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Our monitoring work in the Cascades is currently done through a partner ship effort that began 

in 2006. The Cascades Citizen Wildlife Monitoring Project is collaboratively run by 

Conservation Northwest, I -90 Wildlife B ridges Coalition, and Wilderness Awareness School. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

For over a decade, the Citizen  Wildlife Monitoring Project has marshalled citizen scientists 

looking for  6ÈÚÏÐÕÎÛÖÕɀÚɯÙÈÙÌɯÈÕËɯÚÌÕÚÐÛÐÝÌɯwildlife. Using remote cameras and snow tracking, 

project volunteers monitor  wolverines, gr ay wolves, North Cascades grizzly bears, Canada 

lynx, and more, while also focusing on detecting on wildlife present in  places of critical wildlife 

connections, conservation, and habitat such as along the Interstate 90 (I-90) corridor.  

Citizen scientists contribute valuable new information on presence and patterns of wildlife  in 

our state. Our project efforts cover geographic areas outside those where professional research 

efforts are ongoing, adding to and strengthening the work of agencies, biologists, and others. 

From May through November , 2013, 74 volunteers in the Citizen Wildlife Monitoring Project 

installed and maintained 26 sites in Washington and British Colum bia. Sites were focused on 

6ÈÚÏÐÕÎÛÖÕɀÚɯ"ÈÚÊÈËÌɯ,ÖÜÕÛÈÐÕÚ and the Rossland Range in British Columbia. The main 

objectives for the 2013 Spring-Fall field  season were to 1) monitor gray wolf (Canis lupus) 

presence in the Southern Cascades, 2) detect wolverine (Gulo gulo) presence in the North, 

Central, and Southern Cascades, 3) observe all wildlife presence between Hyak and Easton 

adjacent to I90, and 4) document transboundary Canada lynx (Lynx canadensis) activity between 

northeast Washington and British Col umbia.  

With the assistance of Conservation Northwest program staff and our Advisory Council  

(Appendix  I), we established two sites in the North Cascades, two sites in the Central Cascades, 

six sites in the I-90 corridor, and ten sites in the Southern Cascades. Though six sites were 

installed in the Rossland Range in British Columbia, only one site received data in time for this 

report . Additional data will be captured in a future addendum.  Since this was our first season 

in this region , we expected challenges in recruitment and implementation, but as we gain 

familiarity in the region and capacity on the ground  we will continue monitoring in the 

Rossland Range during our 2014 monitoring season.  

Over the course of the 2013 Spring-Fall season, we detected ten species. Our greatest success 

this field season was continued documentation of wolverines where we know they occur in the 

Central Cascades but continued genetic profiling and documentation of new individuals is 

meaningful. These wolverines are on the frontlines of recovery for the species. Other season 

highlights include:  

¶ Wolverines were documented at both Ice Lake and Union Gap in the North Cascades 

and at Chiwaukum  in the Central Cascades. Genetic results from tests run by the project 

advisors from th e USDA Pacific Northwest Research Lab showed that in 2012, 

volunteers at the Chiwaukum site detected four distinct  wolverines , judging  from  visual 

and genetic data collected at the site. Late in the 2013 Spring-Fall monitoring season, the 
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site received additional visits  and genetic analysis of fur collected on gun brushes is 

currently underway.  

¶ American marten s were recorded at multiple sites , a sign of late successional forests 

nearby where martens often den and hunt . While not a target species of our pr oject, data 

collected on martens will be shared with the Cascades Carnivore Connectivity Project1, 

which is studying the barrier effects of highways in genetic diversity among populations 

of black bears and martens. 

¶ Detection of Cascade red fox at our Big Crow Basin site in the South Cascades. While not 

a target species of this project, other researchers with the Cascade Carnivore Project2 are 

ÚÛÜËàÐÕÎɯÛÏÌɯ×Ö×ÜÓÈÛÐÖÕÚɯÖÍɯ"ÈÚÊÈËÌɯÙÌËɯÍÖßɯÐÕɯ6ÈÚÏÐÕÎÛÖÕɀÚɯ"ÈÚÊÈËÌÚȭɯɯ 

¶ The highest diversity of species observed at our I -90 sites occurred at Price Noble and 

Price Creek, which included deer, elk, black bear, coyote, and bobcat. These sites are in 

habitat directly adjacent to where several wildlife crossing structures will be constructed 

as part of Phase 2 of the I-90 Snoqualmie Pass East Project. These include  the first 

wildlife bridge in Washington , which breaks ground as soon as 2015.  

¶ Animals  documented at Gold Creek North and Gold Creek South are of particular 

interest this season due to the completion of two wi ldlife underpasses at Gold Creek. 

The recording of deer, elk, black bear, coyote, and bobcat in habitat adjacent to these 

new crossing structures speaks to their potential use for wildlife to safely cross under I-

90. As this underpass transitions from construction to restoration, continued monitoring 

of the underpass is important for documenting wildlife as they use the structure.  

¶ Though many of our Rossland Range sites do not have data available in time for this 

report , the Christina Crest site within a well -documented habitat linkage for wildlife  

documented moose, bobcat, black bear, and deer. This region will continue to be our 

focus for  in 2014.  

3ÏÌɯÞÖÙÒɯÖÍɯÖÜÙɯÝÖÓÜÕÛÌÌÙÚɯÛÏÙÖÜÎÏɯÛÏÌɯ"ÐÛÐáÌÕɀÚɯ6ÐÓËÓÐÍÌɯ,ÖÕÐÛÖÙÐÕÎɯ/ÙÖÑÌÊÛɯÐÕÊÙÌÈÚÌÚɯÖÜÙɯ

understanding of w ildlife on the Washington landscape  and in the transboundary region 

between Washington and British Columbia . Not only does visual documentation of species 

influence research and policy decisions, these images create a narrative and put  a face to our 

wildl ands; the Citizen  Wildlife Monitoring Project underscores the importance of monitoring 

and conservation efforts to ensure a stable landscape for Washington's wildlife.  

