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ABSTRACT

Under direction of the Pacific Northwest Electric Power Pl anning and
Conservation Act of 1980, and the subsequent Northwest Power Pl anning
Council's Colunbia River Basin Fish and Wldlife Program inpacts to
wildlife due to the devel opnent and operation of the U S. Arny Corps of
Engi neers Dworshak Project have been exanined. Using existing
information, it has been determned that the project has resulted in
the loss of 15.316 acres of elk habitat, 15,286 acres of white-tailed
deer habitat, 16.986 acres of black bear habitat, 14.776 acres of
ruffed grouse habitat, 13.616 acres of pileated woodpecker habitat, and
66 acres of vyellow warbler habitat (scrub-shrub/red alder). Acreages
of mallard, Canada goose, river otter, and beaver habitat could not be
deternmined from existing information. The interagency work group has
recommended that a HEP (Habitat Eval uation Procedure) be used to
determ ne changes in the quantity and quality of target species habitat
in the study area, due to the devel opnent and operati on of Dworshak
Reservoir.
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| NTRODUCTI ON

This report presents an analysis of inpacts on wildlife and their
habitats as a result of the devel opment and operation of the Dworshak
Proj ect. The study was funded by the Bonneville Power Adm nistration
under the authority of Section 1000 of the Col unbia River Basin Fish
and Wldlife Program adopted by the Northwest Power Pl anning Council
pursuant to Section 4(h) of the Northwest Electric Power Planning and
Conservation Act of 1980. The objectives of this study were to:

1. Summarize the net effects to wildlife (excluding bald eagles and
osprey) resulting from hydroel ectric devel opnent and operation of
Dwor shak Dam

2. Identify the current status, nanagenent goals, and plans of target
wildlife species (excluding bald eagles and osprey) and i mportant
wildlife habitats in the Dworshak Reservoir area.

3. Reconmend wildlife/wildlife habitat protection, mtigation, and
enhancement goals for the Dworshak Reservoir area.

The summary of net effects to wildlife is based on existing information
(Task 2, njective 1. Project Nv. 87-111). Existing information did
not adequately cover the effect of Dworshak Reservoir on nost target
species. Areas where information is insufficient to accurately assess
net effects to target species have been identified.

This study (87-111) was conducted concurrently with a Nez Perce Tribe
study (87-406). which examned Dworshak Project inpacts on bald eagles,
osprey, and downstream wildlife species. Both studies were designed to
include interested agencies and other entities. Meetings and field
tours were held concurrently. Agencies and other entities which
participated in all or part of the neetings and field tours included
the Nez Perce Tribe, U'S. Arny Corps of Engineers (USACE), U.S. Forest
Service (USFS), U S. Fish and Wldlife Service (USFW5), |daho
Departnent of Lands (I1DL). Bonneville Power Administration (BPA). and
Nor t hwest Power Pl anni ng Council (NWPPC). The Pacific Northwest
Uilities Conference Committee (PNUCC) was coordinated with throughout
this study. but did not attend neetings or the field tour. This study
(project 87-111) was funded by the Bonneville Power Adm nistration.

PRCIECT DESCRI PTI ON

Dworshak Dam located 1.9 nmiles upstreamfromthe nmouth of the North
Fork Cearwater Rver (Figure 1). is a concrete-gravity structure which
rises 717 feet above the riverbed. The hydraulic height of the dam
(depth of lake at dam) is 632 feet at full pool. Initial generator
installation includes two 90 negawatt generating units and one 220
nmegawatt generating wunit. Space is provided for the possible future
installation of three additional generator units (USACE 1975).
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Figure 1. Dworshak Reservoir and vicinity.



The Reservoir created by Dworshak Dam extends 53.6 nmiles up the North
Fork of the Oearwater R ver. The surface area of the reservoir at
full pool (1,600 feet msl) is 16,970 acres (USACE 1974) and the
shoreline length is 175 niles (USACE 1975). Maj or tributary arms of
the reservoir include Elk Creek (7 niles long) and the Little North
Fork (6 niles l|ong). The dam and lower portions of the reservoir are
within the Nez Perce |ndian Reservation.

The Dworshak pool elevation varies froma high of 1,600 nsl at full

pool to 1.445 psl at mnimm pool. The pool is drawn down in the fall
and winter, and held down during the early spring to provide storage
for spring flood waters. Refilling occurs during the spring and sumer

with full pool obtained in early July for the recreational season.

Water released fromthe reservoir is passed through turbines for
electrical power generation. Water is released on a seasonal basis to
meet flood control criteria. Hydropower needs and constraints dictate
daily operations (USACE 1985b). Recently, water budget requirenments
have altered Dworshak releases. Less water is released in the winter
so that additional releases into the Colunbia Basin System are possible
in the spring (USACE. pers. comun.).

Dwor shak Project |ands above the nornmal pool include 30,935 acres
(USACE 1985b) (Figure 2). These lands are classified towards various
project purposes including project operations, recreation, nmtigation,
envi ronnent al sensitive, and nultiple resource managenment (USACE pers.
commun. 1987). Exact acreages allocated to each classification are not
yet available as the final Dworshak Mster Plan has not been published,
and land classification titles and acreages have changed sonmewhat since
the 1985 Draft Master Pl an. Because it was the only document

avail able, acreage figures fromthe 1985 Draft Master Plan have been
used in this analysis of Dworshak WIldlife Inpacts.
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W LDLI FE M Tl GATI ON HI STORY

During the early planning stages for Dworshak Dam and Reservoir, the
project was known as the Bruce's Eddy Project. The name was changed in
1963 to honor the late Senator Henry C. Dworshak of |daho. The Bruce's
Eddy at-ea was first listed as a potential dam and reservoir site in the
early 1950's. Authority for construction was contained in Public Law
87-874, Section 201 of the Flood Control Act of 1962, in accordance

wi th House Docunent 403. 87th Congress, 2nd Session (USACE 1975). On
Septenmber 27, 1971. the river diversion tunnel was seal ed and Dwor shak
Reservoir was forned.

The history of the Dworshak Project has been filled with studies and
negoti ati ons. From the tine the Dworshak Project was first proposed,
therr have been many concerns about the inpact of the Dworshak Project
on wildlife, with loss of big ganme wi nter range the primary focus
(Norberg and Trout 1958). Although little data were available,
substantial inpacts to other wildlife species were expected (USFW5
1960. 1962).

Mehr hof f and Sather-Blair (1985) chronicled the history and status of
wildlife mtigation at the Dworshak Project up to 1985:

"In 1960 the USFWS published the first Coordination Act Report (CAR)
for the Dworshak Project. At that tine they recommended 24,000 acres
for mtigation in three areas: (1) 4.000 acres between Elk Creek and
Cranberry Creek: (2) 16.000 acres in Big Island - Swanp Creek area: and
(3) 4,000 acres at Smith Ridge. However, later that year the Corps

rel eased Design Menorandum No. 2 (USACE 1961) increasing the size of

t he pool area by 52% This. in essence, invalidated the mnitigation
recommendations in the CAR

"In 1962 the USFW5 updated the CAR based on the increase in project

si ze. The project would now fl ood approxi mately 15,000 acres of
terrestrial habitat. This time they recomrended 16,000 acres in Big

I sl and-Swanp Creek area, 10.000 acres on Smth R dge and clearing of
50-100 arre tracts along the project downstreamfromthe Little North
Fork COearwater River. The latter areas were intended to mtigate for
white-tailed deer and ruffed grouse | osses.

“In March of 1963, the |IDFG proposed establishing a 50,800 acre
managenment area at the junction of the Little North Fork and the North
Fork of the Cear-water Rivers (Heezen 1963). This area enconpassed the
headwat ers of the Dworshak pool and was referred to as the "Heezen
Block." It included 34,700 acres of state |and adm nistered by the
Idaho State Land Board (ISLE). 13.400 acres of private lands (45% of
which was owned by Potlatch Forest. Inc. (PFI). and 2,700 acres of
federal |ands. The area was contiguous with Forest Service |and and
consi dered desirable for vegetation manipulation to inprove its val ue
for big game (Heezen 1963).



"In March of 1964 the USFWS recommended that the Corps purchase
2.616 acres of private |ands and sign managenent agreenents for
remaining 9,600 acres of private land and 34.700 acres of state |and.
The proposal for private l|ands, however, net w th opposition fromthe
Corps and PFI (Sport Fishing Institute 1981). An agreement between
IDFG and |SLB was signed on August 12. 1965 concerning managenent of
state lands for big gane.

"After studies by the USFWS and IDFG within the 'Heezen Block" in 1966,
t he USFWS reconmended t hat the managenent area be reduced to

46.000 acres (USFWs 1966). No managenent agreements on private | ands
were requested. The USFWS recomended that 7.045 acres of private

| ands be purchased in fee. About 4,850 acres of this private |and was
located in the "Heezen Block" and was commonly referred to as the "hard
core " area. A little over 2.000 acres of private |land was added in
this proposal located at the extreme upper end of the reservoir on the
Little North Fork Cearwater River. This area was comonly referred to
as the Cobbler's Knob area. The Corps refused to consider this area as
part of the mitigation acquisition package (USACE 1967). Later in 1967
the IDFG reluctantly signed a managenent agreenent with PFl for the
Gobbl er Knob area.

"In response to a request from the Corps in 1967 the USFWS again
submitted a justification report for the nitigation proposed (USFWS
1968a) . They submitted that the 46,000 acre Heezen Bl ock was necessary
to develop and manage winter range for elk and mule deer. They
recommended that the "hard core" area be purchased in fee title while
the rest of the private and state | ands be managed under agreenents
with their respective owners. The greatest vegetation manipul ation for
browse production was to occur on the "hard core" |ands. In this
report the USFWS estimated that there would be a net increase of 915
elk if the proposed plan was adopted (this figure becones inportant in
later negotiations). During 1968 I DFG and the USFWS repeatedly
insisted that the "hard core" lands should be purchased by the Corps
rather than managed under agreenent (USFWS 1968b).

“I'n 1970 the Corps released its Public Use Plan for the Dworshak

Proj ect (USACE 1970). Besi des devel oping the 'hard core" area
exclusively for wildlife, they proposed three other levels of wldlife
managenent on project |ands: (1) fish and wildlife project |ands
(3.017 acres) - devel opnment freedom except no interference with project
operation: (2) general access |lands (10.687 acres) - available for
wildlife use with nmanagenment designed for wildlife given consideration:
(3) public recreation areas (6.806 acres) - incidental wildlife use
when not a detrinent to recreational goals. However, the USFWS
estimated that only 2.000 acres of these |ands coul d be nanaged for big
gane (USFWs 1970).

"I'n 1971 the I DFG and the USFW5 reopened negotiations [with USACE and
other agencies] on the additional acquisition of Smith Ridge |ands.

Thi s proposal was based on the fact that the managenent agreenments in
the Hrezen Block had not succeeded in providing additional benefits to
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bi g game (Meske 1971). Smith R dge lands are admnistered by |SLB, and
they and I DFG coul d not reach agreenent on a managenment scheme given
their divergent views on tinber and browse. [l daho Department of Lands
(IDL) is required by law to manage state endowrent |ands for their

hi ghest econom c return. Burning and the subsequent increased browse
production usually did not fit into the IDL tinber managenment goals.]

"I'n 1972 the USFW5 once again was asked to prepare a report justifying
the mtigation proposal. In their report the USFWS stated: "It is our
judgnent that full control of 4,500 acres on Smith R dge is required,
in addition to the 3.217 acres within project takeline, plus the

5.120 acres of hard core | and under intensive managenent, to adequately
conpensate for big gane | osses caused by construction and operation of
Dwor shak Dam and Reservoir.' (USFWs 1972).

"After 1972 the IDFG and USFWS continued to stress the need for
acquisition of the hard core area and Snith Ridge to conplete
mtigation. The hard core area was acquired through |and transfer with
the Bureau of Land Managerment in 1978. However, Smith R dge |and
negotiations were deadl ocked. [The 1SLB suggested that a |and exchange
be carried out between the IDL and the USFS that would place the Smith
Ridge lands into USFS ownership. For various reasons, this exchange
and it has not been conducted (IDL. pers. comun.).] In two letters
dated March 14 and Novenber 17. 1981 the Corps suggested to |DFG that
24,000 acres of project lands be used to mtigate for big ganme |osses.
This new proposal was in response to the stalled situation in acquiring
the Smith R dge area. The Corps proposed to use project |ands for
browse production.

'The |1 DFG responded on February 11. 1983 that '...if sufficient browse
can be developed, nitigation wll be considered conplete.' The amount
of browse necessary was defined as that '.. required to feed 915 elk
for a 100-day w nter period.' If this goal [1.8 mi|lion annual pounds
of browse] can not be achieved on project |and, |IDFG suggested that
other off-project lands be obtained, specifically Smth Ridge. The
Corps responded on April 7, 1983, accepting the IDFGs revi sed goal and
pl ans are being made to nodify project docunents” (Mehrhoff and
Sather-Blair 1985).



M TIGATION TO DATE

In 1978. 4.028 acres of public land was w thdrawn from Bureau of Land
Managenment adninistration to Corps of Engi neers administration for
mtigation purposes. This land was included in the 5.120 acre hard
core wildlife nitigation area, purchased by the Corps and |ocated at

t he confluence of the Little North Fork and the North Fork of the
Cearwater Rver (Figure 2). The hard core (5.120 acre) area is
located within the original “Heezen Block” (50.800 acres). It is
managed for wildlife under a Menorandum of Under st andi ng signed by the
IDFG and the Corps (Mehrhoff and Sather-Blair 1985).

Presently, 75 subunits, totaling 2,905 acres, have been clear cut and
burned to create brushfields on the hard core mtigation area (USACE
1985a) . In addition to these planned clearcuts. another 79 acres have
been cut after the bl ow down of 1983, bringing the total of created
brushfields to 2.984 acres. Roads. fire lanes, and |andings have been
grass seeded and fertilized after burning, for both soil stabilization
and big gane spring forage (USACE pers. commun.).

Al t hough not specifically designed for nmitigation, 811 acres downstream
of the hard core area have been devel oped for browse or grass

production during the 1970's. In addition. seven management units
downstream from the hard core area are designated for future habitat
mani pul ati ons, including logging, hand slashing, roller crushing,

burning. herbicide treatnents, and selective thinning (USACE 1985a).

Origi nal managenment agreenents between the IDFG and the |Idaho State
Land Board and Potlatch Forest, Inc., signed in the md-1960's. are
still acknow edged. However, these agreenents, which cover lands in
the original “Heezen Block,” are not effective in nitigating wildlife
inpacts (IDFG pers. conmmun. in Mehrhoff and Sather-Blair 1985). Based
on prelimnary browse production estinmates projected to the year 1994,
a total of 563,028 pounds of browse is expected to be produced annually
on Dworshak project |ands (USACE pers. comrun.). This figure includes
400, 150 pounds on the hard core area, 106,598 pounds on naturally
occurring brushf ields. and 56.280 pounds on |ower reservoir

devel opments plus the Gold Creek burn area.



STUDY AREA

The North Fork of the Clearwater River watershed covers 2,440 square
mles with a nean annual run off of 4,100.000 acre-feet (USACE 1985b).
The climate is characterized by mld sumrers and long, cold wnters.
Precipitation averages 51 inches annually, ranging from 24 inches near
Dwnrshak Dam to 80 inches near the headwaters of the North Fork (USACE
1985b) .

Dwor shak Reservoir is located in the lIdaho white pine belt. \Wite pine
stands are m xed with grand fir, Douglas fir, Englemann spruce and red

cedar. Much of the drainage bottonms are characterized by clinmx stands
of cedar and grand fir (USACE 1975). Pure Ponderosa pine stands on
sout h-facing slopes have becone nixed with Douglas fir. Fire and

| oggi ng have inpacted portions of the study area as seral brushfields
have replaced conifer forests in sone areas.

For purposes of this wildlife inpact assessnent, the study area
includes the 16,970 acre reservoir site and the 30,935 acres of Corps
project lands adjacent to the reservoir (Figure 2). Hence, this
assessment will take into account inpacts to wildlife fromactivities
and habitat nmanipulations on all project lands, in addition to inpacts
from the inundation of 16.970 acres of habitat. The total study area
is 47.905 acres. Impacts to wildlife downstream of Dworshak Dam will
be exam ned during the concurrent NPZ Perce Tribe study (BPA Project
NO. 87-406).



METHODS

At the outset of this study, the interagency work group selected ten
target species and agreed to evaluate the inpacts fromthe operation
and devel opnent of the Dworshak Project on each species. These target
species were primarily chosen because of their regional inportance to
the area, and/or because it was felt that they could be used as an

i ndi cator species to represent inpacts to other wildlife species with
simlar habitat needs (Table 1).

As per contract 87-111. inpacts to target species have been assessed
using information existing from past studies and negotiations. In an
effort to augment existing information, long tine residents of the
North Fork O ear-water River Basin have been interviewed. Pre- proj ect
aerial photos obtained fromthe IDL (1968) and USACE (1966) have been
exami ned to conpare pre-construction and post-construction habit at
conditions in the Dworshak pool area.
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Table 1. Target species selected for the Daorshak WIldlife |npact
Assessnent .
Speci es Reason for Selection
Rocky Muntain elk (Cervus elaphus) Important big game species.
Wiite-tailed deer (Qdocoileus virginianus) Important big game species.
Ruffed grouse (Bonasa unbell us) [ mportant upland gane
- T speci es.
Pil eated woodpecker (Oryocopus pil eatus) I ndi cator species for
ol d-growth dependent
speci es.
Beaver (Castor canadensis) I mportant aquatic
furbearer.
River otter (Lutra canadensis) I ndi cator species for
aquatic furbearers.

Yellow warbler (Dendroica petechia)

Mal | ard (Anas pl atyrhynchos)

Canada goose (Branta canadensis)

Bl ack bear (Ursus anericanus)

I ndi cator species for
wildlife associated with

scrub-shrub wetl ands.

I ndi cator waterfow

speci es.

[ mportant  wat erfow

speci es.

Important big ganme species.
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RESULTS AND DI SCUSSI ON

HABI TAT AND LAND USE

Pre-construction Conditions

Prior to inundation, the lower 55.5 miles of the North Fork of the
Clearwater River flowed through a nostly renpte area characterized by
ext ensive tinber stands, steep canyon walls, and some scattered bench
and open areas. Mjor tributaries included the Little North Fork and
Elk Creek.

Most of the land use in the Dworshak Project area was devoted to
forestry uses, by both private corporations and public agencies

(Table 2). Over 60% of the total |and acquired by the Corps for the
Dwor shak Project was in private ownership (USACE 1985b). Agricul tural
activities were linited in the area.

Both | ogging activities and forest fires greatly influenced the
vegetati on structure and conposition in the North Fork Cl earwater
drai nage.

During 1910 and 1919. forest fires burned extensive areas in the Upper
North Fork Cearwater drainage, creating large shrubfields (USFWs
1962). Most of the mmjor burns occurred above the confluence of the
North Fork Clearwater and Little North Fork (Norberg and Trout 1958).
Logging activities, with the subsequent renpval of overstory. led to
the creation of shrubfields in the ower part of the North Fork

drai nage (Norberg and Trout 1958). Although supporting narketable
stands of tinber, many of the |lower slopes of the North Fork drai nage
were not harvested due to rough topography and i naccessible sites
(USACE 1970). The drai nage bottons were doni nated by clinmax stand of
cedar and grand fir (USACE 1975).

Norberg and Trout (1958) sanpled vegetation in the Dworshak Project
area, using quantitative ocular estimations to determi ne conposition
and density of various plant species in the area. They found that six
veget ati on zones (Daubenmire 1946) were represented in the Project

area, reported in ascending order: the wheatgrass-bluegrass zone, the
fescue-wheatgrass zone, the ponderosa pine zone, the Douglas fir zone,
the arborvitae-hem ock zone, and the spruce-fir zone. The first two
zones. in which coniferous vegetation was absent, were only represented
in the lower portions of the North Fork drainage.

In climax stands of Douglas fir, arborvitae-hem ock, and spruce-fir,
dense canopies restricted sunlight fromreaching the forest floor. In
the ponderosa pine zone, found nore in the |ower portion of the
proposed Project area, the nore open forest canopy allowed |arge
quantities of sunlight to reach nid-story browse species (Norberg and
Trout 1958). Norberg and Trout (1958) concluded that there was no
great difference in the abundance or conposition of plant species above
and below the proposed high pool elevations.

12



Table 2.

Approxi mate | and use acreages of USACE project lands prior to
devel opnent of the Dworshak Project (USACE 1975).

