 and 7.3.4.2.2 are being
implemented correctly.

12.2.3.3 Habitat Retention Areas

5Pl recommends that monitoring on Habitat Retention Area establishment in all harvest areas
will: be done in @ manner that satisfies the SFl or other third party certification process. SPI proposes
additionally that it will provide a more complete numerical support for this annual monitoring at a
five year interval for regeneration harvests. In regeneration harvesting this numerical report timing
should allow for completion of all site preparation activities that might negatively affect the
persistence of the established HRAs. Reporting for the Habitat Retention Area (HRA) standards in
regeneration units will require $P1 to maintain a complete list of all units harvested after 1/1/2016.
After five years of CCAA implementation, and using the latest National Agricuitural Imagery Program
{NAIP) image available that shows a subset of units that were harvested after 1/1/2016, in
conjunction with the 5Pi GIS system, will be used to calculate the size of the HRA islands retained in
this subset of regeneration units. This sample will be used to report compliance with the HRA area
retention requirement.

Additionally, ongoing monitoring by CAL FIRE during their THP compliance reviews will confirm
annually whether the Conservation Measures in 7.3.4.1.1 is being implemented correctly.

12.2.3.4 Instances of suspected exposure to toxicants

SPl shali report via live voice communication to the USFWS, any instances of potential fisher
exposure to toxicants that are discovered on the Enrolled Property within 24 hours of discovery.
The USFWS may respond to investigate the likely impact to fishers including conducting a carcass
search of the area. Exposure o toxicants will be assumed in any instance where toxic material
{fertilizer, pesticides, etc.) is located such that fishers would have access to this material.

12.2.3.5 Water tanks posing a risk of entrapment

SPI shall within 7 days report the discovery of and remedy applied to any water tank that
poses an entrapment risk to fishers on the Enrolled Lands.
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SP! has submitted a CCAA with a proposed term of 10 years. Given that limited duration, it is
uniikely that SPI or the Service will be able to conduct monitoring and analysis of fisher populations
upon which to base adaptive management changes to the CCAA. Nevertheless, SPI commits to
continue its involvement in on-going research into many aspects of forest and wildlife management
as theyrelate to sustainable forest management. If that continuing commitment leads to the ability
to achieve greater or equal benefit at equal or lower costs, SPI will propose such adaptive
management changes to the Service for its consideration. Similarly, SPI expects the Service will
continue fostering new research and increased knowledge, and expects that the Service would
propose changes to the CCAA that achieve greater or equal benefit at equal or lower costs. 5P} will
consider those under the assurances policy and adopt those it finds appropriate.

if efforts to detect fishers in areas that are currently known {as of 2015} to be occupied fishers
are not successful, an evaluation of potential reasons for presumed fisher absence will be conducted
to develop an adaptive management strategy. The failure to detect fishers in areas where they have
been previously known to occur may trigger the need to re-evaluate the ability of the agreement to
achieve the CCAA standard.

if monitoring indicates that the agreed upon retention standards are not being applied or that
their application is not resulting in the desired condition {for example if many retained trees blow
over or do not remain standing, or if retained hardwoods are killed by herbicides), the Service and
SPl will meet and cooperatively determine how to correct this situation by retaining additional trees,
trees with different characteristics, or by altering practices such as the placement of retained
elements as part of an adaptive management strategy.

14. NOTIFICATION OF TAKE REQUIREMENT

By signature of this CCAA, 5P|, to the extent they can determine in advance that a potential
take is going to occur, agrees to notify the Service at least 30 days in advance of an activity that
would cause such a take. Potentially, actual take of fisher in the form of killing, injuring, or harassing
could occur due to harvesting in or near a known occupied den stand. If possible the Service will be
notified at least 30 days in advance of the activity that could cause such a take. If the potential take
is imminent, the relevant Covered Activity will cease and the Service will be notified immediately.
Due to the low likelihood of detecting fishers that are present, and especially due to the very low
probability of a harvest unit overlapping a fisher den, this situation is extremely unlikely to occur.

Instances of projected harm as described in Section 7.2.10, or related to other Covered
Activities, will be identified during planning by SPl. A comprehensive list of THPs and other Covered
Activities that are projected to cause harm within the fisher Occupied Range will be provided to the
Service on February 28" of each year. Assessment of other Covered Activities will be done on a
project by project basis by a SPI Registered Professional Forester. In addition to the February 28"
list of THPs where harm has been projected, the Service will be notified of any other potential take
of fisher 30-days prior to the commencement of timber operations on approved THPs where
projected harm has been modeled to occur.

15. DURATION OF CCAA AND PERMIT
This CCAA will be for the duration of 10 years from the date the Service signs and enters into the
Agreement and issues the permit. The section 10{a}{1}{A) permit will become effective on the date

of a final rule that lists fishers as threatened or endangered and continues through the end of the
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CCAA's expiration date, even if the expected benefits have not been realized. if the CCAA s
terminated, SP1is required to surrender the enhancement of survival permit at termination, thus
relinguishing take authority (if fishers have become listed at time of termination) and the assurances
granted by the permit. SPlis required to give 60 days written notice to the other Parties of intent to
terminate the CCAA. SPImust give the Service and CDFW an opportunity to relocate affected
fishers. Relocation of such affected fishers is not mandatory.

If SPI1 and the Service agree to a subsequent HCP or CCAA that includes the enrolled lands in
this HCP or CCAA, this CCAA may terminate upon signing of such a-new HCP or CCAA pursuant to
terms established therein, and SP! will surrender the permit for this CCAA in accordance with 50 CFR
13.26.

This CCAA analyzes the Stirling Management Area (SMA) CCAA Enrolled Lands in anticipation
of incorporating those lands into this CCAA and thereby superseding the terms of the SMA CCAA.
The terms associated with the surrender of the ESA section 10(a){1)(A} enhancement of survival
permit, issued under 50 CFR part 17, for the Stirling CCAA shall be adhered to as described in that
CCAA [CCAA number TE166855-0).

RMIT PENSION OR REVOCATION

The Service may suspend or revoke the permit for cause in accordance with the laws and
regulations in force at the time of such suspension or revocation (50 CFR 13.28(a)). The Service may
also revoke the permit if continuation of permitted activities would likely result in jeopardy to any
listed species, or directly or indirectly alter designated critical habitat such that it would result in
adverse modification or destruction of the critical habitat, in accordance with 50 CFR 17.22{d)(7).
Before revoking a permit, the Service, with work cooperatively with SPi to pursue all appropriate
options to avoid revocation.

20. REMEDIES

Each party shall have all remedies otherwise available to enforce the terms of this CCAA and
the permit, except that no party shall be liable in damages for any breach of this CCAA, any
performance or failure to perform an obligation under this CCAA or any other cause of action arising
from this CCAA.

21. DISPUTE RESOLUTION

The Service and SP! agree to work together in good faith to resolve any disputes, using dispute
resolution procedures agreed upon by all Parties.

22. SUCCESSION AND TRANSFER

This CCAA and its ESA section 10{a){1){A} permit shall be binding on and shall inure to the
benefit of SPl and respective successors and transferees in accordance with applicable regulations in
50 CFR 13.24 and 13.25.
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