                                                      
1 Cascades Carnivore Connectivity Project, http://www.cascadesconnectivity.org/  
2 Cascades Carnivore Project, http://cascadescarnivoreproject.blogspot.com/ 
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PROJECT OVERVIEW 

Over a decade ago, Conservation Northwest began using citizen science as a way to fulfill our 

mission of protecting and connecting wildlife and wildlands from the Washington Coast to the 

BC Rockies. Although the technology has changed since then, we continue to train and deploy 

hundreds of citizen scientists each year throu ghout our mission area with  the Citizen Wildlife 

Monitoring Project (CWMP). The project uses remote cameras and snow tracking to document 

rare and sensitive species throughout core areas, providing security habitat for rarer wildlife , as 

well as more common species in strategically important locations. Since its inception, CWMP 

has remained an asset to wildlife agencies and professionals by providing additive monitoring 

efforts in areas identified as potential core habitat for some of ÖÜÙɯÙÌÎÐÖÕɀÚ rarest wi ldlife. Our 

main project objectives are: 

1. To engage and educate citizens on wildlife species and monitoring in critical habitat 

areas; 

2. To record wildlife presence in the I -90 corridor and along the I-90 Snoqualmie Pass East 

Project in strategic locations and in core habitat through remote cameras and snow 

tracking;  

3. To record the presence of rare and sensitive species that regional and national 

conservation efforts aim to recover including fisher, gray wolf, grizzly bear, lynx, and 

wolverine;  

4. To facilitate exchange of information on wildlife, including data from monitoring efforts, 

between public agencies, organizations, and interested individuals.  

Due to the number of partners in the Cascades ecosystem, CWMP operates in the Cascade 

Range through  a collaborative effort , formalized in 2006, between Conservation Northwest, the 

I-90 Wildlife Bridges Coalition, and Wilderness Awareness School. Throughout each 

monitoring year, each organization leads a faction of the project: Wilderness Awareness School 

leads in the snow tracking portion of the project active from December to March , while I -90 

Wildlife Bridges Coalition leads in remote camera work along the I -90 corridor. Conservation 

Northwest acts as the main volunteer coordinator for all efforts, as well as taking  the lead in all 

remote camera efforts beyond the I-90 corridor in the north and south Cascades. 

CWMP has broadened its positive impact through an Advisory Council made up of project 

partners, government agency biologists, and professional researchers (App endix I). Our 

Advisory Council provides valuable input to the review of our program ; it also steers our 
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yearly monitoring objectives and site locations. Councilmembers assist in developing our 

protocols, confirm identification of priority images from the s eason, and provide a scientific 

audience for results gained in the field from hair samples to tracks.  These collaborations 

between project partners and advisors are crucial to the success of the program year to year. 

Collaboration  keeps our efforts scientifically informed and relevant, ensures coordination rather 

than duplication of monitoring efforts statewide, and adds valuable on the ground information 

to the conservation community.  

Monitoring seasons are broken into two terms: April ɬ November (Spring -Fall) remote camera 

monitoring and December ɬ March (Winter) remote camera monitoring and snow tracking. At 

the finale of each season a monitoring report is prepared and made public through 

"ÖÕÚÌÙÝÈÛÐÖÕɯ-ÖÙÛÏÞÌÚÛɀÚɯÞÌÉÚÐÛÌɯȹconservationnw.org/what -we-do/northcascades/cascades-

citizen-wildlife -monitoring ). For the purposes of this report, we focus here on our results from 

the 2013 Spring-Fall monitori ng season. 

This season, we concentrated our  study area in two distinct regions ɬ the Cascade Mountains in 

Washington and the Rossland Range in British Columbia (the Rossland Range lies east of the 

Kettle Mountains , between the Kettle and Columbia Rivers). Within the Cascade Mountains, we 

have refined the study area into four distinct regions:  

1. North Cascades: North of US 2 and west of US 97 

2. Central Cascades: Between I-90 and US 2 

3. I-90 Corridor: Between Hyak and Easton along I-90 

4. Southern Cascades: South of I-90 

At the start of each season, monitoring objectives are established by project staff with feedback 

and guidance from the Advisory Council. These objectives are typically in response to current 

statewide priority species and habitat identified as importa nt for these species. In 2013, our 

Spring-Fall monitoring objectives were to:  

1. Monitor the recovery of gray wolves  (Canis lupus) in the Cascade Mountains, with a 

particular focus  on the Southern Recovery Zone. These sites were identified to respond 

to ident ified high-quality habitat where wolves are expected to expand their existing 

range and recover. 

2. Document the presence of wolverines (Gulo gulo) in the North, Central, and Southern 

Cascades outside of the geographic scope of the ongoing North Cascades Wolverine 

http://www.conservationnw.org/what-we-do/northcascades/cascades-citizen-wildlife-monitoring
http://www.conservationnw.org/what-we-do/northcascades/cascades-citizen-wildlife-monitoring
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Study.3 In addition to collecting visual documentation through remote cameras, these 

sites also are set up to collect genetic information valuable to wildlife agencies.  

3. Observe the behavior and presence of all wildlife species in key habitat connectivity 

areas east of Snoqualmie Pass along Interstate 90, where wildlife crossing structures are 

completed, under construction, or planned for construction  under the I-90 Snoqualmie 

Pass East Project.4 

4. Detect transboundary wildlife activity between northeast Washington and British 

Columbia with a specific focus on documenting and collecting genetic information of 

Canada lynx  (Lynx canadensis).  

WOLF MONITORING 

Since 2008 when this ×ÙÖÎÙÈÔɀÚɯremote cameras documented the first wolf pack in Washington 

in over 70 years, Conservation Northwest placed major focus on wolf recovery in Washington.  