Land Usel Acr eage
Cropland or inproved grazing 670
Uni nproved  grazing 900
Cut over tinber 2,800
Mar ket abl e  timber 20, 000
Reproduction tinber 17.000
Ri ver bed 2,2002
O her 100
Tot al 43,6703

L' In general terms, cut over tinmber refers to areas where tinber has

recently been harvested: marketable tinber refers

to stands over 40"

tall and over 9" dianeter; and reproduction tinber refers to tinber

less than 40° tall and less than 9" dianeter.

2 The reason for the difference between this nunber
streanbed acreage of 1.700 quoted in Table 3,

and the water and

is unknown.

$ This acreage figure does not include the hard core nitigation area.
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Heezen (1962) inventoried streanside vegetation along the North Fork
O earwater R ver. Informati on obtained included species conposition,
density, and crown coverage. Thirty species of woody plants were
encountered in the Project area, with seven being coniferous. Gand
fir, western red cedar, and Douglas fir were the nost frequently
encountered coniferous species while willow nountain maple,
serviceberry, redstem ceanothus, hawthorn, dogwood, bittercherry,
chokecherry, cascara, and elderberry were nost inportant browse species
encount er ed. The ten maj or browse species made up 21% of all plants
encountered and 38% of the total crown cover per acre. Coni f er ous

ti mber provided 15% of the plants encountered and 30% of the crown
cover. Snowberry and spirea were the nost nunerous plants in the area,
conprising alnost one half of all plants encountered. However,
combined, they only totaled 5% of the crown cover per acre.

The proposed pool area (bel ow el evation 1,600 feet nsl) had an average
woody plant density of 19,949 plants per acre, as conpared to 24, 396

plants per acre for the entire study area (Heezen 1962). Al ten
browse speci es were encountered in the pool area, making up 22% of the
total plants counted and 27X of the crown cover. Conifers nmade up 17X

of the plants encountered and 33% of the crown cover.

The USFWS (1962) listed the principal cover types that would be

i nundated by the proposed Dworshak Reservoir (Table 3). The dense
coniferous type (largely Douglas fir and cedar-hem ock associations)
was generally nmore preval ent along the south side of the drainage,

whil e the open coniferous type (Douglas fir and pine associations) was
nore typical on the sunny slopes of the north side of the river.

Agricultural land included many small irregular fields used for hay
production and gardening. Thirty-eight sets of inprovenents other than
roads and bridges were inundated, including logging facilities and homne
sites along with various subsistence-type honesteads (USACE 1961).

Steele (1971) studied red alder and other habitat types along the North
Fork of the COearwater Rver just prior to inundation. He found that
as a result of fire and logging, only small patches of climx forest
donminated by western red cedar remained in the study area.

Banks and terraces lying within a few neters of the high water |ine of
the river contained a flora quite different fromthe red al der habitat
found on higher terraces and along tributaries (Steele 1971). In
general, willow and a small species of sagebrush adapted to gravel bars
conprised the major shrub portion of the vegetation. The species
appeared to be confined to what is probably a |layer of cool air flow ng
along the river channel. The same conditions which pernitted these
species to persist along the river channel also apparently prevented
the invasion of red alder on newWy formed alluvium next to the river.
Steele (1971) concluded that the North Fork of the Clearwater River

di spl ayed an unusual conbi nation of tenperature and precipitation and
hence contained nunerous species uncommon to |daho.
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Table 3. Principal cover types w thin Dworshak Reservoir site (USFW
1962) .
Cover Type Acr eage Per cent
Qpen coniferous tinber 7,300 43
Dense coniferous tinber 6.100 36
Brush 1.190 7
G ass 510 3
ricultural crops 170 1
ter and streanbed 1,700 10
Tot al 16, 970 100
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Post -construction Conditions

The Dworshak Project created a 16.970 surface acre reservoir,

inundating 54 mles of the free-flowing North Fork Oear-water River and
many cunulative mles of tributaries. About 15,270 acres of |ow

el evation vegetation were lost along with the river and streanbed
(1,700 acres). Steele (1971) stated that the loss of red alder habitat
to the Dworshak Reservoir threatens certain disjunct and endenic

popul ations along the North Fork. \When Dworshak Reservoir filled, only
a third of this unusual habitat renained (Steele 1971).

Because of flood control and power needs, the reservoir is drawn down
every fall and winter from the high pool elevation of 1,600 feet nsl.
In the years that the |ow pool elevation of approximately 1,445 feet
nel is reached, 7,367 acres of shoreline and nudflats are exposed,
preventing the establishnment of normal riparian species (Asherin and
Ome 1978). Annual forbs and grasses invade the exposed banks every
year on the |ower half of the reservoir (Asherin and Onme 1978).

In most winters, solid ice forns on upper Daorshak Reservoir and
extends down as far as Magnus Bay. with open water bel ow that point
(Meske 1977). In exceptionally cold winters, the entire reservoir
freezes over. Reservoir operations (lowering water levels) in the
winter often expose and weaken ice along the reservoir edges. The huge
bl ocks of ice Ieft on steep hillsides can make a form dable barrier to
big game novenents (Meske 1975).

The creation of Dworshak Reservoir increased human access to areas
surrounding the North Fork O earwater drainage. In 1984, 348,320
peopl e used recreational sites along Dworshak Reservoir (USACE 1985b).
Also, the reservoir may have hel ped access some tinber stands, (by
means of reservoir transport), which in the past were considered

i npractical to harvest because of terrain, extreme cost of renoval, and
high costs of access roads.

Creation of Dworshak Reservoir has also led to changes on part of the
30.935 acres of project lands that the Corps purchased adjacent to

Dwor shak Reservoir. These lands are classified and nanaged for various
project purposes and functions. Specific habitat alterations have
occurred on project |ands because of dam and powerhouse construction,
log handling facilities, road construction, recreation facilities,
wildlife nmanagenment, and wldlife mtigation.

A total of 247 acres of project land near Ahsahka is classified as
project operations |land (USACE 1985b). The dam powerhouse, rock
quarry. and related structural facilities occupy about 124 acres of the
project operations |and. In the md-1970's. the USACE contracted and
pl anted approximately 200,000 trees and shrubs in the canyon below the
dam  Although the planting effort has reclainmed part of the area for a
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few species of wildlife, humandi sturbance and the actual presence of
structures have conbined to nake the area of linited value for most
target wildlife species. Project operations |land covers an additional
22.4 acres of land at Evans Creek (future overnight canp) and

29.3 acres of land in the Little North Fork (old quarry). Thus, of the
299 acres of project operations land, approximtely 153 acres have been
lost to target wildlife species due to construction of the dam

power house, rock quarries, and related facilities. The additional

146 acres of project operations |and have undergone changes in wildlife
habitat quality.

Land use classifications for present and future log handling facilities
cover 184 acres of project lands. These areas, located close to the
shoreline, are characterized by log piles, dirt roads, machinery, and
noi se. The areas are used seasonally.

A total of 1.245 acres have been allocated to recreation high density
(Figure 3). 1,120 acres have been allocated to recreation high density
future, and 4,083 acres have been allocated to recreation | ow density
(USACE 1985b) . O the total acreage allocated to recreation around
Dworshak Reservoir, 300 acres have actually been devel oped with parking
lots, buildings, plantings, etc. (USACE, pers. conmun.). Additional
devel opment is expected in the future.

An estimted 3.200 acres of project tinmberland (USACE 1961) was
originally needed to build approximately 27 nmiles of new roads on
proj ect |ands (USACE 1970). Most of these roads are used seasonally.
Asherin and One (1978) delineated 63.2 acres of roads on Dwor shak
Project |ands.

A total of 811 acres of project |ands have been devel oped for wildlife
browse or grass production during the 1970's. In addition, seven
management units are designated for future habitat manipul ations (USACE
1985). A total of 2,905 acres have been clearcut and burned on the
hard c-ore nitigation area (USACE 1985). Another 79 acres have been cut
since the blow down of 1983. Mbst habitat mani pul ations for wildlife
have changed cover types from dense coniferous tinber to brush.

Asherin and One (1978) inventoried vegetation on 24,376.5 acres of
Dwor shak project lands (Table 4). This inventory did notinclude the
5.120 acre hard core wildlife nitigation area. Ei ghty-nine percent of
the |l and along the reservoir was in coniferous overstory. 55%in
brushfield. 4.12 in grassland or brackenfern, and 1.0%in red al der
vegetation types. Asherin and Onme (1978) considered the red al der/
mai denhair fern vegetation type to be rare along the reservoir, as was
the western hemock type, which was found in only one |ocation al ong
the Little North Fork armof the reservoir.

A majority of the land adjacent to the project lands is owned by
Potlatch Corporation, or the State Department of Lands (USACE 1985).
Much of the |and has been clearcut in the past, with the remaining
stands expected to be cut in the future (USACE pers. commun. 1987).
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Table 4. Hectares and acres of vegetation and landform types
enconpassi ng Corps take | ands al ong Dworshak Reservoir (Asherin and
Onme 1978).

%of Tot al
type Hect ar es Acr es Area
Br ackenf ernl or char dgrass-ti not hy 145.7 360.1 1.5
Cheat grass brone/ buckhorn pl antain 107.7 266.1 1.1
Kentucky bl uegrass-cheatgrass brone- 154.1 380.7 1.6

or char dgr ass
Mal | ow ni nebar k- cr eanbush oceanspr ay 431.9 1067. 3 4.3
Mockor ange/ cheat grass brone 118.3 292.3 1.2
Western heml ock 54.3 134.1 0.6
West ern redcedar ! nai denhair fern 671.1 1658. 4 6.8
Dougl as fir/serviceberry-common snowberry 2230.3 5510.9 22.6
Grand fir/maidenhair fern 517.3 1278. 3 5.2
M xed conifer (grand fir)/thinbleberry 1420. 8 3510.7 14. 4
M xed conifer (Western redcedar)/ 1330.9 3288.7 13.5
t hi nbl eberry
M xed conifer (Douglas fir)/serviceberry- 2099.5 5187.9 21.3
t hi nbl eberry
Red al der/maidenhair fern 93.3 230. 4 1.0
Ponderosa pi ne/ coomon  snowberry 35.9 88.8 0.4
Ponder osa pi ne/ cheat grass brone 424. 7 1049. 4 4.3
Roads 25.6 63. 2 0.3
Marinas and public access areas 3.7 9.2 0. 04
Tot al 9865.1 24.376.5 100.0
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TARCET SPEC ES

ELK

Pre-construction  Conditions

The Cleat-water R ver drainage is one of the nost inportant big gane
areas in ldaho and the nation (USACE 1975). FEk and deer herds are
nationally known, and draw hunters from all over the United States.

The North Fork Cl earwater drainage supports the second | argest el k herd
in the Cearwater Basin (USACE 1975).

In 1910 and again in 1919. large forest fires swept through the upper
part of the drainage, creating vast brushfields on 180 square mles of
potential elk winter range (USFWs 1962). Approximately 57 square mles
of elk winter range in the Dworshak area was also burned. This,
coupled with an increase in logging operations at |ower elevations,
contributed to an increase of elk nunbers in the |ower North Fork
(Dworshak area) (USFWs 1962).

Nor herg and Trout (1958) counted 5,329 elk in the North Fork Cl earwater
drainage during wi nter census work. Approximtely 11% (720 ani nmals) of
the elk were counted in the proposed Dworshak pool area. It was felt
that elk nunbers were still increasing in the area, based on additional
forage becoming available after 1logging activities. Norberg and Trout
(1958) sunmarized that ".. the value of this range (Dworshak) cannot be
nmeasured in terns of square niles or even in terns of total anount of
avail abl e food. Its greatest value is its ability to keep animals
alive during short emergency periods. Loss of this range would nean a
begi nning of excessive big gane population fluctuations."

The el k population in the North Fork Cl earwater drai nage was estinmated
at 12,000 animals in 1956 (USFW5s 1962). The average annual harvest of
elk from 1956 to 1960 was about 2.400 animals. The annual elk

popul ation of the North Fork during a 50 year period of analysis was
expected to average about 18,000 aninals (USFWS 1962).

Later studies (USFWs 1973). wusing el k harvest statistics collected by
the IDFG for the period 1954-1971, indicated that the North Fork elk
popul ati on peaked between 1959 and 1963. A peak elk population of
13.773 animals and an average late wnter population of 11.431 aninals
were calculated for the North Fork drainage (USFWs 1973). After this
time. elk nunbers were believed to begin a slow decline, as deciduous
shrubfiel ds becanme decadent and conifer invasion occurred (USACE 1975).

Post-construction Conditions

Devel opment and operation of the Dworshak project inundated about
15.100 acres of elk and deer wi nter range (USFWs 1962). The stream bed
and agricultural lands were not included as elk habitat (Table 3). At

| east 216 acres of habitat have been lost on Dworshak project |ands due
to project operations (dam powerhouse, and related facilities), and
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road construction. An additional 630 acres of wildlife habitat have
been changed due to project operations (146 acres), |og handling

(184 acres). and developed recreation (300 acres). A total of

3,795 acres (Table 6) of habitat have been manipulated on Project |ands
to create big game browse. New road construction and boating access
have increased the nunber of people entering the | ower North Fork

dr ai nage.

I medi ately follow ng i nundati on by Dworshak Reservoir, nmgjor elk

wi ntering areas downstream from Thonpson's Creek included Smith R dge
and Magnus Bay. In addition, a few elk wi ntered throughout the |length
of the river downstreamto the confluence with the dearwater River. A
smal | concentration of elk occurred in Elk Creek, a few miles upstream
fromthe mouth (USACE 1975).

Meske (1977) conpared 1956 and 1972 el k census data with three year
average harvest data for 1958 to 1960 and 1970 to 1972. The data
pertained to el k popul ati on and harvest nunbers from G andad Bridge on
Dwor shak Reservoir to the headwaters of the North Fork. The decline in
the el k popul ation was 24% while the decline in the harvest rate was
442. However, statewide elk harvest, based on 1956 and 1972 estimates,
had declined 59%

Asherin and One (1978) conducted an aerial count of elk along the
lower 33 mles of Dworshak Reservoir in April, 1976. A total of 134
el k were counted.

El k counts in the Smith ridge area have increased from 100 aninmals in
1976 to 439 aninals in 1985. Bulls only hunting was inplemented in the
area, starting in 1977 (IDFG pers. conmun.).

| DFG and USACE personnel surveyed nearly the entire reservoir by
helicopter on winter flights in 1984 and 1985. A total of 513 elk were
counted in 1984, and 937 were counted in 1985 (IDFG 1985). The | argest
concentrations were found between Reeds Creek and Slide Creek on the
south side of the reservoir, and Squires Creek to Thrasher Creek in the
Smith Ridge area.

In the past ten years, tinber harvest has increased dramatically on
adj acent lands to the point where potential thermal and hiding cover is
rapi dly di sappearing (USACE pers. commun.).

| npact Assessnent

The study area provided 46,035 acres of elk habitat prior to the
Dwor shak  Proj ect. Fol lowing inundation and Project |and devel opnent,
30.719 acres of habitat renained.
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Pre-construction habitat (15,100 + 30, 935) 46.035 acres
Habi tat Lost

I nundati on 15,100 acres

Roads 63 acres

Project Qperations 153 acres
Total Habitat Lost 15,316 acres
Post-construction  habitat 30,719 acres
Estinmated El k Lost 720t animals
Habitat Changed

Project Qperations 146 acres

Log Handl i ng 184 acres

Recreation Devel opnents 300 acres

Browse Devel oprents 3,795 acres
Total Habitat Changed 4,425 acres

The Sport Fishing Institute (1981) chronicles over 20 years of studies
and negotiations concerning Dworshak Reservoir inpacts on elk. Early
in 1983. the |IDFG and USAGE agreed on a mitigation goal of producing
sufficient browse on hard core and other Dworshak Project lands to feed
915 elk for a 100 day winter period. To achieve this goal,

1. 830. 000 pounds woul d need to be avail abl e annually from Decenber 15

t hrough March 25. Based on prelimnary browse production estinates,
projected to the year 1994, a total of 563.028 pounds of browse is
expected to be produced annually on Dworshak Project |ands (USACE pers.
commun. ). This includes 400.150 pounds on the hard core area.

106. 598 pounds on naturally occurring brushfields. and 56.280 pounds on
| ower reservoir developnents plus the Gold Ceek burn area.

One of the reasons nost of the early work keyed on the inpacts to elk
was because of the econonic inportance of this species to the region
and state. A cooperative study of the econonic inpact of elk hunting
in ldaho recently conpleted by IDFG and the USFS estimated the value of
a WWUD (WIldlife and Fish User Day) in 1982 at $100. In 1985. an
estimted 68.450 hunter days were spent in |IDFG big game Units 8A. 9A
10. and 10A. which is where the Dworshak Project is |ocated. Thi s
represents a net econonic value of elk of over 6.8 million dollars in
the four nanagenent units in which the Dworshak Project is a part of.

Addi tional | nformation Needed

A projected total of 563.028 pounds of browse will be produced on
Dwor shak project lands in 1994. Since this is only about one third of
t he agreed upon browse production goal of 1.8 million pounds, the work

group needs to explore additional alternatives for elk mtigation. The
magni t ude of tinber harvesting activities on adjacent |ands and | oss of
thernmal and security cover should also be examined and included where
applicable to future mtigation planning. The interagency work group
needs to decide if a Habitat Evaluation Procedure (HEP) shoul d be
conducted on elk on the Dworshak Project.
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Managenent Coals, Plans, and Prograns

A statewi de goal of the IDFG (Toweill et al. 1985a) is to increase elk
popul ations in areas or units, or portions thereof, where natural
forage is available. Four statewi de issues pertaining to the Dworshak
Project include:

(1) Adequacy of food and cover on winter range is a mmjor factor
l[imting nunbers of elk in nmany areas.

(2) Quality of sone winter ranges is deteriorating because of plant
succession or vegetative changes caused by |and managenent
practices.

(3) Roading and logging in elk habitat increases vulnerability of elk
to harvest, displaces elk, elimnates habitat, and reduces cover.
Thus the ability of the habitat to produce and support el k can be
reduced and gane managenent options restricted.

(4) Elk habitat is lost to residential and recreational devel opnent.

Sone strategies the IDFG (Toweill et al. 1985a) have devel oped to deal
with these issues include:

(1) The IDFG will work with federal, state, and private l|and managers
to inmplement prograns of controlled burning and other range
rehabilitation neasures on elk wnter range.

(2) The IDFG will update and advocate inplenentation of elk/ | oggi ng
gui del i nes.

(3) The IDFG wi Il encourage decision nakers to consider habitat needs
of elk in their land use plans, and to provide mtigation for
critical habitats |ost through devel opment whenever possible.

Dwor shak Reservoir and project |lands are located within small portions
of I DFG big gane managenment Units 8A. 9A 10, and 10A The |DFG goal
(Toweill et al. 1985a) is to increase elk populations to 1,000 aninals
in Unit 8A 1,500 animals in Unit 9A 15.000 animals in Unit 10. and
1.200 animals in Unit 10A

Two issues in Managenent Area 3. which includes these units, are:

(I) Full mtigation for elk habitat | osses due to Dworshak Reservoir
has not been achieved.

(2) Plant succession is reducing winter range size [over nuch of Area

31, and the anount of available forage per acre has dramatically
decl i ned.
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Some strategies the IDFG (Toweill et al. 1985a)

Wi th

(1)

(2)

have developed to deal

these issues include:

The IDFG will continue to work with the Corps of Engineers to neet
mtigation goals and objectives and intensify efforts with the
State Land Board, USFS, Corps of Engineers, and USFWS to conpl ete
acquisition of needed elk winter range on project [ands.

The IDFG will provide the USFS and other |and managenent agencies
with our elk managenent goals.
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VWHI TE- TAI LED DEER

Pre-construction Condi ti ons

White-tailed deer were ahundant in northern Idaho in the early 1800’ s.
By the early 1900's. whitetail populations were |ow, due to over-
exploitation by trappers, mners, and settlers. After several decades
of protect ion, whitetail nunbers probably peaked in the late 1940's and
early 1950's (Hanna and Meske 1985).

VWhitetail habitat in Idaho is donmi nated by dense coniferous forests

i nterspersed with natural brushfields. |ogged areas, river bottons, and
farm | ands. Jageman (1984) summarized white-tail ed deer habitat use
patterns in northern Ildaho. Wite-tailed deer subsist primarily on
browse throughout nost of the year in northern Idaho, often switching
to grass and forbs in the spring and fall. In winter, deer are usually
| ocated at | ower elevations in association with river bottoms or |ake
shores (Pengelly 1961). Deer generally use nmore open sidehills during
mlder weather, and dense coniferous stands when tenperatures decrease
or snow depth increases. In the best. habitats, severity of winter
appears to be the major limting factor on popul ati on growh (Hanna and
Meske 1985).