As of March 2013, Washington is home to ten confirmed wolf packs making up over 51  wolves.5 

Though the majority of these packs have established territories in eastern Washington, three 

packs now reside in the North Cascades. Conservation Northwest partners with the 

6ÈÚÏÐÕÎÛÖÕɯ#Ì×ÈÙÛÔÌÕÛɯÖÍɯ%ÐÚÏɯÈÕËɯ6ÐÓËÓÐÍÌɯÛÖɯÐÔ×ÓÌÔÌÕÛɯÛÏÌɯÚÛÈÛÌɀÚɯÞÖÓÍɯÊÖÕÚÌÙÝÈÛÐÖÕɯÈÕËɯ

management plan developed in 2011. In addition to shaping wolf policy i n Washington, 

Conservation Northwest through CWMP provides on-the-ground  data used to better 

understand the distribution of wolves across the state. 

The Wolf Conservation and Management Plan, written in 2011, identifies three recovery zones 

in Washington: Eastern Washington, the North Cascades, and the Southern Cascades and 

Northwest Coast.6 According to this plan, wolves will be considered recovered in the state of 

Washington if there are 15 successful breeding pairs for three consecutive years. Additionally, 

each recovery zone must have at least four breeding pairs for three consecutive years. To date, 

there are 12 packs in Washington, none of which have been documented in the Southern 

Cascades and Northwest Coast recovery zones. To address the lack of documentation in the 

                                                      
3 North Cascades Wolverine Study. Lead Principle Investigator: Keith Aubry (USDA Forest Service,  

Pacific Northwest Research Station, Olympia, WA)  
4 The I-90 Snoqualmie Pass East Project is designed to improve wildlife movement across I-90 between 

Hyak and Easton. The I-90 project design includes 14 key animal-travel areas, where one or more 

improveme nts will be made to allow for wildlife to better move across the interstate  and waterways 

under the interstate. Maps of the identified areas for wildlife passage can be found at: 

wsdot.wa.gov/NR/rdonlyres/F6513B4C-12AE-43D3-ABA1-

95104CAAD29D/72075/I90_Project_Folio_ConstWeb.pdf 
5 Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife Gray Wolf Packs Map: 

wdfw.wa.gov/conservation/gray_wolf/packs  
6 Gary J. Wiles, Harriet L. Allen, and Gerald E. Hay es, Wolf Conservation and Management Plan: State of 

Washington (Olympia, WA, USA: Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, December 2011).  

http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/NR/rdonlyres/F6513B4C-12AE-43D3-ABA1-95104CAAD29D/72075/I90_Project_Folio_ConstWeb.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/NR/rdonlyres/F6513B4C-12AE-43D3-ABA1-95104CAAD29D/72075/I90_Project_Folio_ConstWeb.pdf
http://wdfw.wa.gov/conservation/gray_wolf/packs/
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Southern Cascades, during the CWMP 2013 monitoring season we focused our efforts on 

responding to anecdotal reports of wolf activity south of I-90.  

WOLVERINE MONITORING 

The largest terrestrial members of the weasel family, wolverines are one of the rarest carnivores 

in North America. 7  Wolverines prefer alpine environments where snow pack s persist well into 

summer months. In addition to living in these difficult environments where food is scarce, 

wolverines are extremely mobile carnivores  with home ranges between 100 km² to upwards of 

900 km²; this means they typically live in low densities across large landscapes.8 After almost 

complete eradication in the 1900s from the lower 48 states, wolverines have begun a comeback 

to places such as the North Cascades; and since 2005, state researchers have identified a dozen 

individual wolverines . But much is still unknown about these rare and elusive species, and 

that's where the Citizen  Wildlife Monitoring Project comes in .  

Though currently unprote cted, wolverines are candidates for endangered status under the 

Endangered Species Act at both the federal and state levels. In 2014, the USFWS is planning to 

publish their final ruling on the listing status for wolverine nationwide. 9 Conservation 

Northwes t and other organizations are pushing decision makers to create state and federal 

safeguards for wolverines as they recover across Washington and the lower 48 states.  

Through CWMP monitoring activities, Conservation Northwest will help shape recovery and 

critical habitat plans for Washington, inform land management, and build upon ongoing 

research in the Cascades. Our goals for wolverine monitoring in 2013 were to 1) help the Entiat 

Ranger District of the Okanogan-Wenatchee National Forest monitor wolverin es' presence in 

the Entiat Valley in the Glacier Peak Wilderness in the North Cascades, with a specific interest 

in documenting Sasha, a potentially denning and reproducing female wolverine, 2) document 

the presence of wolverines in the Central and Southern Cascades; and 3) collect genetic data 

through hair samples to help identify  individual wolverines documented.  In 2013, our 

wolverine  monitoring continued in the Chiwaukum  and Bootjack Mountains where our remote 

cameras have documented four individual wol verines to date. To ensure that our efforts add to 

existing research, we focus on areas that lie outside of the current study area established by the 

                                                      
7 *ÌÐÛÏɯ!ȭɯ ÜÉÙàȮɯ*ÌÝÐÕɯ2ȭɯ,ÊÒÌÓÝÌàȮɯÈÕËɯ)ÌÍÍÙÌàɯ/ȭɯ"Ö×ÌÓÈÕËȮɯɁ#ÐÚÛÙÐÉÜÛÐÖÕɯÈÕËɯ!ÙÖÈËÚÊÈÓÌɯ'ÈÉÐÛÈÛɯ

1ÌÓÈÛÐÖÕÚɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯ6ÖÓÝÌÙÐÕÌɯÐÕɯÛÏÌɯ"ÖÕÛÐÎÜÖÜÚɯ4ÕÐÛÌËɯ2ÛÈÛÌÚȮɂɯJournal of Wildlife Management 71, no. 7 

(2007): 2147, doi:10.2193/2006-548.;  5ÐÝÐÈÕɯ!ÈÕÊÐȮɯɁ6ÖÓÝÌÙÐÕÌȮɂɯÐÕɯThe Scientific Basis for Conserving Forest 

Carnivores: American Marten, Fisher, Lynx, and Wolverine in the Western United States., ed. Leonard F. 