Norberg and Trout (1958) conducted an aerial search for white-tailed
deer in the North Fork Cl earwater drainage during the w nter of

1955- 56. A total of 411 white-tailed deer was observed in the
drainage. with 95% | ocated from Ahsahka to the nouth of the Little
North Fork. A total of 98.15 (403 aninmals) of the entire wintering
popul ati on was counted in the area that would be inundated by the
proposed Dworshak pool . It was believed that only a snall portion of
the whitetail population was counted, due to heavy cover conditions in
the area. Al animals were wintering below 3,500 feet in elevation,
with the majority well below 3.000 feet.

Based partly on Norberg and Trout’s (1958) work, the USFW5 (1962)
estimated that 3.000 white-tailed deer wintered in the Dwrshak big
gane range. nost below 2,000 feet in elevation and nost in the proposed
reservoir site during severe wnters.

The white-tailed deer winter range, determned to be about 206 square
mles. extended fromthe nouth of the North Fork upstreamto Skull
Creek (tabove Canyon Ranger Station). However, 183 square niles (89%

of the delineated winter range was located in an area that would be
directlly influenced by the proposed Bruce’ s Eddy Dam (Norberg and Trout
1958).

The percentage distribution of white-tailed deer was not correl ated
with the percentage distribution of burned winter range, as nost of the
| arge burns occurred above whitetail w nter range. In the |ower area,
where nost of the whitetails were |ocated, small, scattered burns
combined with logging activities created excellent white-tail ed deer
habitat (Norberg and Trout 1958).
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The USFWS (1960) stated that npbst of the winter food for deer occurs in
the brushland or open coniferous types. These cover types accounted
for 8,490 acres of habitat inundated by Dworshak Reservoir (USFWS

1962).

Post -constructi on Conditions

Devel opment and operation of the Dworshak Project inundated about
15,000 acres of elk and deer winter range (USFWS 1962). Al though the
entire reservoir still fell within delineated white-tailed deer w nter
range (Norberg and Trout 1958). npst of the actual use occurred in the
| ower two-thirds of the proposed reservoir site, fromSilver Creek
downst ream Because nost white-tailed deer spend critical w nter
periods below elevation 2,000 feet, and because the water level in the
North Fork drai nage was changed from 940 nsl to 1.600 nsl with the
conpl etion of Dwaorshak Reservoir, the deer lost 660 vertical feet of
their fornmer winter range (USACE 1975). The reservoir inundated |and
required as emergency winter range for white-tailed deer (Norberg and
Trout 1958).

Ice formation on Dworshak Reservoir has caused problens for deer.
During the winter of 1971. a ninimum of 110 deer fell through the ice
and dr owned. In addition, 95 deer on ice were eaten by coyotes (Meske
1972). The deer were browsing on the foliage of felled trees that had
floated on. then frozen into, the lake surface. Meske (1976) reported
t hat observed | osses on the ice alone anounted to over 200 deer that
one year, but the actual |oss was probably several tines that nunber.

Meske (1977) studied white-tailed deer browse utilization and novenents
after Dworshak Reservoir was filled. He found the majority of the

wi nter range to be dom nated by conifers, with redstem ceanothus the
primary browse species. The najority of other preferred species such
as nountain maple, serviceberry, and willow had already grown too tall
to be of much benefit to deer. Average browse utilization from 1973 to
1976 progressed from33%to 58%to 85%to 89% It was hypothesized
that the deer popul ation had crashed in the 1971-72 winter (when the
reservoir was first being filled) to a point bel ow the carrying
capacity of the remaining winter range, but had rapidly expanded again
to the capacity of the range.

During January 1975, Meske (1977) observed 323 white-tailed deer (by
boat) between Dworshak Dam and Magnus Bay. It appeared that Magnus Bay
was a major reservoir crossing point, and that a chronic problem wth
ice and coyotes was possible. Fourteen white-tailed deer were

radi o-col lared during the winters of 1975 and 1976. and foll owed from
winter range along Dworshak Reservoir to summer range (Meske 1977).
Average distance from winter to summer range was nine airline mles,
ranging from one-half mle to 21 niles.
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Meske (1977) concluded that the thin ribbon of |and around | ower
Dworshak Reservoir was of high value to wintering white-tailed deer,
and that it was the key to whitetail populations fromfar surrounding
areas.

Asherin and One (1978) counted white-tailed deer along the | ower

33 mile:; of Dworshak Reservoir by helicopter in April 1976. This area
i ncluded nearly all of the whitetail w nter range (Asherin and One
1978).

A total of 584 whitetails were counted with 44.2X on the east side and
55.8% on the west side. Major concentration areas included the north
si de of Canyon Creek, Little Bav area, Magnus Bay/Evans Creek, Elk
Ceek Recreation Area, mouth of Elk Creek to Cranberry Creek, Oneil
Creek, and Ladds Creek. Asherin and Onme (1978) attenpted to eval uate
relative use of major vegetation types by big gane species,
particularly white-tailed deer (Table 5). Ext ensi ve deer use of
green-up on exposed nud banks at the Dent Acres area and at the nmouth
of the Elk Creek arm was observed. Use of green-up on nud flats al ong
other areas was nuch lighter.

| DFG and USACE personnel conducted wi nter aerial counts of whitetails
along Dworshak during 1984 and 1985. A total of 985 were counted
between the dam and the Little North Fork confluence area in 1984, and
1.088 were counted in 1985.

About 19, 200 acres of Corps Project |ands bel ow Gold Creek and El kberry
Creek are included in the mgjor whitetail wnter range. Land use
activities on this land have altered whitetail habitat to sonme degree.

The dam power plant. rock quarry and related facilities occupy

124 acres of project operations land that was fornerly white-tailed
deer winter range. Habitat quality of an additional 123 acres of
project operations |and has been rhanged in the | ower reservoir area.

Fourteen recreation sites (Figure 3). are located on the lower portion
of the reservoir, within whitetail wnter range. A total of 270 acres
has been devel oped with parking |ots. buildings, plantings, etc. on
these areas (USACE pers. commun.). Most recreational sites along the
reservoir are characterized by nore gentle terrain than is typical for
the rest of the area. A total of 1,870 acres of project |ands |ocated
in whitetail winter range have been cl assified as Recreation High
Density. and 4.083 acres have been classified as Recreation Low Density
(USACE 1985hb). Because npbst recreation activities do not take place
during thr winter. human disturbance probably has a m ninmal effect on
whitetail winter range.
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Table 5. Conparison of relative winter use by big gane on nmjor
vegetation types at four wintering areas al ong Dworshak Reservoir, 1977
(Asherin and One 1978).

No. of Pellet G oups
Ar ea Maj or  Vegetation Types Date Plots Per Hec (AcQ

Little Bay Kentucky bl uegrassl cheatgrass 28 April 10 197. 6(80. 0)
br ome- or char dgr ass

Cheat grass brone/ pl antain 28 April 30 271.7(110.0)

M xed conifer (Douglas fir)/ 28 April 70 264.5(107.1)
servi ceberry-thinmbl eberry

Recent prescribed burn 29 April 40 358. 2(145.0)
(burned fall 1976)
Freeman Cheat grass bronel pl antain 29 April 40 210. 0(85.0)
Acres
Mal | ow ni nebar k/ cr eanbush 29 April 10 321.1(130.0)
oceanspr ay
Douglas  firlserviceberry- 29 April 40 253.2(102.5)
snowberry
M xed conifer (grand fir)/ 29 April 40 302.6(122.5)
t hi mbl eberry
Mout h  of Kentucky bl uegrassl cheatgrass- 1 May 40 1259. 7(510.0)
Bk C. or chardgrass
Arm
Douglas firlserviceberry- 1 May 40 605. 2(245-0
snowberry
Gand fir/nmaidenhair fern 1 May 20 1037.4(420.0)

Oneil Creek Kentucky bluegrasslcheatgrass- 30 April 20 3371.6(1365-0
or chardgrass

Mal | ow ni nebar k/ cr eambush 30 April 20 395. 2(160. 0)
oceanspr ay

Douglas  firlserviceberry- 30 April 40 642. 2(260. 0)
snowberry
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Mst roads constructed on project |ands are used to access recreational
sites, hence the mmjority of roads are in the |lower reservoir area,
through whitetail winter range. Asherin and Onme (1978) delineated a
total of 63 acres of roaded areas on Dworshak Project |ands (Table 4).
Log handling areas cover an additional 100 acres of project |ands
within white-tailed deer w nter range.

A total of 811 acres of project |ands bel ow G andad Bridge have been
brush rolled burned, bare root stock planted, hand slashed, |ogged.
and/or grass seeded during the 1970’s. Meske (1977) exani ned browse
producti on and deer use in some of the areas follow ng treatnments, and

reported mixed results. In some areas, the nunber of deer pellet
groups increased following treatnent, even though the browse supply was
not substantially changed. In some areas. cattle grazing hurt shrub

seedling survival and browse production.
| npact Assessnent

Prior to the Dworshak Project, the study area provided 34.300 acres of
whitetail habitat. Foll owi ng inundation and Project |and devel opnent,
19,013 acres of habitat remain.

Meske (1975) agreed with forner estimates that white-tailed deer |ost
approxi mately 40% of their winter range with the inundation of Dworshak
Reservoir. and with the 40% reduction in winter range, there was
approxi mately a 40% reduction in the whitetail popul ation. Based on an
estimted pre-project population of 2,500 whitetails (Meske 1975). this
woul d nean an estimated |oss of 1.000 deer. This was the nost recent
attenmpt to quantify whitetail losses in terms of aninal nunbers.

Dwnrshak Reservoir inundated 15,100 acres of white-tailed deer w nter
range habitat. Major winter range |ost due to inundation totaled
approxi mately 12. 000 acres of habitat downstream from Gold Creek and

El kberry Creek. Most of this was considered in excellent condition
because of the presence of small scattered burns and | ogging activities
(Norberg and Trout 1958). Inaddition, at least 187 acres have been
lost due to the construction of the dam power plant, rock quarries,
access roads, and related facilities. The habitat quality on an
additional 493 acres of project lands due to recreational devel opnents,
log handling facilities. and project operations has been changed.

since the inundation of Dworshak Reservoir, quality has probably
delined overall on whitetail winter range renmaining on project |ands,
due to vegetative successional trends away from prime brush fields and
more toward conifers. The 811 acres of shrub and grassland treatnents
have probably increased the habitat quality and hence the carrying
capacity of wintering whitetails on project lands for a period of tine

after treatnent. However, unl ess habitat quality of these sites in
mai nt ai ned over tinme with long term operation and nai ntenance (&M,
beneficial inpacts on deer will dim nish.
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Pre-construction habitat (15,100 + 19, 200) 34,300 acres
Habitat Lost

I nundati on 15,100 acres

Roads 63 acres

Project Qperations 124 acres
Total Habitat Lost 15.287 acres
Post-construction  habitat 19,013 acres
Esti mated Deer Lost 1.000 animals
Habitat Changed

Project Qperations 123 acres

Log Handling 100 acres

Recreation Devel opnents 270 acres

Browse Devel oprents 811 acres
Total Habitat Changed 1.304 acres

There is an economic inpact to the region fromthe loss of white-tailed
deer. \White-tailed deer hunters contributed over four million dollars
to ldaho's econony in 1984 (Donnelly and Nelson 1986). Dworshak
Reservoir is located in IDFGs whitetail management Area 1. Area 1
contai ned 76% of the estimated white-tailed deer popul ati on and
supported 79% of the statew de harvest in 1984.

Addi tional I nformation Needed

Exi sting whitetail inpact information needs to be augnented using a
Habi t at Eval uati on Procedure (HEP) (USFWS 1980) al ong | ower Dworshak
Reservoir. The HEP shoul d be used because (1) data are collected in a

st andardi zed way which can be conpared between different points in tine
to deternmine changes in conditions: (2) it is a habitat based approach,
which is less affected by natural variability than popul ati on based
approaches: and (3) it was devel oped by USFWS specifically for

assessing wildlife inpacts from water-related projects. The HEP
represents a significant inprovenment over past practices and. with
further refinenent, should expedite mnore appropriate habitat evaluation
procedures (Sport Fishing Institute 1983). Using a white-tailed deer
Habitat Suitability Index (HSI) nodel, the quality of wnter habitat
inundated and altered on Project lands will be determ ned. Habi t at
quality is expressed at a Habitat Suitability Index (HSI), which ranges
from zero to 1.0. with 1.0 representing optimm conditions. The total

i npact of the Dworshak Project on whitetails will be reported in
Habitat Units [quality of habitat (0 to 1.0) nultiplied tines quantity
(acreage)]. Pre-project aerial photos will be used along wth habitat
data collected from representative sites along Dworshak Reservoir.

Management Goal s, Pl ans, and Progranf

IDFG statewide white-tailed deer goals include:

1) Maintain the white-tailed deer population that occurs in northern
| daho at current levels, and

30



2) Increase harvest and recreational hunting opportunity in the najor
white-tailed deer nanagenent units (Hanna and Meske 1985).

Dwor shak Reservoir and Project |lands are |located in IDFG white-tailed
deer managenment Area 1. This area contained 79% of the statew de
harvest in 1984. The goal in Area 1 is to maintain white-tailed deer
popul ations, increase harvest, and provide nore recreationa
opportunity.

The follow ng issues and strategies in managenent Area 1 pertain to
white-tailed deer and the devel opnent and operation of the Dworshak
Proj ect (Hanna and Meske 1985):

| SSUE - Several counties in Area 1 are experiencing rapid human

popul ation grow h. I ndividual dwellings, rural subdivisions, and
recreational developnments built on private land are reducing the
quality and quantity of white-tailed deer habitat, especially w ntering
ar eas. The | oss of winter range plus increased deer harassnment and
nortality primarily from free-rangi ng dogs has reduced the

environment's ability to support whitetails in several wunits. Thi s
trend is expected to continue and accelerate in the future.

STRATEGY - The IDFG will (1) cooperate with the appropriate county

pl anni ng and zoning comissions to informthem of this problem and work
to mnimze inpacts on deer: and (2) continue to conduct infornation
and education prograns through the nedia in an attenpt to convince dog
owners to control their pets.

| SSUE - Dworshak Reservoir flooded approximately 80% of the historic
white-tailed deer winter range in the North Fork of the Cl earwater

Ri ver drai nage. Recreational developrments by the Corps of Engineers
along the reservoir shoreline will further reduce carrying capacity of
remaining wnter ranges. Fluctuations and lowering of pool elevation
during winter increase the loss of deer on and through the ice.

STRATEGY - The IDFG will nonitor and eval uate habitat devel opnent on
USACE land surrounding Dworshak Reservoir. If mtigation for
whitetails cannot be acconplished on existing |lands, the IDFG will seek
additional off-site mitigation through the Bonneville Power

Admi ni stration.
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BLACK BEAR

Pre-construction Conditions

Little pre-construction data are available on historical black bear
populations in the North Fork Cearwater drainage. The US. Forest
Service estimated that there were 260 bears in the dear-water National
Forest in 1924. and 245 bears in 1936 (USFWS 1956). The USFWS (1962)
reported that black bears were especially nunmerous around Big Island
and that a few were taken each year, mainly for trophies. An estimted
1,300 man-days of hunting for black bears occurred in the North Fork
drai nage annually (USFWs 1962).

The North Fork of the Clearwater contained an important portion of the
spawni ng and rearing habitat for anadromous fish in the Col unbia Basin
(USFWs  1962) . From 1957 to 1962. the number of adult fish spawning in
the North Fork drainage averaged about 9.000 annually (USFWs 1962).

Most were steelhead. with a few chinook. Because bears are
opportunistic feeders. this food source was probably utilized at
tinmes. However, even though salnon are an inportant food itemfor

bl ack bears in sone areas, their nere presence in an area is not all
that is inportant (Shea 1980).

Bl ack bears are multi-cover type users (Shea 1980). Bl ack bears avoid
ext ensi ve open areas and extensive areas of dense tinmber, preferring
"open” forest habitats that provide cover in the forests, and |ush
green vegetation and succulent herbs on forest edges and in clearings.

Mich of the North Fork Cl earwater drainage prohably supported excell ent
black bear habitat prior to the devel opnent of the Dworshak Project.
Nunbers |ikely peaked in the mid-1950"s and early 1960’ s. concurrent
with optimum habitat conditions due to the fires of 1910 and 1919, and
logging activities in the lower reservoir. H gh quality black bear
habi tat includes the presence of an abundance of berry producing
shrubs. Serviceberry. hawthorn, bittercherry. chokecherry, elderberry,
currant, and huckl eberry were all found in the proposed Dworshak pool
area (Heezen 1961). wth serviceberry being the nost common.

The primary inmportance of the |Iower North Fork Cl earwater drainage to
bl ack bears was probably as early spring range. Grassy, open slopes
and bench | ands along the | ower drainage received the |least snowin the
area, and greened up the earliest. The black bears diet is prinmarily
conposed of grasses and forbs during the spring and early sumer
(Beecham et al. 1986).

Post -construction Conditions

Asherin and Ome (1978) observed 22 bl ack bears within the | ower

33 mes of Dworshak Reservoir during an aerial count April 15-16.
1976 . Ooservations included seven single bears, two sows with twin
cubs ,and three sows with twin yearlings. (bservations of bears were
made as early as March 26. 1976. I ncluding random bear observations,
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22 out of 25 total bear observations (88% on Dworshak Project |ands

were nade during the nonths of April, My, and June. Bear observations
were made along the entire length of the reservoir and in all cover
types except red alder, western red cedar, and grand fir. Based on

cover type delineations mude by Asherin and Onme (1978). these combi ned
vegetation types covered 13% of Dworshak project |ands.

The present population of black bears on the Cear-water National Forest
is estimated at 1,200 animals (USFS 1987).

Dwor shak Reservoir inundated 16.800 acres of black bear habitat. This
i ncludes all cover types delineated by USFWS (1962) (Table 3) except
agricultural crops. The water and stream bed types are included
because of the post-construction presence of salnon. The open

coni ferous, brush, and grass cover types (totaling 9,000 acres)
probably were of prine inportance as spring green-up sites.

Land use activities on the 30.935 acres of Dworshak Project |ands,
adjacent to the reservoir, have altered black bear habitat. At |east
216 acres of habitat have been |l ost due to project operations
facilities and new road construction. An additional 630 acres of
habi tat has been changed due to additional project operations, |og
handling facilities, and developed recreation.

The creation of 2,984 acres of browse fields on the hard core
mtigation area, and the manipulation of an additional 811 acres for
browse and grass production. has al so changed the habitat quality of
Dwarshak Project lands for black bears. Browse fields conposed
primarily of red-stem ceanothus are of little food value for black
bears. Browse field containing substantial amounts of serviceberry.
chokecherry, bittercherry. etc. increase the habitat quality.

| npact Assessnent
The study area provided 47.735 acres of black bear habitat prior to the

Dwor shak proj ect. Fol lowing inundation and project |and devel opnment,
30.719 acres remained.

Pre-construction Habitat (16.800 + 30, 935) 47,735 acres
Habitat Lost

I nundati on 16. 800 acres

Roads 63 acres

Project Qperations 153 acres
Total Habitat Lost 17,016 acres
Post-construction  Habitat 30.719 acres
Habitat Changed

Project Qperations 146 acres

Log Handling 184 acres

Recreati on Devel opnents 300 acres

Browse Devel opnents 3,795 acres
Total Habitat Changed 4.425 acres
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In an early report. USFWS (1962) indicated that it was unlikely that

bl ack bears would suffer any great reduction in nunbers due to the
Dwor shak Proj ect. Because the Project inundated 16,800 acres

(26.2 square mles) of black bear habitat, that early conclusion seens
somewhat i naccurate. Bl ack bears have a social systemwhich limts
density (nunmber of black bear per square nmle) at 1.5 to 2 bears per
square mle of habitat in highest quality habitats (Beecham et al.

1986) . In terns of aninmal nunbers, up to 52 bears may have been | ost
annual |y because of the loss of the inundated area.

Land managenent practices that decrease the diversity of vegetation
within a local area will generally decrease the value of that area as
bear habitat (Pacific Wrking Goup 1977 in Shea 1980). Dam projects
often decrease |ocal bear habitat due to the elimnation or reduction
of riparian habitat. which provides a variety of food during all
seasons in addition to cover for travel (Shea 1980).

Bl ack bears have | ost 16,800 acres of habitat due to inundation, and
216 acres of habitat due to |l and use activities on adjacent Project

| ands. The loss of this low elevation, spring green-up area may retard
the earliest feeding activities of |ocal bears back sonmewhat, as the
earliest snow free area is no longer available. Asherin and One
(1978) noted that exposed nud banks along the reservoir seeded
naturally with forbs and annual grasses in the spring. This food
source probably provides a source of spring green-up for bears in the
lower part of the reservoir.

Accessibility of an area to hunters influences the vulnerability of

bl ack bears to hunters. Bl ack bear populations in highly roaded areas
usual ly have | ow nunbers of adult bears (<60%. especially males, and
these areas may have reduced nunbers of bears (Beecham et al. 1986).
Creation of Dworshak Reservoir and related recreation sites and road
access has allowed nore people into the formerly inaccessible area.
The I ong terminpact of human di sturbance to bl ack bears on Dwor shak
Project lands is unknown at this tinme.

The popularity of the black bear as a gane ani nal has grown

consi derably over the last 15 years (Beecham et al. 1986). It ranks
third in Idaho, behind deer and elk, in terns of days of hunting
recreation. Data col |l ected by the IDFG indicated that black bear
hunters contributed over 2.5 mllion dollars to Idaho’s econony in 1982
(Beecham et al. 1986).

Additional Information Needed

A Habitat Evaluation Procedure needs to be conduct.ed on Dworshak
Project lands to deternmine the change in the quantity and quality of
black bear habitat in the study area due to the devel opment and
operation of Dworshak Reservoir. Pre-project aerial photos and
vegetati on sanpling on Dworshak Project [ands will augnment existing
i nformati on.
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Managenent CGoals, Plans, and Prograns

Dworshak Project |ands are |located in parts of black bear nanagenent
Areas i. and 2 (Beecham et al. 1986). The |DFG nmanagenent goal in Area
1. which is highly roaded, is to reduce harvest and increase the age
structure of harvest of black bear. The |DFG managenent goal in Area
2. which is less accessible by road, is to nmintain current harvest
level s and distribution of black bear.
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RUFFED CGROUSE

Pre-constructi on Condi ti ons

Ruf fed grouse were the principal upland ganme bird in the North Fork
drai nage. They nested, reared their young, and wintered throughout the
Dwor shak reservoir site. The Big Island - Swanp Creek section of the
river probably contained the largest populations of grouse in the
project area (USFWs 1962).

Ruffed grouse are the nobst common grouse species in northern |daho.

The species is generally associated with riparian zones and npoi st sites
t hroughout the vyear. Preferred habitats in Idaho consist of a mxture
of deciduous shrubs and trees and forb-produci ng areas (Rybarczyk

et al. 1985).

During spring, summer, and early fall, ruffed grouse feed on a variety
of insects and forbs. In late fall and winter, they switch to and
depend on berries and buds of deci duous shrubs and trees for sustenance
(Rybarczyk et al. 1985).

Prior to inpoundnent, nost of the Dworshak pool area probably provided
good ruffed grouse habitat, due to earlier fires and |ogging

activities. In particular, open coniferous tinber, brush, and grass
cover types (9.000 acres) (USFWS5 1962) probably provided optinum
habi t at . Heezen (1961) docurented the presence of several berry and

bud produci ng shrubs in the pool area, including willow nountain
mapl e, serviceberry, hawthorn, bittercherry. chokecherry, elderberry,
alder, currant, and huckleberry.

Post -construction Conditions

Asherin and Onme (1978) found estimated fall densities of ruffed grouse
on Dworshak Project |land ranging fromzero to 1.8 birds per hectare.

In general, average density ranges found were simlar to the 0.27 to
0.5 birds per hectare found on the University of |daho experinental
forest from 1946 to 1950 (Hungerford 1951).

Spring drumr ng counts were conducted by Asherin and Onme (1978) in
1976 and 1977. The Dougl as fir/serviceberry-comobn snowberry
vegetation type had the highest drumming activity in both 1976 and
1977. The western red cedar/maidenhair fern and western henm ock types
were lowest in drumming activity in 1976. and the grand fir/maidenhair
fern and western henmfock types were lowest in 1977. A general trend of
decreasing drumring activity toward the upper end of the reservoir was
not ed.

Ruffed grouse flushing counts were conducted during the falls of 1976
and 1977 (Asherin and Onme 1978). Ruf fed grouse were flushed in all
maj or vegetation types (Table 4) except mxed conifer (grand fir/
thinbl eberry and western hem ock) in 1976. and all vegetation types
except western red cedar/ maidenhair fern and western hem ock in 1977.
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Asherin and One (1978) concluded that ruffed grouse had no particul ar
preference during the fall for particular vegetation types except for
an apparent avoi dance of the western hem ock and western red cedar/

mai denhair fern vegetation types.

Land use activities on the 30.935 acres of Dworshak Project |ands have
altered ruffed grouse habitat. At |least 216 acres of habitat have been
lost due to project operations facilities and new road construction.
Habitat quality on an additional 630 acres of project |ands has been
changed due to project operations, log handling facilities, and

devel oped recreation.

A total of 2,984 acres of browse fields have been created on the hard
core mitigation area, and 811 acres of Project |and have been
mani pul ated for browse and grass production. These changes in habitat
quality have probably benefited ruffed grouse.

| npact Assessnent

Dwor shak Reservoir inundated approximately 14,590 acres of ruffed
grouse habitat. The loss of 9.000 acres of open coniferous tinber,
grass, and brush cover types (Table 4) was probably the nost critica
to ruffed grouse

The USFWS (1962) predicted that popul ati ons of ruffed grouse in the
vicinity of the reservoir would be greatly reduced. Using the Asherin
and Ome (1978) study as a reference, the Sport Fishing Institute
(1981) hypothesized that as many as 1.500 to 2.700 ruffed grouse may
have been displaced and | ost as a result of Dworshak Project
construction Their estinmate did not include the brush cover types as
ruffed grouse habitat. If it were included, estimated |losses in terns
of ani mal nunbers woul d be approximately 1.600 to 2,950 ruffed grouse
annual | y.

The | oss of approximtely 216 acres of habitat and the alteration of an
addi ti onal 630 acres fromlog handling, recreation devel opnent. and

proj ect operations on Project |ands have probably negatively inpacted
ruf fed grouse. Mbst project operations |and, recreation sites, and new
roads occur in the |ower Dworshak area, where Asherin and One (1978)
found sonme of the highest post-construction ruffed grouse densities.

The Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wldlife (1970) predicted that ruffed
grouse habitat could be inproved on the managenent area, but that the
greatest inmprovenent would be achieved on | ands under agreenent with
Pot latch and the Department of Lands. The nore intensive devel opnent
of browse species anticipated on the hard core mitigation area was not
anticipated to be as beneficial as the mixed conifer-shrub types which
woul d prevail on the agreement |[ands.
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Ruf fed grouse are a bird that is associated with disturbed forest
habitats (Qullion 1977). However, Q@illion (1970) points out that
elimnation of forest cover over an area greater than four hectares
(>0 acres) results in reduced breeding densities. Mst of the browse
fields on the hard core area are considerably larger than 10 acres, as
are some of the clearcuts on |ower project |ands.

The maj or managenent objective on the hard core mitigation area is the
production of redstem ceanothus. following clearcutting and burning.
Redstem is not a preferred food of ruffed grouse. Hence, creating

| arge expanses of redstem would not benefit ruffed grouse. Smaller
brush fields supporting some berry or catkin producing shrubs such as
servi ceberry. chokecherry, hawthorn, or alder would benefit ruffed

grouse. Larger brush fields receive some ruffed grouse use on edges.

Pre-construction habitat (14.590 + 30,935) 45.525 acres
Habi tat Lost

I nundati on 14.590 acres

Roads 63 acres

Project Qperations 123 acres
Total Habitat Lost 14.776 acres
Post-construction  Habitat 30,749 acres
Estimated Ruffed Gouse Lost 2.700 aninals
Habitat Changed

Project Operations 146 acres

Log Handl ing 184 acres

Recreation Devel opnents 300 acres

Browse devel opnents 3,795 acres
Total Habitat Changed 4,425 acres

In the northern half of Idaho, forest grouse are by far the nobst sought
after and harvested upland game species. Ruffed grouse is the nost
frequently harvested species (Rybarczyk et al. 1985). The IDFG and
USFS recently reported that the average net value for upland gane

hunting in Idaho was $28.50 per day. It was determined that in 1983
the net value of upland game hunting in Idaho was alnmost 24 million
dollars, and in 1984 it was approximately 18 nillion dollars (Rybarczyk
et al. 1985).

Addi ti onal Informati on Needed

A Habitat Eval uation Procedure needs to be conducted on Dworshak
Project lands to determine the change in the quantity and quality of
ruffed grouse habitat in the study area due to the devel opment and
operation of Dworshak Reservoir. Pre-project aerial photos and
veget ati on sanmpling on Dworshak Project area will augment existing

i nfornation.
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Managerment Goals, Plans, and Prograns

Ruffed grouse are the nost frequently harvested grouse species in the
northern half of ldaho. The area provides 702 of the total state
forest grouse harvest. IDFG statewide goals for forest grouse include
1) protect and enhance habitat whenever possible, 2) increase |daho’s
forest grouse populations and their distribution, and 3) increase
harvest and recreational activity (Rybarczyk et al. 1985).
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MALLARD AND CANADA GOCSE

Pre-construction Conditions

Based on existing information, it appears that the North Fork
Cear-water River supported mninmal numbers of mallards and Canada
geese. USFWS (1956) reported that the North Fork and the M ddle Fork
of the Cdearwater were not considered good waterfow streans. The

| ower main stem of the Cl earwater received good waterfow use, but the
birds did not range far into the forks of the river in any nunbers.
Because of the relative inaccessibility of the North Fork, the bul k of
waterfow observations were made in the Mddle Fork. Mallards, conmon
and Barrow s gol deneyes. canvasbacks, American w geons, Canada geese,
and nergansers were noted in small nunbers. The l|argest nunber as well
and the greatest variety was seen in Novenber. Mllards and conmon
nergansers constituted the bulk of waterfow seen.

The USFWS (1962) reported that the North Fork Cearwater was not

| ocated on a major waterfow flyway, and that the area contributed
relatively little to this wldlife group. Limted waterfow use was
noted to occur along sone stream sections, however, and several species
of waterfow, including common nergansers, mallards, common and
Barrow s gol deneyes. canvasbacks, American wigeons. wood ducks,

gadwal I's, green-winged teals, and Canada geese were observed.

Most of the North Fork Clearwater River was characterized by steep
canyon lands, few wetlands, and high spring flows. A review of
pre-project aerial photos of the proposed pool area showed the

exi stence of sone islands in |ocalized areas, and some w de river
bars. A few Canada geese nested on the North Fork of the Cearwater.
above the Little North Fork confluence, prior to inundation.

Post -constructi on Conditions

Asherin and Onme (1978) conducted nonthly waterfow surveys on Dworshak
Reservoir from March 1976 through Cctober 1977. H ghest nunbers and
diversity of waterfowl occurred during the spring mgration nmonths of
March. April, and May. Forty-six percent of waterfow counted occurred
during those three spring nonths. Only 15% of the total waterfowl were
counted during June. July, August, and Septenber. Mbst of the

wat erf oW were associated with bays and inlets, and were usually found
near the shoreline. Mallards were one of four species consistently
observed in all nonthly surveys. Nurer ous Canada geese were observed
grazing on green-up areas on exposed banks bel ow hi gh pool in the

spring.

The hi ghest nunbers and diversity of waterfow on the reservoir were
general | y between Dworshak Dam and Dent Bridge. including the Elk Creek
arm Large groups of waterfowl were noticeably absent on the

reservoir, except during spring migration when |large flocks of Anmerican
wi geon, northern shovelers, northern pintails. and tundra swans were
occasionally observed.
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Suppl erent al observations of nesting waterfow on Dworshak Reservoir
were recorded (Asherin and Onme 1978). M nimum production totaled five
mallards in 1976, and 13 mallards in 1977.

The annual drawdown at Dworshak Reservoir exposes nud banks and
provi des a source of forage for Canada geese and dabbling ducks
(Asherin and One 1978). Early nests were expected to be inundated
each spring as the reservoir filled (Asherin and Onme 1978).

| npact Assessnent

Construction of Dworshak Reservoir inundated 54 nmiles of the free
flowing North Fork Cear-water River, and 13 miles of major tributaries
(Elk Oreek and the Little North Fork).

The USFWS (1962) predicted that waterfowl as a group woul d be
relatively unaffected by the devel opnent and operation of Dworshak
Reservoir. Thi s opinion was based on the fact that the North Fork
Cear-water was not |ocated on a major flyway and that follow ng

i nundation. extensive reservoir fluctuations would prevent
establ i shment of necessary waterfow food plants.

| mpl enrent ation of the water budget plan and future denmands on the
reservoir for downstream fisheries may have added i npacts on waterfow
around the reservoir, if water levels are held lower for |onger periods
of tine.

Additional  Lnformation . Needed
A Habitat Eval uation Procedure needs to be conducted on Dworshak

Project land to deternine the change in the quantity and quality of
mal | ard and Canada goose habitat in the study area due to the

devel opment and operation of Dworshak Reservoir. Pre-project aerial
phot os and vegetation sanpling on Dworshak project |ands will augnent
existing infornation. Pre- and post-construction habitat acreages

shoul d be determ ned for both mallard and Canada goose in an
i nteragency work group session environnent.

Managenent Goals, Plans, and Prograns

| DFG statewi de managenment goals for ducks include 1) increase l|daho's
resident and wintering duck populations, and 2) increase waterfow
habitat in Idaho (WIIl et al. 1986).

| DFG st atewi de managerment goals for Canada geese include 1) increase

I daho's local and wintering Canada goose population. and 2) increase
habitat in Idaho (WIIl et al. 1986).
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Rl VER OTTER AND BEAVER

Pre-constructi on Condi ti ons

Little pre-Dworshak data are avail able on the presence of river otter
and beaver in the North Fork dear-water drainage. Qters were present
on the North Fork but nunmbers were unknown. Four were reported caught

in Cearwater County in 1953 (USFW5 1956). It was noted (USFWS 1956)
that no estimate of present or past beaver popul ations in the Dworshak
area was avail able. It was known, however, that in sone places they
were still plentiful, even though the overall population had dw ndled.

Lester Trout (unpubl. rept.) nentioned seeing a few beaver in the
proposed pool in 1955. during river reconnaissance work. Sever al
otters were noted around Butte Oeek prior to inundation (IDFG pers.

comun. ) . The USFWS (1962) noted that fur harvest in the area was
small. due to low fur prices and difficult access during the trapping
season.

The presence of beaver and otter in an area are often interrelated.
River otter often den in abandoned bank burrows of beaver. Mel qui st
and Hornocker (1983) found that beaver bank dens and | odges accounted
for 38.% of the resting sites used by instrunmented otters in west
central |daho.

Suitable habitat for beaver must contain all of the follow ng: (1)
stable aquatic habitat providing adequate water: (2) channel gradient
of less than 15% and (3) quality food species present in sufficient
quantity (A len 1982).

Ri ver otters prefer secluded portions of |akes, ponds, and rivers with
heavily tinmbered shorelines (Liers 1951). Ice free areas along streans
or lakes are needed in the winter. Shallow, clear waters are preferred
for foraging. Melquist and Hornocker (1983) found that otters
preferred valley to mountain habitats, and streamassociated habitats
to lakes, reservoirs, and ponds.

The North Fork Ceat-water River and tributaries provided habitat for
both beavers and river otters before inundation. A though nuch of the
gradi ent on the main channel would have been too steep for beaver dam
establ i shnment, backwater areas, tributary nouths, and areas of wi der
stream valleys should have provided some good beaver habitat. Heezen
(1961) docunented the presence of wllow and red osier dogwood in the
proposed pool area, which are preferred foods of beaver.

The North Fork Cdeat-water R ver supported abundant fish populations,

otters nost common prey, prior to inundation. It is expected that
otters would have been located throughout the drainage.
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Post - const ructi on Condi ti ons

Asherin and Orne (1978) recorded 14 beaver observati ons al ong Dwor shak
Reservoir during 1976 and 1977. Nine of the 14 observations (64% were
made between the nonths of OCctober and April. Beaver were noted
clinmbing mud banks to obtain food from shrubs above the high water
mark, and then returning to the water to strip the twigs. The only
food source available to beaver was the shrubs above the high water
mar k. No bank dens or |odges were ever found along the reservoir.
observations indicated the nmovenent of a few individuals from
tributaries into the pool area during wnter nonths. Trappers were
known to have taken 53 beavers, from the headwaters of tributaries to
the reservoir, between 1972 and 1976.

A total of 17 river otter observations were made al ong Dwor shak
Reservoir during 1976 and 1977, involving actual sightings of 32 otter

(Asherin and One 1978). Twel ve of the 17 observations were nmade in
the upper end of the pool, and four were in the Elk Creek arm of the
reservoir. Ohservations included four groups of four, three groups of

three. one group of two. and five single otters. During the winter,
otter and/or sign were observed regularly at the edge of the ice sheet.

I npact Assessnent

Devel opnent and operation of the Dworshak Project inundated river otter
and beaver habitat along 54 miles of the free flowing North Fork
Cearwater River, and along 13 nmiles of major tributaries (Elk Creek
and the Little North Fork). The USFWS (1962) predicted that fur
animals, including river otter and beaver, would be adversely affected
by the inpoundnent. Asherin and Onme (1978) concluded that the |arge
annual drawdown on the reservoir had elimnated all beaver production
from the entire pool area. Beaver having to clinb nud banks to obtain
food from shrubs above the high water |ine were believed to be at an
extrene di sadvantage for survival due to increased exposure to
predators and increased energy expenditure to obtain food (Asherin and
Orme 1978).

Asherin and One (1978) concluded that unlike beaver, river otter did
not appear to be adversely affected by the annual drawdowns because the
observations of fam |y groups indicated successful reproduction was
taki ng place. I mpacts to river otter were expected to occur if den
sites were flooded as the reservoir was filled each spring. Based on
river otters' affinity for using old beaver bank | odges and dens, the
annual | ack of these sites would probably al so adversely affect river
otters.

Habi tat must provi de adequate shelter in addition to sufficient food if
it is to be extensively used by otters (Ml qui st and Hornocker 1983).
Even though Cascade Reservoir in west central |daho had anple food and

was easily accessible to otters, it was virtually unused by nost otters
because there was insufficient escape cover and resting sites along the
flat shoreline (Ml quist and Hornocker 1983).
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| mpl ement ati on of the water budget plan and future demands on the
reservoir for downstream fisheries may have added inpacts on beaver and
river otter around the reservoir, if water levels are held lower for

| onger periods of tine.

The trapping season for river otters is currently closed in |daho.
Beaver were the fourth nost inportant furbearer in Idaho during the
1983 to 1984 trapping season, with nearly 6,000 aninals harvested.
These aninals contributed over $76,000 to |daho's econony that year
(Toweill et al. 1985b).

Addi tional | nformation Needed

A Habitat Eval uation Procedure needs to be conducted on | and adjacent
to the Dworshak Project to deternine the change in the quantity and
quality of river otter and beaver habitat in the study area due to the
devel opment and operation of Dworshak Reservoir. Pre- and

post -construction habitat acreages should be deternined for both

mal | ard and Canada goose in an interagency work group session

envi ronnent . Pre-project aerial photos and vegetation sanpling in the
Dworshak Project area will augment existing information. Asherin and
Onme (1978) pointed out that denning requirenents of river otter along
the reservoir were unknown. They recomended a follow up intensive
study on both river otter and beaver along Dworshak Reservoir.

Managenent Goal s, Pl ans, and Prograns

| DFG st atewi de goals for river otter (Toweill et al. 1985b) include 1)
maintain river otter populations and distribution, 2) encourage
nonconsunptive enjoynment of river otters, and 3) inprove the data base
on river otter populations.

I DFG statewide goals for beaver (Toweill et al. 1985b) include 1)
mai ntai n or increase annual beaver harvest seasons, and 2) encourage
nonconsunptive use and enjoynent of beaver and their habitats.

The follow ng issues and strategies apply to beaver nmanagenent in |daho
(Toweill et al. 1985b).

| SSUE - Beaver activities may create problens for private | andowners
and hi ghway departnments, including flooding, blocking of irrigation
canals and culverts, and loss of streanside trees.