Ruggiero et al. (Fort Collins, Colorado, USA: USDA Forest Service Technical Report, 1994), 99ɬ127. 
8 !ÈÕÊÐȮɯɁ6ÖÓÝÌÙÐÕÌȭɂ 
9 Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife December  17, 2013,press release: fws.gov/mountain -

prairie/pressrel/2013/12172013_wolverine.php 

http://www.fws.gov/mountain-prairie/pressrel/2013/12172013_wolverine.php
http://www.fws.gov/mountain-prairie/pressrel/2013/12172013_wolverine.php
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North Cascades Wolverine Study and on geographic locations where specific requests for 

assistance from ongoing researchers are made to complement their efforts . 

I-90 CORRIDOR MONITORING 

Historically, I -90 has been known as a major barrier to north and south wildlife movement in 

the Cascades. As a result of an earlier large scale connectivity analysis of the Cascade 

Mountains, a narrow crucial corridor across Interstate 90 was identified for wildlife passage. 10 In 

an effort to create a more permeable interstate, the Washington Department of Transportation 

has developed a 15-mile highway expansion project  (I-90 Snoqualmie Pass East Project) where 

measures for safe wildlife passage have been incorporated into the plan. Multiple crossing 

structures, including two overpasses , are slated for construction within the next five years.  

For over five years, our project has worked in concert with the Washington Department of 

Transportation and Western Transportation Institute to monitor wildlife activity along I -90 in 

the project area. Through both remote camera monitoring and snow tracking, CWMP has 

provided valuable data i nforming the I -90 Snoqualmie Pass East Project (I-90 SPE) throughout 

its planning and implementation phases .  During the 2013 monitoring season, construction of 

Phase 1 of the I-90 SPE project was underway while the three wildlife underpasses at Gold 

Creek and Rocky Run were structurally complete and awaiting habitat restoration of habitat 

within them.  

Our goals in 2013 for monitoring the I -90 stretch from Hyak to Easton were to document 

wildlife activity in the habitat leading into  to these completed wildl ife crossing structures, while 

also documenting wildlife presence in key connectivity emphasis areas in future phases of the 

project. 

TRANSBOUNDARY LYNX MONITORING 

Washington is home to one of the largest populations of Canada lynx, the rarest wild cats in 

North America in the lower 48 states.11 Much like the history of wolverine s in our state, lynx 

were targeted for trapping and hunting in the fur trade in the 1800s and early 1900s. Hunting  

pressure along with habitat decline reduced their numbers drastical ly  in Washington .12 As a 

result of these pressures, lynx are protected under the federal and state Endangered Species 

Acts. Based on the preferred habitat of lynx, Koelher et al. estimate that Washington has 

                                                      
10 I-90 Wildlife Bridges Project description and connectivity analysis: i90wildlifebridges.org/project -info  
11 Derek W. Stinson, Washington State Recovery Plan for the Lynx (Olympia, WA, USA: Washington 

Department of Fish and Wildlife, 2001).  
12 Ibid.  

http://i90wildlifebridges.org/project-info
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approximately 3,800 km2 of available habitat.13 Researchers have documented dispersal of lynx 

across the Canadian border in northeastern Washington.14 Since wildlife often move across 

political boundaries, Conservation Northwest works closely with US and Canadian 

conservation allies to ensure that lynx and  other wildlife  can travel safely and seamlessly across 

the border. In 2013, Conservation Northwest began a pilot season in the Rossland Range of 

British Columbia to document lynx  activi ty near the U.S.-Canadian border.   

Our major objective for 2013 lynx monitoring in British Columbia was to 1) document the 

presence of lynx in the transboundary linking habitats between British Columbia and 

Washington, and 2) collect genetic data from hair snags placed at each remote camera site to 

increase our understanding of lynx here and their  relation to adjacent, better studied, lynx 

populations in the Rockies and Cascade Mountains.   

METHODOLOGY 

CWMP is an entirely volunteer -based project supported by Conservation Northwest, interns, 

and other project partner staff. Though our winter monitoring season includes snow tracking 

techniques, the bulk of our work is accomplished through the use of remote motion -triggered 

cameras. The use of motion-triggered cameras represents an easy and verifiable method of 

documenting wildl ife presence and has been used as a significant research tool in many projects 

worldwide .15 Additionally, motion -triggered cameras provide a tangible, low -cost way to 

engage citizens in wildlife monitoring and conservation. Together, our network of voluntee rs 

and cameras provide invaluable verifiable data on rare and sensitive species presence.  

 

 

 

 

                                                      
13 Gary Mȭɯ*ÖÌÏÓÌÙɯÌÛɯÈÓȭȮɯɁ'ÈÉÐÛÈÛɯ%ÙÈÎÔÌÕÛÈÛÐÖÕɯÈÕËɯÛÏÌɯ/ÌÙÚÐÚÛÌÕÊÌɯÖÍɯ+àÕßɯ/Ö×ÜÓÈÛÐÖÕÚɯÐÕɯ6ÈÚÏÐÕÎÛÖÕɯ

2ÛÈÛÌȮɂɯThe Journal of Wildlife Management 72, no. 7 (2008): 1518ɬ1524, doi:10.2193/2007-437. 
14 Stinson, Washington State Recovery Plan for the Lynx.; J.D. Brittell et al., Native Cats of Washington, Section 

III: Lynx , Unpublished (Olympia, WA, USA: Washington Department of  Fish and Wildlife, 1989).; and 

Kim G. PooÓÌȮɯɁ#ÐÚ×ÌÙÚÈÓɯ/ÈÛÛÌÙÕÚɯÖÍɯ+àÕßɯÐÕɯÛÏÌɯ-ÖÙÛÏÞÌÚÛɯ3ÌÙÙÐÛÖÙÐÌÚȮɂɯThe Journal of Wildlife 

Management 61, no. 2 (1997): 497ɬ505. 
15 ,ÈÚÈÛÖÚÏÐɯ8ÈÚÜËÈȮɯɁ,ÖÕÐÛÖÙÐÕÎɯ#ÐÝÌÙÚÐÛàɯÈÕËɯ ÉÜÕËÈÕÊÌɯÖÍɯ,ÈÔÔÈÓÚɯÞÐÛÏɯ"ÈÔÌÙÈɯ3ÙÈ×Úȯɯ ɯ"ÈÚÌɯ

2ÛÜËàɯÖÕɯ,ÖÜÕÛɯ3ÚÜÒÜÉÈȮɯ"ÌÕÛÙÈÓɯ)È×ÈÕȮɂɯMammal Study 29, no. 1 (2004): 37ɬ46.; and Christen Wemmer, 

Thomas H. Kunz, and ViÙÎÐÕÐÈɯ'ÈàÚÚÌÕȮɯɁ,ÈÔÔÈÓÐÈÕɯ2ÐÎÕȮɂɯÐÕɯMeasuring and Monitoring Biological 

Diversity., by Don E Wilson et al. (Washington: Smithsonian Institution Press, 1996). 