STRATEGY - The Department will (1) direct trappers into chronic beaver
damage areas; (2) continue to handle beaver damage conplaints on

private lands on a conplaint basis: (3) continue a program of |andowner
education stressing neans of preventing beaver damage and correcting

probl em situations; (4) encourage |andowners to use beaver to control
erosion. raise |local groundwater |evels, and create ponds whenever
appropriate: and (5) authorize beaver kill pernits to | andowners when
necessary.
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| SSUE - Beaver activities can create valuable fish and wildlife
habitat, although in some areas these benefits may be outwei ghed by

bl ockage of upstream fish passage.
STRATEGY - The Departnent will consider positive and negative inpacts

of beaver danms on fish and wildlife habitat on public |ands when
establishing goals, objectives, and regulations for beaver nanagenent.
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YELLOW WARBLER

Pre-construction Conditions

Yel | ow war bl ers represent birds that reproduce in shrubs and nake
extensive use of wet areas. Optimal habitat is wet areas wi th abundant
shrubs or small trees such as thickets, marshes, and wi |l ow swanps
(Bent 1953). Preferred nesting and foraging habitats are wet areas
dominated by alder and willow (Mrse 1966). The yellow warbler is used
as a target species in this study to represent inpacts to willow and
red alder habitats.

The yel |l ow warbl er was said to be abundant in the C earwater National
Forest (USACE 1975). No other pre-construction information on this
speci es popul ation was found.

Steele (1971) examined red alder habitats in the North Fork C earwater
drainage prior to inundation. He found red al der stands al ong stream
si de drainages. These red al der stands outlined many warblers in the
spring time (B. Steele pers. commun.).

Banks and terraces lying within a few nmeters of high water [line
contained flora distinctly different fromred al der habitat found al ong
tributaries (Steele 1971). In general, wllow and a small species of
sagebrush adapted to gravel bars conprised the major vegetation.

Along nost of the North Fork drainage, coniferous tinber occupied steep
slopes imediately to the edge of the river (Steele pers. conmun.).

H gh water scoured stream sides and gravel bars in the spring. WIIlow
was generally limted to a thin band of vegetation between the
coniferous forest and the river bed. A total of 66 acres of scrub/
shrub and red al der habitats was delineated in the pool area from
pre-project aerial photos.

Post-construction Conditions

Asherin and One (1978) delineated 230 acres of the red alder/

mai denhair fern vegetation type on Corps project |ands adjacent to
Dwor shak  Reservoir. This accounted for 1% of all vegetation types
delineated (Table 4). This vegetation type was considered unique and
rare along the reservoir. The majority of red alder stands delineated
by Asherin and Ome (1978) occurred at the nouths of tributaries
enptying into the reservoir. No wllow stands associated with aquatic
conditions were delineated.

| npact Assessnent

The study area provided 296 acres of scrub shrub/red alder habitats
prior to the Dworshak Project. Following inundation, a total of

230 acres of red alder habitat renained. The scrub shrub (wllow)
habitat which existed along portions of the North Fork drai nage pri or
to inundation has been |ost.
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Pre-construction Habitat (60 = 230) 296 acres
Habitat Lost to Inundation 66 acres
Post-constructi on Habitat 230 acres

Addi tional Informati on Needed

A Habitat Eval uation Procedure needs to be conducted on | and adj acent
to the Dworshak Project to determne the change in the quantity and
quality of yellow warbler habitat in the study area due to the

devel opment and operation of Dworshak Reservoir. Pre-project aerial
phot os and vegetation sanpling in the Damrshak Project area wll
augnment existing infornmation.

Managenent Goals, Plans, and Prograns

The yellow warbler is closely associated with riparian habitat.
Therefore, nmost. managenent goals that pertain to riparian areas in

| daho affect yellow warblers. The IDFG will place special enphasis on
the preservation and protection of riparian habitats. This will

i ncl ude: (1) fencing to exclude livestock, (2) support of legislation
to conmpensate private | andowners who preserve riparian habitats, and
(3) purchasing or acquiring easement to key riparian habitats. The
Department will promote any reasonable efforts to rehabilitate damaged
riparian habitats. It will further identify riparian zones used by any
nongane species classified as Threatened or Endangered, a Sensitive
Species, or a Species of Special Concern and make every reasonabl e
effort. to preserve and enhance areas, whether through purchase,
rehabilitation f encing, or other neans (Mrache et al. 1985).
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PI LEATED  WOCDPECKER

Pre-construction Conditions

Optimal habitat for pileated woodpeckers is mature. dense, productive
forest, either coniferous or deciduous (Bock and Lethiene 1975). The
critical conponents of pileated woodpecker habitat are |arge snags,

| arge trees. diseased trees, dense forest stands, and hi gh snag
densities (Bull 1975).

Fil eated woodpeckers have been used in this study to represent species
which are dependent on old growth for life requisites. dd growh is a
key element in a diverse forest environment. Drastic reduction in
quantity of old gromh not only reduces diversity, but also nakes old
growt h dependent wildlife species vulnerable to significantly reduced
popul ati ons. extirpation, or even extinction (Jerry 1983).

Steele (1971) nentioned that as a result of fire and | ogging, only
smal | patches of climax forest domi nated by western red cedar remain in
the study area. Long tine resident Koppang (pers. comun.) nentioned
the existence of old gromh white pine in the Little Silver Creek

area. Driver (pers. commun.) remenbered big old growh cedar around
Boel Creek cabin and some on upstream The USACE (1975) pointed out
that because of protection from fire, the drainage bottons of the North
Fork Cl earwater had devel oped to an apparent clinmax stand of cedar and
grand fir. Approximtely 20.000 acres of Dworshak Project |ands were
classified as supporting marketabl e stands of tinber, prior to project
construction and inundation (Table 2). The USFS cruised the tinber in
the reservoir area prior to inundation. An estimated 107.3 mllion
board feet of saw timber (> 11' dhh) and 77.9 nillion board feet of

pol e-size tinmber (5.0 to 10.9 dbh) existed on about 13, 000

forested acres (USACE 1961).

Usi ng pre-project aerial photos and past vegetation information, it was
estimated that a total of 617 acres of old growth tinber had existed in
the Dworshak pool area. Stands included as old growh were
characterized by nature, coniferous trees in somewhat open stands.

Pilrated woodpeckers do use forest stands other than old growh for
foraging (Mellen 1987). Pil eated woodpeckers preferred forest habitat
cl asses ol der than 40 years of age and deci duous riparian habitats for
foraging and other diurnal activities in western Oegon (Mellen 1987)
Nesting and roosting occurred in stands greater than 70 years of age
(Mell'en 1987). Pi | eat ed woodpeckers probably occurred in both open
coni ferous (7,300 acres) and dense coniferous (6.100 acres) (Table 3)
forest stands prior to inundation. with the occurrence of old growh
(617 acres) providing the key habitat conponent.
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Post-construction Conditions

Asherin and Onme (1978) reported that 892 (21,707 acres) of the Project
l ands along the reservoir were in coniferous overstory (Table 4). This
figure did not include the hard core area. No old growth stands were
specifically delineated. Pi | eat ed woodpeckers were noted to occur on
Dwor shak Project lands during the study.

Land use activities on the 30,935 acres of Dworshak Project |ands have
altered pileated woodpecker habitat. At |east 216 acres of habitat
have been | ost due to Project operations facilities and road
construction. An additional 630 acres of habitat have been altered due
to project operations, log handling, and devel oped recreation.

A total of 2,984 acres of browse fields have been created on the hard
core nitigation area, and 811 acres of Project |ands have been
mani pul ated for browse and grass production.

I npact Assessnent

The construction of Dworshak Reservoir inundated approximately

13.400 acres of pileated woodpecker habitat. An estimated 617 acres of
old growth forest was included in this |oss. In addition. 216 acres of
pi | eat ed woodpecker habitat on project |ands was | ost due to project
operations and road construction.

The alteration of approximately 630 acres of habitat on Project |ands
has probably negatively inpacted the pileated woodpecker.

Pi | eat ed woodpeckers were inpacted when 2,984 acres of coniferous
forest habitat were changed to browsefields were created on the hard
c-ore nitigation area. O the 811 acres nmmni pulated for browse and
grass production on the lower reservoir, only 239 acres involved the
renoval of coniferous tinber overstory and subsequent inpact on

pi |l eated woodpecker habitat. USACE (1985b) points out that species
that prefer tinbered areas with little understory structure may be
adversely affected by big ganme managerment activities.

Addi tional I nformation Needed

A Habitat Eval uation Procedure needs to be conducted on Dworshak
Project lands to determ ne the change in the quantity and quality of
pi | eat ed woodpecker habitat in the study area due to the devel opnent

and operation of Dworshak Reservoir. Pre-project aerial photos and
veget ati on sanpling on Daorshak Project |ands will augnent existing

i nfornmation. The acreage of old growh habitat existing in the North
Fork O earwater drainage prior to inpoundment will be delineated.
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Pre-construction habitat (13,400 + 28.435) 41.835 acres
Habi tat Lost

I nundati on 13.400 acres

Roads 63 acres

Project Qperations 153 acres
Total Habitat Lost 13,616 acres
Post-construction  Habitat 28.219 acres
Habi t at Changed

Project Qperations 146 acres

Log Handling 184 acres

Recreation Devel opnents 300 acres

Browse Devel oprents 3,223 acres
Total Habitat Changed 3,853 acres

Managenent Goal s, Plans, and Prograns

| DFG i ssues and strategies which apply to the pil eated woodpecker
include the following (Mrache et al. 1985):

| SSUE - The effects of certain forest nanagenment practices upon nany
species of nongame wildlife are not conpletely understood. This is
particularly true relative to species dependent on old growth, mxed
ti nber stands.

STRATEGY - The Departnent will cooperate with the USFS, USFW5, BLM and
other entities in studying this problem In the interim the

Department will urge USFS to preserve sufficient old growth stands on
each forest to nmeet the life support requirements of old growth
dependent nongame species based on current infornation.

O earwater National Forest Standards (USFS 1987) include to:

1) Provide hahitat for snag dependent indicator species (pileated
woodpecker and goshawk).

2) Miintain at least 10% of the forest (including Selway-Bitterroot
Wl derness) in old growh habitat.

3) Provide for old growth dependent wildlife species by selecting at
| east 5% of each approxi mate 10.000 acre watershed (timber
conpartment) or conbination of smaller watersheds (subconpartnents)
within forested nonw | derness areas to nmanage as old growth
habi t at .
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W LDLI FE PROTECTI ON, M TI GATI ON, AND ENHANCEMENT GOALS

Low el evation lands and riverine systens provide optinmum habitat for
many wildlife species. In the winter, animals are sonetines confined
to these areas, which are characterized by nore noderate tenperatures
and |ess snow cover.

The interagency work group recogni zes that Dworshak Reservoir inundated
16.970 acres of low elevation terrestrial and aquatic habitats,

critical to many wildlife species. Wth the loss of this habitat in
mnd, and its relationship to selected target wildlife species,

i ndi vi dual nenbers of the interagency work group have outlined sone
broad, prelimnary mtigation goals for the Dworshak area. These are
listed here in no specific order.

1. Mtigate for lost values of the area to wildlife to the extent
affected.

2. Pursue in-kind mtigation for the loss of all wetland and/or
riparian areas.

3. Protect remaining red alder and old growth stands on Dworshak
Project |ands.

4, Continue to pursue acquisition of Snith R dge.
5. Enhance USFS lands in the upper reservoir area for elk.

6. Streamine browsefield developnment for elk in the upper reservoir,
and for white-tailed deer in the lower reservoir.

7. Enhance | ower Dworshak Project |ands for whitetails and ruffed
grouse (small patch devel opnents).

8. Protect private land in the lower reservoir area for whitetails,
t hrough acquisition of easenents or fee titles fromwlling
sel lers.

9. Consider off-site acquisition of easenents or fee titles of
private land fromw lling sellers to nitigate for the | oss of |ow
el evation lands at Dworshak.

10. Manage Dworshak Project lands to benefit several wildlife species,
using a variety of nmanagenent techniques.

11. Consi der enhancing |l ow el evation whitetail wi nter range along the
lower clearwater or other tributaries.

12. Consi der enhancing spring or fall range for whitetails which
winter in the Dworshak area.
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These goals are prelimnary in nature, and this list should not be
consi dered conpl ete. Specific wildlife mtigation projects wll be
devel oped during Phase Il mitigation planning, after wildlife inpacts
are qualified and quantified.
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SUMVARY

Devel opnent and operation of the Dworshak Project inundated 54 miles of
the free flowing North Fork Cl earwater River, 13 miles of ngjor
tributaries, and a total of 16.970 acres of wldlife habitat. A total
of 30,950 acres (USACE 1985b) of habitat renmins on the Corps Project
lands adjacent to this reservoir.

Using existing information, Project inpacts on ten selected target
wildlife species were discussed. In terms of acres of habitat |ost due
to devel opnent and operation of the Dworshak Project, elk | ost about
15.316 acres. white-tailed deer |ost about 15.287 acres, black bear

| ost about 17.016 acres, ruffed grouse |ost about 14,776 acres,

pi | eat ed woodpecker | ost about 13.616 acres, and yell ow warbl er | ost
about 66 acres of scrub shrub/red alder habitat (Table 6). Land use
activities have altered habitat quality on additional acreage on

Dwor shak project |ands. Specific acreages of nallard, Canada goose.
river otter, and beaver habitat inpacted could not be determned from
existing infornation.

Thi s i npact assessnent reflects only |oss of habitat acreage
(quantity). not quality of the habitat |ost. The interagency work
group has developed some broad, prelimnary mtigation goals for the
Dwor shak area.

A HEP (Habitat Evaluation Procedure) needs to be conducted on each
target species with the possible exception of elk, to determ ne the
speci fic change in the quantity and quality of habitat in the study
area due to the developnent and operation of Dworshak Reservoir. The
need to conduct a HEP on elk will be determ ned by the interagency work
group. The HEP shoul d be used because 1) data are collected in a

st andardi zed way which can be conpared between points in time to
determine changes in conditions: 2) it is a habitat based approach
which is less affected by natural variability than popul ati on based
approaches: and 3) it was devel oped by USFWS specifically for assessing
wildlife inpacts from hydroelectric projects. Because HEP is a useful
tool to nmonitor changes in hahitat. it wll work well for future
mtigation planning for Dworshak.
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Table 6. Summary of estimated wildlife habitat inpacts associated with
t he devel opment and operation of the Dworshak Project, based on
existing infornation. These figures only reflect habitat acreage, and
do not reflect habitat quality.

Pre- proj ect Post - proj ect | npact s
Target Speci es Habitat Acres! Habitat Acres? Habitat Acres
El k 46, 035 30.719 - 15, 316
White-tail ed deer 34,300 19. 013 - 15, 287
Bl ack bear 47,735 30. 719 -17,016
Ruf f ed grouse 45, 525 30.749 -14.776
Mal | ard - -
Canada goose3 - -
River otter3
Beaver?®
Pileated woodpecker 41, 835 28. 219 -13,616
Yel | ow war bl er 296 230 66
1

Entire study area is 47,905 acres [inundated acreage (16.970) plus
proj ect |ands (30.935)]

2 After inundation and Project land devel opnent.

3 Acreages of pre-project and post-project habitat could not be
determined from existing information
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HYDROPOAER RESPONSI BI LI TY

Adoption of the Bruce's Eddy (Dworshak) Project was recomrended in
Senate Docunent 51, 84th Congress, 1st Session, dated June 14, 1955.
Detailed planning for the Dworshak Project was approved July 3, 1958,
under Public Law 85-500, 85th Congress, 2nd Session. Authority for
construction was contained in Public Law 87-874, approved Cctober 23,
1962, Section 201 of the Flood Control Act of 1962. in accordance with
House Docunent 403. 87th Congress, 2nd Session. Construction funds
were authorized by Public Law 87-880. approved Cctober 24. 1962 (USACE
1975).

Dworshak Dam and Reservoir is a nulti-purpose water resource project,
and is an integral part of the conprehensive water resource devel opnent
plan for the Columbia Rver and its tributaries. It is designed for

fl ood control and hydroel ectric power production with consideration for
recreation (USACE 1975).

The power house has two 90. 000 kw and one 220,000 kw generating units in
the initial installation, with space provided for three additional

220. 000 kw units. Daily operation of Dworshak Reservoir reflects

hydr opower needs (USACE 1985b). Water released fromthe reservoir is
passed through turbines for generation of electrical power. Power
operations are schedul ed through the North Pacific Division Reservoir
Control Center, and the schedule can call for peaking operation, block
| oading, or base |oading (USACE 1985b). An average of

4,100,000 acre-feet of water passes through the Dworshak Project
annual 'y (USACE 1985). Most of this water passes through turbines and
produces power. The average annual energy produced because of the
Dwor shak Project is 2.470.3 mllion kilowatt hours (USACE 1961). The
initial annual benefit from power production at Dworshak was esti mated
to he $10, 232. 000 (USACE 1961).

The estimated cost of the Dworshak Project in 1980 was $322, 600, 000.
Based on Bonneville Power's financial summary (1986). the cost is now
$359. 834. 000. Commerci al power revenues repay the U S. Treasury 84.12

of the total cost of the Dworshak Project. Costs allocated to flood
control, navigation, and recreation are non-reinbursable, and hence
will not be returned to the U S. Treasury.

Under the Corps Separahl e Cnsts-Renmaining Benefits Method of assigning
a portion of joint costs for specific project features to various
project purposes, 88% of the costs of Dworshak Project joint costs are
assigned to power (PNUCC s pers. comun. 1987).

Section 4(h)(10O (A of the 1980 Northwest Power Act states that “...the
Admi ni strator shall use the Bonneville Power Administration fund and
the authorities available to the Admi nistrator under this Act and ot her
| aws adm ni stered by the Adnministrator to protect, mtigate, and
enhance fish and wildlife to the extent affected by the devel opnent and
openation of any hydroelectric project of the Colunbia River and its
tributaries." This section goes on to explain that "Expenditures of
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the Adnministrator pursuant to this paragraph shall be in addition to,
not in lieu of, other expenditures authorized or required from other
entities under other agreements or provisions of law"

Based on previous studies, negotiations, and agreerments, the U S. Any
Cor ps of Engi neers assuned responsibility for elk nitigation at
Dworshak Reservoir, w th a goal of producing enough browse

(1.830.000 pounds) on the hard core nitigation area and other project
lands to feed 915 elk for a 100 day winter period. This goal is now
being worked toward cooperatively between the Corps and the |DFG
Based on prelimnary browse production estinates projected to the year
1994. a total of 563.028 pounds of browse is expected to be produced
annual ly on Dworshak Project |ands (USACE pers. commun.).

Many ot her species of wildlife |ost habitat when Dworshak Reservoir

i nundated nearly 17.000 acres of habitat. Oher than a few benefits to
some speci es because of elk mitigation activities, nothing has been
done to nitigate their | osses.

Rat epayers in the Northwest have benefited from | ow cost hydropower
produced at Dworshak for the last 15 years. Power is the najor revenue
producing purpose of the Project. Under the 1980 Northwest Power Act,

... the Administrator shall use the Bonneville Power Adm nistration
fund and the authorities available to the Adninistrator under this Act
and other laws administered by the Adnministrator to protect, mtigate.
and enhance fish and wildlife to the extent affected by the devel oprment
and operation of any hydroelectric project of the Colunbia R ver and
its tributaries.”
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A <. '<%¢\I 600 South Walnut @ Box 25

., B“, &// Boise. ldaho 83707
[ ) }
(y 4

December 14, 1987

Enclosed for your formal comments is the draft report for Phase | of
the Dworshak Wildlife Projectlon, Miitigatlon, and Enhancement Plan.
This draft report was funded by Bonneville Power Administration under
the authority of Sectlons 1004(b)(5) of the Northwest Power Planning
Council’'s Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program.

Please have your comments to us by January 11, 1988. If you have any
guestions, please feel free to call Allyn Meuleman or Jerome Hansen at
(208)334-5057.
Sincerely,
“ »

A : Jerr?‘ M. Conley
3

.j{‘) Directpr
b \
Jm/g/sa

EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
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NEZ PERCE TREATY SEP 21

JUNE 11. 1855

O\

joF e Ce N

RESOURCE & FORESTRY

3o Dbx {@, 3
:<LAPWAL. 1DAHO
<2y BTARLT

(208) 843-2253

Sept enber 16, 1987

Jerome Hansen

W ldlife Biologist

| daho Fish and Gane
P.O Box 25

600 S. Wal nut

Boi se, |daho 83707

Dear Jerone:

This is a brief sunmary of the interagency field trio to

Dwor shak Reservoir and the Lower Cearwater R ver. Pl ease | et
me know if you have any additions or subtraction to this
sunmary.