 

12 | P a g e 

 

 

 

STUDY AREA 

This season our primarily focus was on the Cascade Mountains in Washington. However, we 

also established a pilot project in the Rossland Range region of British Columbia  looking for 

lynx in areas not far from the U.S.-Canadian border. To further delineate core habitats and to 

give geographic context to our site selections, we have defined our study area by the following 

boundaries:  

1. North Cascades: North of US 2 and west of US 97 

2. Central Cascades: Between I-90 and US 2 

3. I-90 Corridor: Between Hyak and Easton along I-90 

4. Southern Cascades: South of I-90 

5. British Columbia 's Rossland Range: east of the Kettle Mountains, between the Kettle and 

Columbia Riv ers 
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SITE SELECTION 

At the beginning of each season, we select and prioritize monitoring sites in collaboration with 

all project partners and our Advi sory Council. Sites are initially selected based on target species 

and core habitat with consideration to e quipment inventory, as well as staff and volunteer 

capacity. Our list of sites goes through numerous iterations as we discuss priorities and capacity 

with our Advisory Council. The finalized list of sites serves as a guide for volunteer 

recruitment.  

Each site is chosen with a particular target species based on our monitoring objectives for the 

year. For the 2013 Spring-Fall season, our priorities were wolves, wolverines, all wildlife at I -90, 

and lynx in the Rossland Range in BC. Project staff works with specific advisors from our 

Advisory Council to develop site descriptions that include the purpose of the site, special 

considerations, and general information useful for site construction.  

Throughout the season, volunteer field knowledge and experience help  CWMP staff and the 

Advisory Council reassess each site based on data gathered during the season. Thanks to their 

constant presence on the ground in core habitat, our volunteers provide invaluable feedback on 

best site locations, as well as actual field  conditions and habitat.  

Over the course of our 2013 Spring-Fall field season, we placed cameras at 26 sites throughout 

our study area. 20 of these sites were located in the Cascade Mountains with the remaining six 

located in the Rossland Range of British Columbia , designated for our transboundary lynx 

monitoring. Guided by our Advisory Council, nine of these Cascade Mountain sites focused on 

documenting wolves, five focused on capturing wolverine, and the remaining six were 

dedicated to documenting species along I -90.   

CAMERA STATIONS 

Depending on the targeted species and location of each site, remote camera station setup can 

vary. In conjunction with project staff, protocols were developed for each type of remote camera 

station. All camera stations targeting wolves, lynx, or I -90 structures have a similar setup that 

includes motion -triggered cameras secured to trees and scent lure, unless specifically instructed 

otherwise. (Camera protocols are covered in depth in Appendix I II). Generally two cameras are 

placed within the same designated area; however, they are far enough apart to potentially 

capture different individual animals.  

Sites targeting wolverine have a setup conducive to capturing visual documentation of their 

chest blazes (Appendix IV). These sites, called run-pole stations, are constructed with natural 

materials on site. Wolverine run -pole stations include two cameras, one set directly across from 

the run pole and the other off to the side. Each run-pole site includes bait strung strategically 

above the run-pole. Wild bait (deer, elk, etc., often from road kills) is preferred for these sites. 
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However , in cases where wild bait was unavailable, bait was purchased at butcher shops. In 

addition to run -pole structures and bait, each site designated for wolverine detection was also 

equipped with snags for hair collection. Though individual wolverine can be identified visually 

from chest blaze photographs, DNA analysis is important to confirming individuals and 

retrieving additional information. The hair sn ag system CWMP employs consists of a gun brush 

belt with eight gun  brushes attached horizontally. This belt is attached just below the run-pole 

around the tree. Hair samples are removed from the gun brushes using latex gloves at each visit 

and are sent away immediately for lab analysis.  

During the 2013 Spring-Fall season, the majority of our cameras were Bushnell Trophy Cam 

XLT though a few sites also had Reconyx RC55 or RC60 and Cuddeback No Flash motion-

triggered cameras. Camera settings are standardized across each site for comparability across 

the study area as outlined in the protocols (Appendix II I). Volunteers are trained in camera 

installation and maintenance prior to each season at a training held by project staff.  

All sites, regardless of target species, are marked with a scent lure with exceptions made in the 

I-90 corridor where the proximity of the site is too close to the roadway . Wildlife use scent 

markings as important means of communication to establish territories, find mates and prey, 

assess levels of danger, and ascertain other individuals within the same vicinity. 16 Scent lure 

mimics this natural mode of communication and acts as an attractant bringing individual 

wildlife into the remote camera site. 17 The application of scent lure in our p roject adheres to 

guidelines and best practices established by our Advisory Council.  

SPECIES PRIORITIZATION 

Though each site is established with a specific target species in mind , data gathered on the 

presence of non-target wildlife is also valuable. We use a species priority list that categorizes 

Washington species in order of significance to our project as established by project staff in 

consultation with our Advisory Council . Using our category structure, we are able to establish 

protocols for documenting certain species of interest and facilitating  timely communication 

with project partners during the season. All Level 1 species detected at a remote camera site 

during the season are immediately reported to project staff for confirmation and further 

communication. The priority listing for our 2013 season is as follows:  

Level 1 

Wolverine  

Fisher  

                                                      
16 %ÙÌËÙÐÊÒɯ5ȭɯ2ÊÏÓÌßÌÙȮɯɁ ÛÛÙÈÊÛÐÕÎɯ ÕÐÔÈÓÚɯÛÖɯ#ÌÛÌÊÛÐÖÕɯ#ÌÝÐÊÌÚȮɂɯÐÕɯNoninvasive Survey Methods for 

Carnivores, by Robert A Long (Washington, D.C.: Island Press, 2008). 
17 Ibid.  