Si ncerely,

Lol Ko

Loren A. Kronenmann
Wldlife Biologist

See attached mailing |ist
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Mai | ing List

Jim Meyer BPA Carl Christianson COE
Allyn Meul emann | DF&G John MKern CCE
Jerone Hansen | DF&G Al Sutlick CCE

Bob Martin | DF&G Sam McNeil1l | DF&G
Dick G ger USFWS Ted Meske | DF&G

Marty Montgonery PNWPPC Dan Davis USFS

D ck More COE Jim Kosciuk CCE

Dean Johnson |BL Pam Barrow PNUCC

Vi cki Saab Marks USFW5
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What : Summary of the field trip by the Interagency Wrk
G oup to Dmorshak Reservoir and the Lower O earwater

R ver.
Waen: Septenber 1 and 2.
Wher e: Dwor shak Reservoir - Administered by Arny Corps of

Engi neers and Lower Clearwater River from the
project to the confluence of Cearwater and Snake
R ver.

Those in attendance:

Carl Christianson CCE

Vi cki Saab WMarks USFWs

Al Sutlick CCE

Lcren A Kronenmann Nez Perce Tribe
Ted Meske | DFG

Dean Johnson | DL

Jack Bell Nez Perce Tribe
Marty Montgonery NPPC

Keith Law ence Nez Perce Tribe
Jerone Hansen | FG

Bob Martin | FG

D ck Mbore CCe

The interagency work group net at the Big Eddy Marina on
Dworshak Reservoir at 9:00 a.m Tuesday, Septenber 1, 1987. A
| aunch provided by the Corps of Engineers was used to carry the
group on an inspection tour of Corps |ands. Dick More and Ted
Meske provided background information and history of the
reservoir and ccnducted a field tour of nmanagenent units on the
| oner pool and hard core areas.

First we stopped at an Elk Creek nmanagenent unit that had
been planted with bare root stock of Red Stem Ceanothus in
1974. The survival rate of the plantings was |ow and evidence
Of heavy use was seen.

W hiked to a managenent unit on Magnus Bay that was
roll er chopped and burned. A tremendous cover of Red Stem
followng the preparation was only a remant at this time, wth
w |l low the dom nant shrub species there now. Apparently, a
resident deer and elk population utilized the area
extensively. A hydraulic brush chopper was used experinmentally
in this unit which shows some prom se for habitat regeneration.

At noon, we inspected the Gold Creek burn (burned in 1374
and again in 1985 which was recovering from its nost recent
wild fire. A short trip up the Little North Fork reveal ed the
[ ayout of the managenent program on the hard ccre areas along
Huches Point and on the G andad Creek side of the reservoir.
Several log handling sites were also pointed out.
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Longbar A and B, back out on the North Fork, were treated
with Asulox, for control of of bracken fern. A small anount
bracken fern was left after the treatnent, in areas protected
from aerial application

Follow ng the boat tour we |landed at G andad Bridge and
continued by pickup, furnished by Ted bleske (IFG. W | ooked
at managerment unit Long Creek C first. This area was | ogged
and burned in 1977 and 1978. The result was a good stand of
red stem Mortality on the shrub was seen from a hard freeze.
Heavy use of the shrub field was also seen. Most shrubs were
from4 to 7 feet tall.

The |ast managenent unit toured was G andad |I. This unit
was |logged and burned in 1984. There was a shrub cover but was
heavily used by a resident deer herd. A deer and elk enclosure
was constructed on the sight to get a better handle on
producti on. From Grandad | the group could |ook over nuch of
the hard core area and many of the nmanagenent units.

Thr oughout the upper end of the reservoir we saw evi dence
of blow dcwn which was still being |ogged and cl eaned up. The
land adjacent to Corp property was being |ogged heavily wth
large clearcuts running up to Corp boundary.

Much of the discussion throughout the tour centered arcund
the difficulty of shrub regeneration and questions whether
brcuce was the limting factor. A discussion on the |ocal
popul ati ons of the other tarqet species designated during our
first interagency group neeting was brought up by Jerone Hansen

The group got back to Big Eddv Marina between 5:30 - 6:00
p.m and agreed to neet at Konkolville Mtel in Oofino at 9:00
a.m on Wednesday for the second half of the field trip
covering the Lower O earwater.

The interagency group started the second leg of the field
trip at RM 1 of the North Fork just below the power house. A
di scussion was heid on the differences between the effects of
power generation above the dam verses the effects seen bel ow
the dam on the lower Cearwater. Effects such as water
tenperature, water chemstry, vegetation changes and physical
changes like, fluctuations and erosion were discussed.
Specific information for this area, at this tine, seenmed to be
spotty. GCeneric and specific information wll have to be tied
together to give a conplete picture. Bal d Eagl e managenent was
di scussed because of the wintering eaqgle roost/feeding area
bel ow t he darn.

From this point, the group traveled down river and stopped
at several strategic points along the river that showed
evidence of stabilization of the riparian habitat because of
reduced inundation and scouring by flooding and ice flows,
respectively. Evi dence showed increasing anounts of vegetation
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along the banks and islands. This continuous stabilization of
the main C earwater could change the conplexion of the riparian
zone which would have strong inplications over the long term
It was also pointed out that there were no osprey nests along
the |ower C earwater. Possi bl e reasons for this were

di scussed. Much of the problem in |oss assessnment along the

| ower Cear>Jater was the lack of specific pre-inpoundnent
information for the area. Qher then goose nesting platiforns,
specific wildlife habitat managenent for the |ower C earwater
seems to be incidental to the managenment of the region due to
| and ownership patterns and lack of funding for research and
managenent .

As we ended our tour of the lower C earwater near the
slack water of Lower G anite Dam we saw evidence of silting on

the river bed due to the reduced velocity of the river. I's
woul d change the species conposition of the fishery that can
take advantage of a nore |ucustrine habitat. The goose

pastures, which were mitigation for lower Ganite, were visited
toward the end of the trip.

At the end of the trip everyone seened to be better

i nformed about what was there and what wasn't. It was agreed
at this time to plan for a 2 day nmeeting in Lapwai, at the Nez
Perce Tribal Ofices on Cctober 15 and 16, VW should have a
good productive meeting at this time. It's inportant that we
have a gccd head count on who willl be attending this neeting so
we can make detailed plans. So, if you could, please drop ne
or Jerome a note or call to let us know of your plans to attend.

Thank you,

%’rm K(/;; ?é‘?u’,;wc/vv\—\

Loren Kronenann
Wldlife Biologist

Nez Perce Tribe

(208) 843-2253 Ext. 339
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A AN XSy
'\@ RISV 600 South Walnut e Box 25
~ L .\\// Boise. Idaho 83707
[

November 16, 1987

Enclosed are the minutes from the October 15, 1987 Dworshak Reservoir
Wildlife Protection, Mitigation, and Enhancement Planning Consultation/
Coordlnatlon meeting in Lapwal, Idaho. Minutes of the morning and
afternoon sessions were prepared by the Idaho Department of Fish and
Game and the Nez Perce Tribe biologists, respectively.

Sincerely,

G. Allyn Meuleman
Regional Wildlife Biologist

GAM/ sa

Enc.

EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
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Minutes
of
Dworshak Reservoir WIlldlIfe Protection,
Mitigation and Enhancement Planning
Consultation/Coordination Meeting

October 15, 1987
Lapuai, Idaho

The followlng people attended:

Dan Davis U.S. Forest Service 208-476-4541
Jerome Hansen Idaho Department of Fish and Game 208-334-5057
Loren Kroneman Nez Perce Trlbe 208-843-2253
Keith Lawrence Nez Perce Tribe 208-843-2253
Vickl Saab Marks U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 208-334- 1931
Ted Meske Idaho Department of Fish and Game 208-743-6502
Allyn Meuleman Idaho Department of Fish and Game 208-334-5057
Dick Moore U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 208-476-7570

The major objective of the meeting was to review existing Information
pertaining to the Impacts of Dworshak Dam and Reservoir on target
species, and decide If additional information was needed to accurately
assess impacts. After information for each target species was reviewed
and exchanged by the interagency work group, methods for obtaining any
necessary additional information were discussed.

The morning session dealt primarily with Dworshak Reservoir impacts to
target species above the dam (excluding bald eagles and osprey) while

the afternoon session centered on Dworshak impacts on bald eagles and
osprey both above and below the dam and also Impacts on other
downstream target species. A review of the results of the meeting
follows.

Above dam impacts - IDFG Project No. 87-111.

1. Habitat data. Some pre-project habitat and vegetation data Is
available from Heezen's (1961) work in the pool area. thirty
species of woody plants were enccuntered In the study. A total of
6,720 woody plants on 154 transects were measured. Information
gathered Included species compositlon, density, and big game
utlllzatlon. The USFWS Coordinatlon Act Report (1962) recoraed
princlpal cover types Inundated by Dworshak Reservoir. Asherin
and Orme (1978) sampled vegetation on 30 sites around Dworshak
Reservoir Vegetation attributes measured In the field Included

( 1) species presence, (2) plant and ground coverage, (3) density,
(4) frequency of occurrence, and (5) shrub and tree crown helghts.

2. Elk. The work group agreed that because Dworshak impacts on elk
have been Intenslvely studied In the past, and because agreements
have been reached on acceptable browse production goals to support
915 elk for 100 days In the winter, there would be no attempt to
re-evaluate the Impacts to elk. Rather, the amount of browse
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currently produced on mitigation lands will be ccmpared to
mitigation goals. Based on perliminary Information available at
the meeting it appears current browse production Is far short of
mitigation goals. Elk mitigation goals, alternatlves, and

solutions will be addressed during the mitigation planning phase
of this contract. The work group agreed that impacts of past elk
mitlgatlon activities to other target species should be recorded.

3.  White-tailed deer. Available information on the impacts of
Gorshak Reservoir on white-tailed deer was presented and
discussed. Pre-Dworshsk data includes an aerial count of deer
observed in the pool area during the 1954-1957 Clearwater Game and
Range Study (IDFG 1957). Ninety-eight percent of the observed
wintering population was counted In the area that would be
Inundated. The 1957 report concluded that numbers counted
represented only a small proportion of the deer populations In the
area. It was pointed out in the meeting that white-railed deer
are hard to accurately count in dense cover conditions. In 1975
it was estimated that white-tailed deer losses were approximately
40% of the pre-project population. The work group agreed that
Dworshak Reservoir had inundated key white-tailed deer winter
range and that no mitigation had been accomplished vyet for
white-tailed deer losses.

4. Bhck bear. The USFWS (1962) report stated that it was unlikely
that Black bears would suffer any great reduction in numbers due
to the project. The Asherin and Orme (1978) study Indiceted that

bears were still common around the reservoir. With the inundation
of over 15,000 acres of habitat, the work group agreed that
Dworshak has impacted the black bear. It was pointed out during

the meeting that some of the Ilower, south facing slopes had
probably provided important spring green-up foraging areas for

bears. The work group agreed that In a lot of Instances, elk
and/or deer mitlgatlon activities would probably benefit black
bear.

5. Ruffed grouse. The USFWS (1962) report polnted out that
populations of ruffed grouse in the vicinity of the reservoir

would be greatly reduced. The Sport Fishing institute (1981)
concluded that significaant losses of ruffed grouse were expected,
but the losses In terms of habitat or populations were never
identified. Asherln and Orme (1978) surveyed ruffed grouse in
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coniferous vegetation types around Dworshak Reservoir, finding
densities generally from 0.27 to 0.5 birds per hectare. The work
group discussed possible benefits of past elk mitigation
activities to ruffed grouse. It was felt that where abundant
fruit-producing shrubfilds (i. e. serviceberry, hawthorn, etc.)
were created, then benefits may have occurred. Large shrubfields
producing a minimum of preferred grouse foods were expected to
only receive use around the edges.

6. River otter and beaver (aquatlc furbearers). The USFWS (1962)
concluded that fur animals, including river otter and beaver,
would be adversely affected by the Impoundment. Asherinand Orme
(1978)observedbothbeaverandriverotterusingthe exposed mud
banks. No beaver production onthe reservoir was noted during the
study,while sighting of young river otter indicated that some
reproduction is occurring. Asherin and Orme (1978) recommended
separate studies on the impact of the reservoir on both river
otter and mink.

7. Mallard and Canada goose (waterfowl). The USFWS (1962)report
concluded that the North Fork of the Clearwater River is not
located on a major waterfowl flyway, and that past project
conditions In the area contributed little to this group. It also
stated that limited waterfowl use occurs along some stream
sections and both mallards and Canada geesehave been observed in
the area. The USFWS also concluded that if the project were
built, extensive reservoir fluctuations would prevent
establishment of waterfowl food plants and that waterforl use of
the reservoir would be chiefly for resting. Asherln and Orme
(1978) agreed that waterfowl generally use the reservolr as a
resting stop during spring and fall migratlons, foraging on
exposed mud banks. They also concluded that waterfowl nesting
along the reservoir Is minor. inundation of nests on mud banks
was expected to occur each spring as the pool was filled. The
work group generally agreed with the conclusions In these
reports. It was noted that a few Canada geese were known to nest
on the North Fork of the Clearwater above the conflusion  with the
Little North Fork, In the pre-Dworshak times. It was also noted
that at least three mallard broods were observed on Dworshak
Reservolr last spring, prlmarlly associated with tributaries.
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10.

Pileated woodpecker (old growth). No information was presented on

pileated woodpeckers, as none was found. It was felt that the
pileated woodpecker had probably occurred in most forested areas
of the pool area before inundatlon. It was mentioned that

Panhandle National Forest personnel had worked extensively on old
growth management practices and habitat requirements of old growth
dependent wildlife species.

Yellow warbler. No Informatlon on this species was presented as
none was found. It is used as a target species to represent the
scrub-shrub wetland component which existed In riparian zones
along the North Fork Clearwater River, prior to impoundment. The

work group discussed pre-Dworshak riparian conditions It was
noted that a scrub-shrub wetland component did exist in a
non-continuous manner in  riparian areas all alongthe North Fork

Clearwater River.

Data needed to supplement existing information The work group

agreed that although a large amount of wildlife information exists
pertaining to Dworshak Reservoir, It does not adequately cover
Impacts to target species other than the elk. It was agreed that

existing information would have to be supplemented with field data
collected during a modified Habitat Evaluation Procedure (HEP) for

each target species other than elk. The existing habitat
information is. more quantitative than qualitative. It was felt
that collection of some qualitative field data was imperative in
order to accurately assess the wildlife impacts from Dworshak
Reservoir The work group decided that we would gather the
additional information needed under Phase Il of the Dworshak

Wildlife Protection, Miitigation and Enhancement Plan. Phase | of
the Dworshek Plan will consist of existing imformation available
as outlined in the objectives and will  be completed February,
1988.
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Sunmmary of Meeti ng.
I nteragency Wrk G oup Meeting
Cct ober 15, 1987

Lapwai Idaho
Af t ernoon Sessi on

The afternoon session of the meeting concentrated on Bald
Eagl e and OCsprey mitigation over the entire study area,
Dwor shak Reservoir and along the Lower C earwater from Dworshak

Dam to Lew ston.

A discussion of Osprey started the afternoon session. It
was acknow edged that there was a significant anount of work
done on GCspreyin general,but little was known about this
specific population. The COE informally keeps track of nest
| ocations but has no on-going program concerning GCsprey. I't
was agreed to that the formation of the Reservoir was
general ly beneficial to Osprey nesting and that Osprey
popul ati ons were expanding overall, but the question of why
there were no nests down stream from the dam site was still
unanswer abl e.  Several theories were presented. The exposure

of the nestlings to summer heat along the C earwater (Don

WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT
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Johnson, personal Com ) was mentioned a possible reason

however it was pointed out that OCsprey are known to nest in
areas of greater heat intensity than what is seen in the
Clearwater valley The nunber of suitable nesting sites and
the amount of river fluctuations during the nesting season may
be the critical elements in nest site selection along the |ower
Cearwater. This question has never been addressed for this
popul nti on. The resource status at this time is not known.

The relative stability of the Osprey populations in the region
and funding cutbacks of land managers in the region has lead to
a reduction in population nmonitoring byall governent agencies

at this tine.

Di scussion on the Bald Eagle population in this areawas
concerned with the wintering population. Here again the Iack
of specific information on the wintering populations was
not ed. A discussion on the ecoloqy of wintering Bald Eagles in
this location was covered with possible ram fications due to
hydro- power generation on the wintering population. 1Is the
popul ation of wintering Bald Eagles an indication of an
expandi ng populationor is it a concentration of Eagles due to
an added winter feeding site provided by flushing fish through
the turbines at Dworshcak? What are the nanagenent policies
concerning this population of wintering Bald Eagles. At this
tinme CCE keeps access to the, east side of the river fromthe

dam to the confluence closed while Eagles are using the area.
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The session that was scheduled for the morning of October
16, 1987 was conbined with the afternoon session of October 15,
1987. The areas of concern covered in the late after session
was the mitigation for habitat loss along the |ower clearwater
from Dworshak to Lewi ston. Targets species of concern were
Wiite Tail and Mule Deer, River Otter, Beaver, Quail, Chukcr,
G eat Blue Heron, Canada Goose, Mallard and Yellow Warhbler
These target species were chosen because the work group felt
They are highly visible and they represent the habitats that
woul d be most inpacted by down stream effect O Dworshak Dam.
Docunent ati on on these target species is scarce for the |ower

Clearwarter river.

The riparian zone and adjacent |ands along the |ower
Cl earwater provided habitat for a resident population of white
tails and mul edeer (Asherin and Orme, 1978), but would be
recogni zed as critical only under the nbst seven winter
condi ti ons. To date,there is little or no information for the
deer popul ations along the lower Clearwater other than the
inventory work by Asherin and Orme (1978). Their inventory

showned very little use of the riparian zone along the river.

Geese, nallards, and Geat Blue Herons were recognized as
persistent residents along the lower Cearwarter tied closely

to the islands and narrow shrub-brush riparian zone along the

river Their populations are not considered significant but
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persi stent. No pre-Dwnorshak docunentation has been found

concerning these target species.

Aquatic- furbearers |ike the Beaver and river Otter are
both tied directly to the qualityof the ripaian habitat.
Beaver, through present along the |lower Clearwater in moderate
nunbers have the dubi ous honor of being in conflict with human
activitiesso they are trapped under a State of |daho general
permt and removed if there are any conflicts. Trapping
records and personal communication wth area trappers provide

nost of the historical information avail abl e.

The River Oter is present along the |lower clearwater but.
little is known of this population. They are protected but
with their popul ation being highly nobile and el usive the
extent of the information on River Oter is |limted to the

inventory work of Asherine and O ne (1978).

Upland game birds were also located within the study area
but once again information is lacking. Direct effects on thee
upl and gane popul ati ons by power generation on the |ower
cl earwater was consi dered marginal . Effects may be limted to

veget ati on changes due to stabilizing the maxi mum flows of the

| ower Clearwater.

It was pointed out that the effects along the |ower

Clearwater are not due to habitat lost to inundation but due to
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changes in water chem stry water tenperature and changes in
the cover type of the riparian zone and the islands Subt | e
changes such as these may be nore far reaching when considering
the entire Colunbia River, Snake River, Clearwater River

ecosyst em

Met hods of quantifying the |oss were discuss&. Wth
little or no estimates of historical populations along the
| ower C earwater, the difficulty in nmeasuring |oss, centers
around neasuring change in habitat vs. neasuring a total |oss
of habitat due to inundation. |i there is a reduction in the
quality of habitat for one species but a gain for another how
do we wei gh the inportance of one species against the other?
Do we focus on a change in yellow marbler habitat vs. Canada
Goose habitat or do we focus on the changes overall within a
reparian zone along approximately 40 mles of the |ower
Cl earwat er River. HEP was brought up as a nmethod to consider.
The question also cane up,do we need to foll ow the sane
approach above and bel ow the damand if so, do we follow the
same approach for all species orjust the target species that
are found in both areas? COE felt that if HEP is used it.
shoul d be done at a minimumon all target species conmon to

above and bel ow the reservoir.

The neeting closed at 6:15 p.m COctober 15. No further

wor kgroup neetings were scheduled at this tine.
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600 South Walnut- Box 25
Boise Idaho 83707

July 24, 1987

Enclosed are the minutes from the July 9, 1987 Dworshak coordination

meeting In Lewiston, Idaho.
As per our discussion during the meeting, a work group field trip to
the Dworshak area is planned for the future. However, the field trip

is now scheduled for September 1 and 2, Instead of the last week of
July. Please let us know by August 17 If you plan to attend.

Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

G. Allyn Meuleman
Regional Wildlife Biologist

GAM/sa

Enc.

EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
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Minutes
0
Dworshak Wildlife Impact Assessment
Consultation/Coordination Meeting

July 9, 1987
Lewiston Idaho

The follwing people attended:

Dick Giger USFWS 503-231-6 179
Jerome Hansen IDPG 208-334-5057
Dean Johnson IDL 208-245-4551
Jim Kosciuk COE 208-476-7631
Loren A. Kroneman Nez Perce Tribe 208-843-2253
Keith Lawrence Nez Perce Tribe 208-843-2253
Vickl Saab Marks USFWS 208-334-1 931
John McKern COE 509-522-6499
Sam McNeill IDFG 208-743-6502
Ted Meske IDFG 208-743-6502
Allyn Meuleman IDFG 208-334-5057
Jim Meyer BPA 503-234-5239
Dick Moore COE 208-476-7570
The interagency work group discussed a number of topics related to
wildlife mitigation planning at Dworshak Reservoir. Work statements
for both the Ner Perce tribe ( impacts below the dam) and Idaho Fish and
Game (impacts from dam and above) were reviewed. Consultatlon/
coordination requirements of the work group were discussed. Target

species were selected for both the Nez Perce and Idaho Fish and Game
projects.

Specific activities and discussions at the meeting included:

1. The goal of the work group is to reach a consensus on all issues.
However, if a consensus cannot be reached, the work group agreed
that a majority vote would be used. Each agency  will have an
opportunity to formally comment on the draft impact assessment.

2. Target species selected for the Idaho Fish and Game project
(Impacts from dam and above) included elk, white-talled deer,
ruffed grouse, pileated woodpecker beaver, otter, yellow warbier
Mallard, Canada goose, and black bear.

3. Target species selected for the Ner Perce project (impacts below
the dam) included bald eagle, osprey, white-tailed deer, mallard,
Canada goose, chukar, pheasant, California quail, beaver, otter,
great blue heron, yellow warbler, and sucker.

4. The work group agreed that a two day field trip to the Dworshak
area will b e beneficial. The list of previously selected target
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species will be re-examined while in the field. Changes to the
list can be made by the work group during this field trip.

There  will be close coordination between the Nez Perce Tribe and
the Idaho Fish and Game projects. As much as possible, project
activities and meeting will be scheduled concurrently. Future
interagency coordination meeting were scheduled for October 15,
1987 and January 25, 1988.
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Pam Barrow

Pacific Northwest utilities Conference Committee
520 S. W. 6th Ave., Ste. 505

Portland, OR 97204

Carl Christianson

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
City-County Airport, Bldg. 602
Walla Walla, WA 99362-9265

Dan Davis

Clearwater National Forest
Hwy. 12

Orofino, ID 83544

Dick Giger

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
727 N. E. 24th Ave.

Portland, OR 97232

Dean Johnson

Idaho Department of Lands
1806 Main Ave.

Saint Maries, ID 83861

Jim Kosciuk

Dworshak Project Office
P.O. Box 48

Ahsahka, ID 83520

Loren A. Kroneman
Nez Perce Trlbe
P.O. Box 305
Lapwai, ID 83504
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Keith Lawrence
Nez Perce Tribe
P.O. Box 305
Lapwai, ID 83504

Mary Mahaffy

Bonneville Power Administration
Division of fish and Wildlife, PJS
P.O. Box 3621

Portland, OR 97208

Vicki Saab Marks

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
4696 Over 1 and Rd., Rm. 576
Boise, ID 83705

Owen Mason

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
North Pacific Division

P.O. Box 2870

Portland OR 97208

John McKern

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Bldg. 602, City-County Airport
Walla Walla WA 99362

Sam McNeill

Idaho Department of Fish and Game
1540 Warner Ave.

Lewlston, ID 83501

Ted Meske

Idaho Department of Fish and Game
1540 Warner Ave.

Lewiston, ID 83501
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Martin Montgomery
Northwest Power Planning Council
Statehouse Mail

Dick Moore

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
4232 Old Ahsahka Grade
Ahsahka, ID 83520

Jerry Neufeld

Idaho Department of Fish and Game
2320 Government Way

Coeur d'Alene, ID 83814

Al Sutlick

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

City-County Airport, Bldg. 602
Walla Walla WA 99362-9265
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Appendi x B:

I nt eragency Formal Comments

85



98

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
NORTH PACHIC DIVISION CORPS OF ENGINLERS
»0 sox 2870
POATLAND ORLGON $7108 2070

Janvary 25, 1988

MY 10
ATTENTION OF

Envirormental Resources Branch

Mr. Jerry M. Conley, Director
Idaho Department of Fish and Game
600 S. Walnut

Box 25

Boise, Idaho 83707

Dear Mr. Conley:

Enclosed for your consideration are the formal commente of the U.5, Army
Corps of Engineers on the draft report for Phase I of the Dworshak Wildlife
Protection, Mitigation, and Enhancement Plan. The enclosure represents the
oonsgol idated comments of the respective staffs of the Walla Walla District
office, the Dworshak project, and the North Pacific Division office,

If you have any questions, please feel free to call Mr, Owen Mason of this
office at (503) 221-3829.

Sincerely,

James R. Pry
Oolonel, Corps of Engineers
Deputy Division Engineer

Enclosure



U.S. ARMY OORPS OF ENGINEFRS COMMENTS
(N _THE DRAFT REPORT FOR PHASE 1 OF THE

DWORSHAK WILDLIFE Pﬁxms MITIGAT ION,

1. Because Dworshak is an existing project without benefit of previous HEP
data, application of HEP as the evaluation tool has inherent weaknesses. The
Corps of Engineers has consistently expressed reservations regarding the use
and validity of HEP when applied to older, existing projects because of the
inability to accurately evaluate the quality of lost habitats via photographic
interpretation. Acocordingly, use of HEP as the evaluation tool at Dworshak
will require the establishment of, and agreement upon, clearly articulated
assumptions by the study team to deal with the quality aspects of lost
habjtats. Study team participants must be willing to negotiate and compromi se
when assumptions prove invalid and/or result in unreasonable and unsupportable
loss statements. We also believe that ultimate recamendations regarding
wildlife protection, mitigation, and erhancement must be accompanied by a valid
asgessment of the relative health and vigor of existing aninal populations
within the Dworshak area. The present draft does not substantiate animal
locses or determine the existence of any unhealthy populations.

2. The report recommends applying the Habitat Evaluation Procedures (HFP) to
all of the target species chosen, except for elk. We understand that this is
proposed because there is already an agreement on mitigation for eik, and that
they have been thoroughly studied. However, if the HEP procedure is considered
to be the moat accurate indicator of habitat unit loeses and gains, we should
apply it to elk habitat also. As the report says, HEP should be used because
data are collected in a standardized way which can be compared between points
in time, it is less affected by natural variability than population based
approaches, and it was developed specifically for assessing wildlife impacts
from hydroelectric projects.

3. During the field trip on September 1-2, 1987, discussions turned several
times to the activities occurring on lands adjacent to Dworshak Project and
whether browse or cover was now becoming the limiting factor for elk in the
winter range surrounding Dworshak. The only mention of any of these
discussionn or even the question of limiting factors i{s in one sentence in
paragraph 5 of the field trip summary in Appendix A. This office believes that
this question is legitimate, and that it can best be addressed through a HEP
study of a much larger area than just the Dworshak Project lardis, In the past
10 years, timber harvest on these adjacent lands has increasned to the point
where browse (although not always of the highest quality) is in greater
abundance in many parts of the area than i{s thermal and hiding cover. While
browse can be developed in a period of 3-S5 years, cover takes 20-50 years and
gamet imes more. Mistakes made with regards to cover will affect the elk herd
for a substantial amount of time.

4. We have same concern about the presentation of certain facts. Throughout
the draft, reference is made to evaluation, surveys, or oheervations supporting

The 1900 Notrthwest Power Act directs that all plans be based on
and supported by the hest avallable sclentific knowledge. The HEP
meermn to be the best tool we have availahle to us to exsmine
hydroelectric impacts on wildlife, even at older, existing
projects. Agencies currently using the HEP on older projects

inc lude the USACE, USFWS, IDFG, Washington Dept. of Game, Oregon
rish and Wildlife, and Envirosphere. This report substantiaies
the loss of 16,970 acren of terrestrial and aquatic wildlife
habitat, due to the inundation from Dworshak Reservoir. Thia
habitat and associated potentisl annual wildlife production {a
lost forever. Thia report alao substantiates land use activities
on 30,935 scres of USACE Dworshak Project lands, some of whirh
heve resulted in the permanent loss of wildlite hahitst and all
assoclated potentisl annual wildlife production.

Noted. We will discuss thie with the work group.

Noted. We will discuss this with the work group.

A total of 989 and 1,088 wvhite-talled deer were counted {n 1084
and 1985, during IDFG and USACE astial counts. As correctly
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a statement, Por example, numbers of elk through Fish and Game aerial counts
for the years 1984 and 1985 were 985 and 1,088. This should have stated aerial
counts have been conducted since 1976 and a table should have been presented
showing respective counts for each year as well as cow/bull, and cow/calf
ratios. Without an accurate acoount of facts, a person may be misled or
misunderstand the current status. It is recommended that the draft be
rewritten to clarify and make a better presentation of facts. The second draft
should be reviewed prior to finalization.

5. One purpose of this document is to outline and present the current status
of Dworshak Project. Reference is made to 2,900 acres of browse fields
established in the mitigation area and 800+ acres below the mitigation area
manipulated in the 1970's. The State was given information on all vegetation
plantings and browae manipulation. No mention was made of the work performed
on Corpe lands outside of elk mitigation. In the mid 1970's, the Corpe
contracted and planted approximately 200,000 trees and shrubs in the canyon
below the dam, this and other practices should have been mentioned. Practices
not mentioned have had a positive impact in maintaining vegetative conditions
sujtable to particular wildlife species.

6. Page vi. Is the 7,030 acres of habitat for mallards, Canada geese, and
river otter a cambined total or is the acreage figure identical for each?

7. Abstract. The second sentence is misleading. To clarify, it should be
revritten to state, "Using existing information, it has been determined that
the project has resulted in the inundation of 16,970 acres of land and river
channel and &vel*gm:_ﬁ of 30,935 acres of land for various pgoacct purposes.
8 res n tl 088 O ' acres of e tat, A acres o
white-tailed deer habitat, 17,330 acres of black bear habitat, 15,120 acres of

ruffed grouse habitat and 17,150 acres of pileated woodpecker habitat.®
(Underlined section to be added.)

8. Page 1: Reference is made to a study; the sbstract identifies the document
as a report.

9. Page 3: Recreation site developments should be identified as they indicate
developments and save improvement to the habitat.

10. Page 3: An inset showing the location of the project area within the
state like the one on Page 6 would be helpful.

11. Page 5: In the paragraph diacussing operation of the pool, a new, but
important consideration is the effect of drawdown for the Water Budget.
Perhaps a sentence of two should be added describing that impact on pool
operation and resultant impacts on wildlife.

11. Page 7: Reference to Dworshak Project history being filled with
frustrations {s not appropriate. We understand that various deadlines were not
met, Pederal lands were excessed, and personnel from various agencies did not
always agree. Reference to frustration is opinionated and should not be used
in a document of this type.

6.

7.

steted In the report, IDFG and USACE personnel counted 513 elk In
1984 and 937 elk In 1983,

It 1s our understanding that the planting of 200,000 trees and
shrubs was an effort to rehebl|itate severely degraded lands that
presently provide minimal wildiite value.

This was o potentisl habltat acresge tigure computed for each
species. The 7,030 acres Included a 100 meter boand of hablitat on
either side of the 67 mlles of river and major tributaries, and
the acreage of the riverbed (1,700 acres), Because this acreage
tigure did not come from existing Information, [t was decided to
delete [t until the Interagency work group cen delIneate potentlal
waterfow! and squatic furbearer habltat acreages In a work session
environment,

Noted.
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A study hes dbeen conducted to produce this report,

A figure showing recreation developments has been Inciuded In the
report.

Incorporated into text,

a. Incorporated Into text,

b. Noted,



12. Pages 7 thru 11: In quoting Mehrhoff and Sather-Blair, quotations are
placed at the beginnings of the paragraphs, but not at the ends.

13. Page 8: It is our understanding that PFI stands for Potlatch Forest
Industries, Inc.

14. Page 9: The word "reluctantly® was used. The clear facts should be
presented and not hearsay.

15. Page 10: The last paragraph on this page is vague. Realizing that it is
a quotation from Mehrhoff and Sather-Blair, perhaps same explanation, in
parentheses, is needed. As we understand, ISLB is required to maximize dollar
returns from lands they administer, while IDFG would have preferred a shortened
timber rotational cycle to maximize browse production.

16. Page 12: The first sentence is inaccurate. The lands were Public lands
adninistered by the Bureau of Land Management. When another Federal agency
uses Public Lands, they are "withdrawn® from Public land status and BLM
administration. The sentence should read, "In 1978, 4,028 acres of Public Land
was withdrawn from Bureau of land Management administration to Corpe of
Engineers administration for wildlife mitigation purposes.® It would be
helpful in the third sentence to identify the size of the Heezen Block. We
understand it was 53,000 acres.

17. Page 15: Delete last sentence.

18. Page 17: The use of 54 miles in the first sentence is misleading. The
dam is located at RM 1.9, the reservoir is 53.6 miles long, and the North Fork
is 135 miles long.

19. Page 18: It should be helpful to define the meanings of the land uses in
Table 2. For example, what do "cut over timber,” “marketable timber," and
"reproduction timber™ mean?

20. Page 2331 Line 22 and 23 - Low pool elevation of 1,445 feet msl is not
reached every year.

21, Page 23: Line 23 - The 175 miles of shoreline is at full pool, not at
draw down.

22. Page 24: Reference to 30,935 implies all acres were affected when in
reality only same were.

23. Page 25: Reference to 247 acres is incorrect. Through extensive planting
and reclamation effort most of the habitat has been replaced or modified to
benefit other species.

24, Page 25: Reference to log handling facilities inplies year round use.

This should be rewritten to state the facility is uged only seasonally. The
paragraph referencing 27 miles of roads should also state a seasonal uee in

same areas.

14,

16.

20.

21.

22,

23,

24,

In quoting long passages, quotations are placed at the first of
evach psragraph, and only placed at the end of the last patagraph
of the quotation (Sherman and Johnson, 1983, Modern Technical
Writing, p.44).

Based upon our intormation and conversations with ldaho Department
of Lands personnel, PFI stood tor Potlatch Forest, Incorpotated.

AR this was a direct quote out ot the mitigation status report, it
was not used in this report as hearsay.

Incorporated into text.

Based on Heezen (1963), the size of the original proposed “Heezen
Bluck” was 50,800 acres. The rest of parsgraph has heen
incorporated into text.

Incorporated into text.

Incorporated into text.

Incorporated into text.

Incorporated into text.

Incorporated into text.

Incorporated into text.

The dratt Dworshak Master Pian (USACE 1985h) states that the
247 acres have too much human activity for high wildlite value.
Habitat acreage where the dam, powerhouse, launch site, and
telated buildings are located {s gone.

Incorporated into text,

89



25. Page 28: In the second paragraph, the phrase, "Dworshak area of
influence,” would be more clear stated as the area influenced by Dworshak
project.

26. Page 29: Reference is made to 530 acres loet. This is not true; same
species were impacted while others benefited.

27. Page 30: Line 21 ~ Should have read IDPFG and USACE.

26. Pege 30: Reference is made to major elk wintering areas. As detemmined
by aerial big game counts conducted by IDFG and Corps, there are major
wintering areas downstream. These sites may not have large numbers of animals,
but nonetheless are important.

29. Page 32t

4. Reference is made to units 10 and 10A. Credit should be given to units
8, 8A, and 9 which cover the other sites of the reservoir. The nst value
ahould double to near $6 million dollars.

b. Under additional information needed, there should be sane discussion of
the impact of logging around the project lands. At the rate logging is
occutring, cover sustained on project lands, not browse, may became the
limiting factor for elk populations.

c. The $100 dollar figure used near the top of the page appears low for
the value of an elk-hunting day. Is it a cambined big game figure?

30. Page 341

&, PReference {s made to increase elk to 15,000 animals. Corpe affected
winter range is only a very maall percentage of total unit acres.

b. Subparagraph 2 may be correct for Management Area 3 as a whole.
Bowever, mitigation measures to date have, by plant succession manipulation for
that purpose, increased the smount of available forage on Dworshak project

31. Page 39:
a. Delete "No population...group counts.”

b. Line 12 - Should have read ®Idaho Pish and Game and Corps of BEngineers
personnel...*

32, Page 41: Line S and 15 - No reference (USACE 1985).

33, Page 431 BSuggest that the third paragraph beginning, ®In Summary...® be
moved to the top of the page. Suggest the last paragraph be reworded to read,
“There 18 an econamic impact to the reqion from the loes of white-tailed deer.
According to data compiled by Donnelly and Nelson (1986),..."

25,

26,

27,
28.

29.

30,

31,

32,
33,

Incorporated into text,

At the time of this draft report, this was +he best estimate of
habitat occupied by recreational development, dam, powerhouse,
related facilities, log handling facliiities, and roads.
Subsequent conversations with USACE personnel have Indicated that
oxact numbers are hard to nall down,

fncorporated Into text,

Noted.

a, Incorporated Into text,

b. Incorporsted into text.

c, In 1982, the net economic velue of an !daho Etk hunting trip
to the hunter and to the nation wes estimated to be 399,82,
This means the typical hunter would be willing to pay an
additional $100.00 per trip to hunt elk In ldaho. This valuve
fs on top of all other trip expenditures,

a. Noted,

b, (Incorporated Into text,

a, Incorporated into text,

b. Incorporated Into text,

Incorporeted Into text,

incorporated Into text.
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34. Page 45: The first issue and strategy do not apply to Corps lands along
the reservoir.

35, Page 46, paragraph 3t The recreational developments along the shoreline
do not necessarily reduce the carrying capacity of the winter range for
whitetail deer. These areas are usually planted with small trees and shrube
which provide same browse, and are closed during the winter season which
renoves disturbance, and are often the first areas to green-up in early spring.

36. Page 46, paragraph 4t This report concluded that more information was
m«h.:u:hzo\m a study. It is a little early to conclude that mitigation
is ¢ red.

37. Page 521 Much of this page is a repeat of page 51.. Should try to
consolidate.

38. Page 60, paragraph 1: The study cited for determination of waterfowl
habitat needs was done in an area of the state which is considerably different
from the habitat at Dworshak. This office questions the basis for a 100 meter
distance from water in the coniferous forest habitat. A more remsonable set of
figures might be 50 meters in the lower reservoir, where open areas were often
found, and 10 meters in the upper half of the reservoir, where the forest often
existed right down to the streambank. This would result in a potential habitat
acreage of 1400 acres, (27 miles of lower river with a 50 meter strip, and 27
miles of upper river and 13 miles of major tributaries with a 10 meter strip).
This office believes that an error was made in computing the acreage of
waterfowl habitat in the current report, since 67 miles of river X 5280 1/mile
X 330 feet (100 meters) X 2 sides of the river; divided by 43,560 sq. ft./acre
= 5,360 acres. If 2,200 acres of riverbed are added, the total is 7,560 acres.
The text refers to terrestrial habitat, so it is assumed that riverbed would
not be included, resulting in a difference of 1,670 acres. The author should
be requested to either provide documentation of the applicability of the cited
::form to the habitat at Dworshak or to consider modifying the habitat
qures.

39. Page 61: Raference to net values of waterfowl hunting in Idaho is not
relevant to this report.

40. Page 62: BSecond parsgraph - This paragraph presents one persons's opinion
without supporting facts. It should be deleted.

4l. Page 631 This section does not relate to actual losses at Dworshak.

42. Page 65, paragraph 31 The figures of 100 meters from water for river
otter and 200 meters for beaver are again difficult to accept given the
topography and vegetation at Dworshak. The author should be asked to either
provide documentation of the applicability of the cited reference to the
habitat at Dworshak or to modify the habitat figures. Arithmetic should again
be checked, since the acreage listed for river otter is in error (reference e.
above) and a 200 meter strip should yleld exactly twice the acreage of a 100
meter strip, yet in the text it does not (7,030 acres X 2 = 14,060 acres, not
12,360), 1If not all of the Clearvater and its tributaries were suitable for

34,

bL R

37,
38,

39.

40,
4,

42,

This Issue and strategy seems to 8pply to the Dworshak Project as
1+ polnts out the Importance and deciining acreage of white-tallod
deer wintering areas.

Perking lots, roads, bulidings, etc, permenently remove the
potential of some acres of hadblitat to support the annual
production of witdiife, Also, while human disturbance I3
generally not a factor during the winter, the designation of these
sreas for recrestion has constralned thelr deveiocpment potential
for on-site mitigation for wildiite, Most of the less steep and
most productive aress eround the reservolr have been designated
for recreation,

See No, 1,
Incorporated Into text,

Noted, see No, 6.