 

15 | P a g e 

 

Lynx  

Wolf  

Grizzly bear  

 

Level 2  

Cougar 

Marten  

Mountain goat  

Mountain red fox/Cascades red fox 

 

Level 3  

Black bear  

Bobcat  

Coyote  

Elk  

Mule deer  

Raccoon  

Snowshoe hare and smaller mammals 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

Our 2013 Spring-Fall field season began in May and ran through October. Over the season, 20 

camera sites were monitored in the Cascades with an additional camera site monitored just over 

the Washington border in British Columbia. The following results include only species of 

interest to this program as identified by our Advisory Council and project staff. Only species 

falling within our three priority levels are included, thus excluding photographs of birds, hares, 

small rodents, and domestic dogs and cats. Due to increasing interest in the interaction of 

wolves and livestock in Washington, we include domestic livestock captured at our sites in our 

analyses as a Level 3 species.  

Though our program e xpands knowledge of wildlife presence in Washington, limitations to the 

breadth of our data do exist. Our data cannot ascertain species diversity, population size, or 

species absence. Rather, our data focuses on species richness, which has invaluable application 

to the conservation and management of rare and sensitive species in Washington. Species 

richness is defined as the number of different species present within a defined area. For the 

purposes of our project, we assess species richness by site, which we can then extrapolate out 

onto our larger defined study areas. In addition to assessing species richness, we also assess the 

number of identified priority -level species per site. Thus the more species recorded from each 

level (with a particular emphasis on Level 1 species), the greater the importance to the goals of 

our project.  
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To give geographical context to our data, we have summarized our results following our five 

study area divisions described in our methodology. Additionally, each site represents combined 

data from two separately situated motion -triggered cameras set up within the same vicinity.  

CASCADES MOUNTAINS 

North Cascades  

Designated as the area North of US 2 and west of US 97, the North Cascades region consisted of 

two sites in 2013. Both the Ice Lake and Union Gap sites were dedicated to wolverine detection 

(Table 1). Due to terrain conditions, Ice Lake was established later in the season than the other 

two North Cascades sites. Because of this, the Ice Lake site monitoring will carry over i nto the 

2013-2014 Winter monitoring season.  

Table 1: North Cascade site information for the 2013 season.  

 
*denotes site continued into the 2013-2014 Winter monitoring season 

Ice Lake was the only North Cascades site to receive documented visits by species from all three 

priority levels , including a visit  from  a target species (wolverine)  for the 2013 season (Table 2). 

Though a wolverine was documented at the site, identifiable chest blazes were not captured on 

camera as a result of misappli ed lure. The site was established within the known home range of 

Sasha, a previously documented female wolverine through the North Cascades Wolverine 

Study who was believed to be denning in this area. Our goal was to record not only Sasha's 

presence but kits or other evidence of her reproduction.  Therefore, while we did document 

wolverine presence we were unable to specifically link the photograph to her and we did not 

document reproduction. T his site will continue to be monitored through the wint er under the 

guidance of Forest Service biologists in the Entiat Ranger District and Pacific Northwest 

Research Lab in hopes of achieving our goals. Additionally, to aid in identification, gun  brushes 

will be added to collect hair samples for DNA analysis.   

Site Name Target Species Date Installed Date Uninstalled Lure/Bait

Ice Lake Wolverine 16-Aug-2013 N/A* Both

Union Gap Wolverine 9-Jun-2013 21-Sep-2013 Both

North Cascades Camera Sites
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Table 2: Species detected by site in the North Cascades.   
 

 

Central Cascades  

The central cascades region, defined as North of I-90 to US 2, housed a total of eight sites. 

However, six of those sites fell within the I -90 corridor  and will be discussed in the following 

section. This section describes results of the Chiwaukum and Bootjack Mountain sites (Table 3). 

Both sites were established early in the monitoring season. As with previous years, the 

Chiwaukum site will remain activ e during the 2013-2014 winter season. Due to difficulty of 

access, the Bootjack Mountain site was decommissioned for the winter but will be reinstated at 

the start of the 2014 Spring-Fall season. 

 

Table 3: Central Cascades site information for the 2013 season. 

 
*denotes sites continued into the 2013-2014 Winter monitoring season 

During the 2012-2013 monitoring season, these two sites documented four individual 

wolverines discovered visually and then, later, confirmed genetically  (see figure below).  We 

kept this site active over the 2013 Spring-Fall season in hopes of documenting the same or new 

individuals ɬ and our hopes bore fruit. Late in the season as weather in the mountains cooled 

around December, the Chiwaukum site received i ts first visit of the season (Table 4). At the 

same site last year, the first documented wolverine occurred just a month earlier in November. 

Although a positive ID on the recently documented individual was not made; hair samples 

were collected and will be  analyzed for identification purposes.  

Species Priority Level 1

Site Name Wolverine Cougar Marten Mountain Goat Black Bear Coyote Deer Elk

Ice Lake x x x x

Union Gap x x

North Cascades

Level 2 Level 3

Site Name Target Species Date Installed Date Uninstalled Lure/Bait

Chiwaukum Wolverine 7-Jun-2013 N/A* Both

Bootjack Mountain Wolverine 8-Jul-2013 6-Oct-2013 Both

Central Cascades Camera Sites
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Currently, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service are in process of making a final ruling on their 

proposal to extend wolverines protection under the Endangered Species Act. As the U.S. Fish 

and Wildlife Service moves toward a final decision, a better understanding of the populations, 

ranges, and behaviors of wolverines in Washington will become crucial as conservation and 

management plans are developed by agencies. Thus, CWMP will continue to put an emphasis 

on detecting wolverine in Washington. Though wolverines were not detected at Bootjack 

Mountain this season, it was important to return to both successful sites from last year to 

continue collecting information on this population of wolverines residing in part or co mpletely 

south of Highway 2.  

Both sites also documented the presence of American marten (Level 2 species). This is not 

surprising given that these wolverine sites also coincide with prime American marten habitat. 

The presence of American marten in these areas may prove useful to the Cascades Carnivore 

Connectivity Project, which is studying the barrier effects of highways in genetic diversity 

among populations of black bears and martens. The results of this study will help to inform 

future transportation in frastructure and policy as it relates to wildlife and road interactions.  
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Table 4: Species detected by site in the Central Cascades. 

 

I-90 Corridor  

The stretch of I-90 of interest to CWMP lies between Hyak (milepost 54) and Easton (milepost 

70). As a result of connectivity analysis, this section of I-90 was identified as a crucial corridor 

for wildlife passing from the North Cascades to the South Cascades. Unfortunately, I-90 

represents a major barrier to wildlife moving across the expansive Cascade Mountains. 

Monitoring these sites gives invaluable information to the Washington Department of 

Transportation and other decision makers as they upgrade and retrofit the interstate.  

CWMP has prioritized the I -90 corridor for multiple years  with both remote camera monitoring 

and snow tracking. In the 2013 Spring-Fall season, six cameras were installed in the I-90 

corridor to document all wildlife activity (Table 5). During the 2012 season only Level 3 species 

were detected and this continued to be true for 2013 (Table 6). However, in contrast to the 2012 

season, our cameras this season detected black bear at all but one site. 

Table 5: I-90 site information for the 2013 season.  

 

Price Creek and Price Noble sites saw the most wildlife activity including deer, elk, black bear, 

coyote, and bobcat. However, each site received a variety of Level 3 species. This higher level of 

activity is consistent with data from past years in both our winter and spring -fall seasons at this 

site. It is notable that these sites are in habitat directly adjacent to where several wildlife 

crossing structures will be constructed as part of Phase 2 of the I-90 Snoqualmie Pass East 

Project, including the first wildlife overpass, which may break gro und as soon as 2015. 

Site Name Target Species Date Installed Date Uninstalled Lure/Bait

Price Creek All 14-May-2013 29-Sep-2013 Lure

Gold Creek North All 30-Jun-2013 20-Oct-2013 Lure

Gold Creek South All 22-Jun-2013 12-Oct-2013 Lure

Easton Island All 7-Jul-2013 27-Oct-2013 Lure

Mt Margaret All 13-Jul-2013 8-Oct-2013 Lure

Price Noble All 14-May-2013 29-Sep-2013 Lure

I-90 Camera Sites
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Species documented at Gold Creek North and Gold Creek South was of particular interest this 

season due to the recent completion of two wildlife underpasses at Gold Creek. Over the past 

few years, construction of Gold Creek underpass has been ongoing; however, 2013 marked the 

end of structural construction of the underpass. Construction equipment and activity still 

remains within the underpasses during the construction season this year, and restoration of 

habitat within the underpasses began to compliment the continued habitat restoration adjacent 

to these structures. As this underpass transitions from construction to restoration, continued 

monitoring of the underpass is important to record wildlife as they use the structure. During 

this season our cameras remain in the habitat approaches to the underpasses, while in winter 

we monitor directly within the underpass. The recording of five species in habitat adjacent to 

these new crossing structures speaks to their potential use by wildlife  to safely cross under I-90. 

Table 6: Species detected at sites in the I-90 corridor.  

 

South Cascades  

The South Cascades, defined as south of I-90, represents the Southern Recovery Zone as 

designated in the Washington Wolf Conservati on and Management Plan. To date, no wolves 

have been confirmed south of I-90. However, anecdotal reports have placed wolves in this area 

for years. Wolves over the past five years have quickly expanded from packs in northeast and 

central Washington. Now, t hree packs have made the North Cascades home, two of which are 

just north of I-90 in the Teanaway and Wenatchee areas. As wolves recover in the state, 

documenting their dispersal to new areas of Washington is crucial  to inform land and species 

management of wolves.  

As a result, nine of our ten monitoring sites in the South ern Cascades were dedicated to wolves 

(Table 7). The exception being Lookout Mountain, which was a run -pole site focused on 

wolverine detection  just south of Mount Rainier on the Gifford Pinchot National Forest. All sites 

were located in the Cle Elum and Naches Ranger Districts of the Okanogan-Wenatchee National 

Forest, and in a new region for our program in the Gifford Pinchot National Forest.   CWMP 
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deployed three sites during the 2013 Spring -Fall season in the Gifford Pinchot National Forest ; 

but future activities require greater planning for this new landscape. Because of delayed access 

to the three site areas, cameras were deployed late in the season and therefore only monitored 

for a few months. Additionally , for other reasons, Bumping Lake was installed late in the season 

with the intention of allowing it to continue in its same location t hroughout the 2013-2014 

Winter season.  

Though we have experienced a low attrition rate for camera s in the past, two sites in the 

Southern Cascades lost cameras ɬ both in the Manastash are. Manastash 1 had a site camera 

stolen while Manastash 2 potentially lost both cameras to wild fires in the region.  

Table 7: South Cascades site information for 2013 . 

 
*denotes sites continued into the 2013-2014 Winter monitoring season 

**denotes the unretrieved cameras from the site as a result of forest fires in the region  

Neither wolves nor wolverines were detected at any of the South Cascades sites (Table 8). 

Despite non-detections, CWMP will continue to monitor the Southern Recovery Zone and 

respond to anecdotal reports as directed by agency biologists in 2014. Despite not recording 

target species at each site, almost all sites documented deer and elk, which are primary prey for 

wolves.  

In addition to documenting multiple Level 2 and 3 species, Big Crow Basin documented 

Cascades red fox. This species was also recorded in the 2012 monitoring season at American 

Ridge, not far from Big Crow B asin. While not a target species of this project, other researchers 

with the Cascades Carnivore Project are studying the populations of Cascades red fox in 

6ÈÚÏÐÕÎÛÖÕɀÚɯ"ÈÚÊÈËÌÚȭɯ3ÏÐÚɯÙÌÚÌÈÙÊÏɯÐÚɯÓÖÖÒÐÕÎɯÈÛɯÛÏÌɯÏÐÚÛÖÙÐÊɯÈÕËɯÊÜÙÙÌÕÛɯÚ×ÌÊÐÌÚɯËÐÚÛÙÐÉÜÛÐÖÕɯ

and the impact of reduced connectivity and habitat across the landscape. Detections of red fox 

Site Name Target Species Date Installed Date Uninstalled Lure/Bait

Taneum Wolf 11-Jul-2013 N/A* Lure

Manastash 1 Wolf 20-Jun-2013 22-Sep-2013 Lure

Manastash 2 Wolf 13-Jun-2013 N/A** Lure

Raven's Roost Wolf 28-Jun-2013 5-Oct-2013 Lure

Bumping Lake Wolf 25-Aug-2013 N/A* Lure

Crow Lake Wolf 26-Jun-2013 13-Oct-2013 Lure

Lookout Mountain Wolverine 9-Sep-2013 25-Oct-2013 Both 

Soda Springs Wolf 16-Aug-2013 16-Oct-2013 Lure

Spring Creek Wolf 3-Aug-2013 19-Oct-2013 Lure

Big Crow Basin Wolf 29-Jun-2013 5-Oct-2013 Lure

South Cascades Camera Sites
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at any CWMP site further inform this important research. In addition to Cascade s red fox, 

American marten was detected at two sites on the Naches Ranger District, indicating a 

functioning late successional forest in the area.   

Table 8: Species detected by site in the South ern Cascades 

 

BRITISH COLUMBIA 

The Rossland Range in British Columbia is a new and exciting expansion of the program across 

the U.S. and Canadian border. In its pilot year, six sites were established to document 

transboundary lynx activity. Only one site, Christina Crest, received data by the time of this 

report as a result of conditions  to access cameras and capacity changes during the season. 

Therefore additional results from the remaining cameras will be captured in an adden dum 

report in the coming months, and this re port will focus on this one site that we have 

information  for.  This site was established in late July and removed in late September due to 

winter access issues. Despite some setbacks for the study area, the Christina Crest site did 

produce exciting results including documentation of a moose. Additionally, the site recorded 

other Level 2 and 3 species, including  bobcat, black bear, and deer.  

Although data and sites were limited in this pilot year, information on transboundary activity 

of rare and sensitive species is sparse and much needed. This makes our efforts in this area vital 

to the understanding of  species near political boundaries. Due to differing management 

techniques and wildlife policies, transboundary issues are paramount to Washington 's 

management of ÐÛÚɯÞÐÓËÓÐÍÌȭɯ%ÖÙɯÔÈÕàɯÖÍɯ6ÈÚÏÐÕÎÛÖÕɀÚɯÞÐÓËÓÐÍÌȮɯ!ÙÐÛÐÚÏɯ"ÖÓÜÔÉÐÈÕɯÚ×ÌÊÐÌÚɯÈÊÛɯÈÚɯ

source populations, increasing the genetic variation and, subsequently, stability of our U.S. 

wildlife populations. Further expansion of sites on both sides of the border is planned for 

CWMP in 2014.  

Species Priority

Site Name Bobcat Cougar Marten Mountain Goat Red Fox Black Bear Coyote Deer Elk

Taneum x x x x

Manastash 1 x x x x

Manastash 2 x x x x

Raven's Roost x x x

Bumping Lake x x x x x

Crow Lake x x x x

Lookout Mountain x

Soda Springs x x x x x

Spring Creek x x

Big Crow Basin x x x x x x

South Cascades

Level 2 Level 3
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RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE MONITORING 

At the end of each field season, we reflect on lessons learned as we begin the process of 

planning for the next field season. Information and guidance from volunteers, project advisors, 

project partners, and project staff helps us compile best practices for remote camera monitoring 

in Washington. These recommendations improve the efficacy, efficiency, and power of our 

work.  

A lready being assessed and incorporated into the 2014 Spring-Fall monitoring season are 

specific recommendations. In 2014, CWMP will : 

- Review of protocols and trai ning documents to ensure they are up to date and include 

the most relevant remote camera methods; and add detailed protocols for plac ing hair 

snare devices and scent lures at sites.  

- Continue to focus on wolverine sites in areas that can be monitored safely year-round. 

This year, some sites designated for wolverine detection were located where winter 

access was too dangerous or difficult to navigate.  

- Continue  to move south for wolf monitoring in areas such as the Gifford Pinchot 

National Forest.  

- Reach out to colleges and universities to engage upcoming wildlife professionals in 

wildlife monitoring in the state.  

- Ensure early coordination with other monitoring efforts throughout our coverage area 

both professional and citizen. 

- Develop a new strategy to provide volunteer and coordination capacity to build off of 

pilot year effort in the Rossland Range in British Columbia to study wildlife in this 

transboundary region, and compliment with monitoring on the Washington side of the 

border in the Kettles as well.   

- Create a new data management system to facilitate data exchange between volunteers 

and project staff. On both the volunteer end and the project staff end, data management 

has become difficult and inefficient. Given the availability of new wildlife moni toring 

methods and technologies, our system should be updated to maintain accuracy and 

efficiency. 

- Provide expanded opportunities for connections between volunteers and other ongoing 

wildlife field research in our state, and field skill trainings.  

As we plan for the 2013-2014 Winter monitoring season and the 2014 Spring-Fall monitoring 

season, we will continue discussions with project staff, volunteers, and our Advisory Council to 

ascertain improvements and recommendations for the Citizen Wildlife Monitorin g Project. 
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APPENDIX II: 2013 Photo Highlights  

 

Elk (Cervus elaphus), Big Crow Basin 

 

Black bear (Ursus americanus), Chiwaukum  




















