Noted.

Incorporated into text.

Our contract with BPA requires that management goals for terget
species be Included In this report,

Noted. See No. 6.
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beaver, this should be clarified. The text only states that portions had too
steep a gradient for dam establishment.

43. Page 6631 Reference should be made that trapping was actively pursued and
reflected proportionally to counts.

4. Page 71: Reference to sagebrush implies a major plant species was present
peior to inundation. This appears to be inaccurate.

45. Page 77, paragraph 4t The development of browse fields was coordinated
with the U.5. Pish and Wildlife Service and the Idaho Department of Fish and
Game, and elk was the species which all desired to manage for. Surely it was
realized and accepted that the development would have a detrimental effect on
some species. If we begin to assign losses based on msnagement for other
species, we will never reach the end, since management for ons specie will
always be to the detriment of amother. :

46, Acreages used for habitats, roads, and structures are estimates and may
not be accurate. CQlarification of acresges should be made and agreed to prior
to the final report.

47. It was apparent after reviewing the document, a literature review in part
was made. MNhere appropriate, references should be made rather than portions of
a text.

43,

“,

43,

46.

47,

Noted.

Noted.

The purpose of this report was to examine Dworshek Project Impacts
on all target species selected by the work group,

Becauss of ongoing land use changes on Dworshek project |ands,
acreages of roads, structures, etc. tend to change.

Noted.
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TRIBAL EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE

- e Hens

January 22, 1988

Jerry Conley

Idaho Department of Fish and Game
600 South Walnut

Roise, Idaho 83707

Dear Mr. Conley:

Attached is our comments on the draft of Phase I Dworshak
Wildlife Protection, Mitigation, and Enhancement Plan (Project
#87-111). We hope these comments are a useful assessment and
initiate productive discussion. Our hope is to develope the best
possible mitigation for the benefit of all wildlife impacted by
Dworshak Dam,

We appreciate the cooperation we have had with IDFG's
biologist's and look forward to continued cooperation in this
matter. If you have any questions concerning our comments please
contact Keith Lawrence at (208) 843-2253, Extension 334,

Sincerely,

Fish & Wildlife Sub-Committee



NEZ PERCE TRIBE COMMENTS REARDING DRAFT REPORT FOR
DWORSHAK BPA PROJECT §87-111

The comments that follow are broken down into the two subheadings of
1) editorial, which can be characterized as dealing with punctuation
or organization and 2) content, which involves conclusions drawn from

the material assembled for this report.

EDITORIAL Editorial

« Our BPA contract does not call for, nor fund, a combination of the

1. It is our understanding that it was originally intended for the
two reports,

final report from project #87-111 and 87-406 to be combined into one
Loss Statement for the Dworshak project. We feel that this is a good
idea and ultimately the report should talk about impacte rather than
contain a lot of verbage delineating which agency was principal
investigator for what area or which species. Between the draft and
final documents we need to get the principal authors together and
direct them to combine the two reports into a final document that has

one study arca description and deals with Wildlife losses.

N
.

In quoting fong passages, quotations are placed st the first of
esach paregraph, and only placed st the end of the (ast paragraph
of the quotation (Sherman and Johnson, 1983, Modern Technical

Writing, p.44),

2. Pages seven through eleven contains several open quotations. The
reader can not tell {f this is four pages of verbatim quotes or if
other material is added. 1f the four pages are verbatim quotes then
perhaps {t could he set off with different size or style of print or

summarized {n a table,.
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3. An example of a misconception caused by the problem cited in #2
above is found on page 10 paragraph 3., The quote states that the
1daho Department of Fish and Game and the U.S, FPish and Wildlife
Service reopened negotiations. However, it is unclear as to who was
involved in these negotiations, because the quote is not closed or

attributed.

4. A more complete discussion of the vhitetalllhnbitat needs could
be constructed from recent publications like the White-tailed Deer
Habitat Management Guidelines by Jageman or Owens work in Northern
Idaho. These citations may be more relevent than the reference in
paragraph 2 on page 35 to the 1987 Clearwater Forest Management Plan
BIS. Our concern here is that the value of old growth timber may be
over emphasized to the detriment of forbs and grasses which
regionally is an important fall and spring nutritional source and is
obtained in brushland or open coniferous types as stated in the U.S.

Pish and Wildlife Service Report from 1960, quoted on page 36.

$. The meeting minutes may be interesting in a draft report.
However, since everyone in the work group as well as Bonneville Power
Administration has the notes we feel they should be deleted from the

final product.

6. The acknowledgement on page 13 is that original management
agreements between the Idaho Department of Fish and Game and the
Idaho State Land Board and Potlatch are ineffective, combined with

the assertion from page 26 that "a majority of the land adjacent to

3. Noted, See No, 2,

4, Incorporated Into text,

S, BPA requested thaet we Include minutes of coordination meetings In
our report,

6, Idanho Fish and Geme wil] continue to work with federal, state, and
private 1and managers. Management practices not possible In the
past may be possible tn the future,
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the project lands is owned by Potlatch Corporation or the State

Department of Lands” would appear to negate the effectiveness of any
action embodied in the IDF ¢ G plans quoted in ¢ 2, 3 and 4 on page
33. By the reports own admission all management strategies short of

land acquisition have failed.
CONTENT

1. Our first concern is that the Impact Anscslmént for elk on page
31, when combined with Idaho Department of Fish and Wildlife
Management Goals on page 32 and 34 and the Management Strategies on
Page 33 and 34 tend to indicate that although full mitigation of elk
losses due to the Dworshak project have not been obtained, the Idaho
Department of Fish and Game plans to continue to work with the Corps

of Engineers to attempt to meet the goals they agreed upon in 1983,

ranges of critical importance." Questions arise as to what are the
IDPF & G yearly budget and regional priorities for winter range
acquisition within the State and which range or ranges does the IDF &

G intend to buy this year?

Without including a disclaimer in this section that the Department
does not intend to acquire lands to mitigate for the effect of power
generation at Dworshak it is not clear why the Northwest Power
Planning Council or Bonneville Power Administration should pursue
additional elk mitigation at Dworshak in lieu of the Department

asserting it as a Corps and Department responsibility. Additionally

Any big game winter range acquired with I0FG funds wilil
conglidered mitigation for another sgency's actions,

not be
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it is our recollection of the October 15, 1987 meeting that the work
group, upon hearing the input of Dan Davis that the Clearwater
National Porest has allocated significant acreage upstream from the

Smith Ridge area as Elk Winter Range, concluded that this may be a

million pounds of browse had not been meet in any of the four years
since the agreement was made, The point is, the group recognized
that off-site mitigation for elk is probably needed in the future and
this section does not clearly state that,

2 Thara ara
SIs

2. Th are a fe

concerns raised in the re
treated consistently throughout the text. U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service Reports are referenced as putting the loss of elk & mule deer
at 915 animals and white-tailed deer at a 3000 animal herd with 40%
losses. The assessments by the Fish and Wildlife Service of deer and

[ Y YRy A ram ot
4110 CuUliTlic WULR

elk losses were and continue to be very credible.
statements call for using all existing information where

appropriate. What is the rational in adopting the 915 figure while
rejecting the 3000 deer figure, when an IDF & G Biologist working
on-site for several years is quoted as agreeing with the 40% loss
figure. It seems ciear that we need more justification for utilizing
a HEP for white-tailed deer. A HEP analysis was strongly recommended
for White-Tailed deer at the October 15, 1987 consultation meeting by
people familiar with the process. We were not familiar with HEP and
the associated data collection procedures at that time but we
endorsed any procedure that would be more accurate than the U.S.

Pish and Wildlife Service estimates Jpon review of the white-tailed

. ypen

Agreements on elk mitigation have been reached after more then 20
yeors of studies and negotiations between the USACE, iDFG, end
USFWS, Other agencies such as the USFS, 1SLB, and USBLM have also
hean Involved, Mo speclfic mitlgation has taken place for any
other wildlife specles. A HEP wlll Incorporate knowledge galned
from past and present studies on target wildiife species and their
habitets and creste standerdized, manageable units of measure
reflecting both quantity and quel ity of habltat Impacted. It also
ts o usefu! too! to monitor beneflte {rom mitigation activities,
A HEP Includes the opportunity for the work group to modify
existing target specles models (such as white-talled deer) to fIt
habitat conditions In northern Idaho. As pointed out by Heezen
(1961) and other pre~Dworshak studies, white-talled deer were
n 4tha ¢ima At

difficult to count and the numbers seen e t

day the count was made.

i
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deer HEP mode]l we found it was constructed using research from the
hardwood forests of the southeast U.S. We also asesume that
vegetation measurements would be made from habitats adjoining the
lake. Measurements collected in 1968 from habitats above 1600 msl,
16 years after the land was first innundated may not be
representative of the original land. Current research suggests that
the biology of the white-tailed deer in Idaho is unlike that of
eastern subspecies in reproductive capacity and habitat use,
Acknowledging these difficulties we do not yet perceive how a HEP for
white-talled deer will provide a more accurate estimate of losses

than those currently on record.

3. On page 46 the IDF & G managemment issues state that
"Fluctuations and lowering of pool elevation during winter increases
loss of deer on and through ice.®" The principal investigator, on
page 17, cites losses from 1971 and frames the problem in a past
tense. James M. Peek in chapter 28 of White-tailed Deer Ecology and
Management cites similar "significant predation" occurred in
1975-76. The reader is left with an unclear picture of the
continuing scope of this problem or how the proposed HEP will define
it.

4. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) is quoted on page 31
stating the preliminary browse production estimates for Dworshak
Project lands falls far short of the agreed upon goal of 1.83 million
pounds. What percentaqge of the goal has been achieved? 1I1f the

information exints to atate the mitigation goal has not beren

An we discussed at length in an earlier coordination meeting in
Lapwal, it 1o difficult to use any method to get a true handle on
the number of deer succumbing to drowning and predation snnuslly
at Dworshak. The inundetion of the critical, low elevation winter
range has led to this problem.

Incorporated into text after information received from USACE.
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achieved, then it should be easy to convert that information to a
percentage of what has been completed, It would also be useful to
break down the forage production information into lbs/acre on

intensively and non-intensively managed land.

S, IDF & G Management guidelines and strategies quoted for deer and
elk on pages 33, 34, 44, 43, tend to indicate that IDP & G will
continue to work with USACE, ISLB, USFS, and USPFWS to complete
aquisition of elk winter range but turn toward the Northwest Power
Planning Council for deer mitigation. Thus, the IDF & G management
plans indicate that it is not a NWPPC responsibility to participate
in mitigation of elk losses but it is a council responsibility to
participate in mitigation of deer losses. The rational behind this
direction was not put before the Technical work group nor was it

endorsed by the group.

6. On page 77 the elk mitigation acres are counted as additional
acres lost for pileated woodpeckers due to clear cutting. It may not
be a viable stance to mitigate mitigation. The 2,984 acres of elk
browse fields should be deleted from the total acreage counted as

lost under plleated woodpeckers.

3, IDFG 3-year species management plens are developed Independently
of the Dworshak Interagency work group, The contract for this
report directs thet existing management plans snd goals for each
target species will be Incorporated into this report,

6, The purpose of this report was to examine Dworshak Project Impacts
on all terget species selected by the work group.
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FEB 02 1988

Un{ted States Forest Clearwater 12730 Highway 12
Department of Service National Oroflino, 1D 83544
Agriculture Forest

Caring for_the Land and Serving People

Reply to: 2600

Date: January 27, 1988

Jerry Conley, Director
600 S. Walnut

Box 25

Boise, ID 83707

Dear Jerry:

We have rovicwed the Draft Report, Phase 1 of the Wildlife Protection,
Mitigation, and Enhancement Planning of Dworshak Reservoir. We fully support
the efforts of all agencies and interested parties to document the wildlife
losses created by the tnundation of Dworshak Reservoir. We also fully
support the development of Comprchensive Mit{gation and Enhancement Plan thnt
would address these losscs.

We found no major problems or concerns with the Phase 1 Draft Report. The
authors did an excellent job of documenting the available {nformntion and
preparing the report.

Sincerely,

J. DOUM GLEVANIK
Forest Supervisor

F8.6200 2017 82y



ret Vg oo

United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

BOISE FIELD OFFICE
4696 Overland Road, Room 8576
Boise, Idaho B3705

U.S, FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Januery 29, 1988

Mr. Jerry M. Conley

Director

1deho Department of Fish and Game
Jox 28

Boise, 1deho 83707

Re: Review of Draft Dworshak Wildlife
Protection, Mitigation, and
Snhancement Plan, Phase I

Dear Mr. Conley:

The U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has reviewed the
referenced draft report, aend we have the following general and
specific cosments.

General Commonts

We agree that a Habitat Eveluation Procedure (HEP) is needed to
further assess the net effects of the Dworshak Project on
wildlife and their habitats. HEP was developed specifically for
assessing wildlife impacts associated with water-relsted
projects. The existing sesesement reflects only chsnges in
quantity of habitat. Using HEP, we can evaluate the change in
quality and quantity of habitat within the project area.

Specific Comments

1. p. 12, P2, sentence 3. We queation if seeding of roads, fire 1. Incorporated Into text.
lines, .na lo; landings should be credited as witigation; rather, por
it should be considerad reclamation (for soil stabilization).

2. p. 13. Quentify (Cervus elaphuys) mitigation to date for elk 2. Incorporated Into text,
losees,
3. p. 28. Summerize in e table the acreage losses by type of 3. lIncorporated Into text,

construction (e. g., losses due to inundation, roads, recreation,
dsm, and powerhouse).

4. p. 31, P3, sentence 4. The work group should consider 4, Noted
reevaluating the loss assessment for elk. Based on discussions st * ‘
work group meetings, the browse production goal apparently can
not be met on Corps project lends and would be difficult on off-
site lends. Currently, project lends provide a corridor of
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timbered cover surrounded by primaerily clearcuts. 1Is creation of
msore browse fields on project lands appropriate when timber on
those lands probebly provides critical wildlife cover?

6. p.31, P3, sentence 5. Based on e personal communication with
the U. 8. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) in the Phase I Plaun,
the amount of browse produced to date is far short of the agreed
upon goal for 915 elk. In @ recent publication, the Corps
(1987)F gstates that project lands "...are being developed for
winter range and, with developsent about 80 percent complete, are
supporting a significant portion of the identified requirement of
915 elk.” These statements seem contradictory and an accurate
assessnent of the browse production muat be determined to help
define mitigation for elk losses.

8. p.41, P2, nasentence 4. Although humen disturbance is not a
fsctor at most recreation sites during winter, the creation of
those aress has precluded habitat development of on-site lands
for compensation of wildlife losses.

7. p. 65, P3, sentence 2. Crestion of browse fields, consisting
mostly of redstem (Ceanothus_sapnguineus), hae had little {f any
benefit to ruffed grouse (Bonssm umbellus). Redstem i®s not one
of the fruit or bud producing shrubs that are regularly consumed
by ruffed grouse.

8. p.59. The work group should reevalute the selection of
Canada goose ( ) and mallard (Anas_pletyrhynchos)
as target species. Buased on the literature review in the Phase 1
plen, the North Fork of the Clearwater River has received limited
historical aend present use by waterfowl. Waterfow! habitst
losses or gains due to reservoir construction would be difficult
to document.

9. p. B1. Pre- and post-project habitat acreages should be
estimated for al)] target species.

In conclusion, the Service supports the plan of action. Using
HEP for the loss sssessment would be consistent with habitat
evaluation efforts being planned for the Lower Snake River
Projects. This course of action is consistent with the intent of
the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act of 1958, as amended, and
the Water Resources Act of 1986.

' 1.8, Army Corps of Engineers 1987. Water resources development
in ldaho 1987. Walla Walla District. 66 p.

3.

incorporated (nto text,

According to the draft Dworshak Master Plan (USACE 1983b), ioln'
use of these lends for wiidliife menagement will be permitted,
provided such use wli! not adversely atfect the basic recreation
vealues.

Noted,

Noted.

Habitat acreages have been estimated for al| target species where
enough existing Information Is avallable. Waterfowl and aquatic
turbearer acresges should be determined in an Interegency work
group work session, using pest and present studles,
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Thank you for the opportunity to comsent. We believe that our
recommendations will be effective in developing a comprehensive
impuct asscasment. Questions should be directed to Vicki  Saab
Marks of this office, (208) 334-1911.

Sincerely yours,

John P.Holf%

Field Supervisor

cc: COE, Walla Walla (Attn: McKern)
COR, Walla Walla (Attn: Passmore)
IDFG, Dworshak Project Office (Attn: Moore)
IDFG, Region 2, Lewiston
FS, Nez Perce (Attn: Davis)
Nez Perce Indian Tribe (Attn: Kronemann)
Northwest Power Planning Council
BPA, Portland (Attn: Mahaffy)
Idaho Dept. of Lands (Attn: Johnaon)



DEPARTMENT OF LANDS
St. Joe Ares Office (208) 245-455¢
1806 Main Avense, St. Maries, Idaho 83861

January 20, 1988

1daho Depertment of Fish and Game
P.0. Box 25
Soise, 1D 83707

ATTN: Allyn Meuleman

RE: Dworsbak Wildlife Protection, Mitigstion and Enhancement
Plan, Phase ]

Dear Allyn: $

Per IDIU request, formal comments on the draft plan are as follows:
A. Details

1.  The history section might be expanded somewhat on page
11 regarding efforts to place lands on Smith Ridge that
ware important for mitigation under IDFG management.
After it had become apparent that joint managesent for
both timber and big game was not viable, as an
slternative it was suggested by the State Land Board
that a land exchange be carried out between the IDL and
the USFS that would place the Saith Ridge lands into
USFS owmership. The USFS could then work with the COR
and IDFG to achieve desired mitigstion management.
Attached are copies of records of that proposal. As you
can see, the USFS was not receptive. It is further
recollected that Senator Church introduced legislation
to carry out this exchange, but it failed to pass.

2. Under Elk Impact Assessment on pages 31 and 32 an
economic anslysis appears questionable. Quoting from
the text,

"A cooperative study of the economic impact of elk
hunting in ldaho recently completed by IDFG and the
USFS estimated the value of a WFUD (Wildlife and
Fish User Day) in 1982 at $100. In 1981, an
estimated 36,400 hunter days were spent in IDFQ Big
Game Units 10 and 10A, which is where the Dworshak
Project is located. This represents a net value of
$3,640,000 for the Dworshak Project Area.”

EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER

—

~N

IDAHO DEPARTMENT OF LANDS

Incorporsted Into text,

incorporated Into text,
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1DFG
ATTN:

Allyn Meuleman
January 20, 19688
Page 2

Considering that the project srea is but a relatively
small part of Units 10 and 10A, it seems inappropriate
to attribute the entire estimated economic value for the
two unite to the project ares alone.

In the White-Tailed Deer section, on page 44 it is
stated that "Area 1 ... supported 79X of the statewide
harvest in 1964."; while on page 45 it says "This ares
contained 76X of the statewide hervest in 1964."

Conclusions and Cosments

1.

3.

Clearly, additional mitigation ie in order and long
overdus.

In order to define that mitigation, additional habitat

information is needed. It appears the beat approach is
the Hebitat Rvaluation Procedure, as it is specific for
assessing wildlife impacts from hydroelectric projects.
This study is recommended for inclusion during Phase II.

The last paregraph, on pege 88, implies that Northwest
citizsens are the heavy for the failure to provide
mitigation in a timely menner. Not so, and this
paragraph should be deleted.

As is steted on page 84, in reference to the Federal
1980 Nortlwest Power Act,

®... the Administrator shall use the Bonneville
Power Administretion fund and the suthorities
available to the Administrator under this Act and
other lawe administered by the Adsinistrator to
protect, mitigate, and enhance fish and wildlife to
the extent affected by the development and
operation of any hydroelectric project of the
Columbia River and its tributaries.”

Dworshak is a federsl project carried out under the
euthority of federal agencies. Indeed, mitigation
should have been accompiished years ago. That it wes
not is attributeble to the failure of the federal
government and verious federal agencies to work
cooperatively together for the common good. Northweet
citisens do not dictate to the federal government and
its agencies; the reality is quite the reverse.

Noted,

Incorporated Into text,

Incorporated Into text,
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1DFG
ATTN:  Allyn Meuleman
January 20, 1988

Pags 3

Overall, & commendable job was done on your Fhase i report. It is
thorough, within the limita of available knowledge, and thus very
informative. It provides a good foundation on which to build a
case supporting mitigation measures in the future.

Sincerely,

r74 tl) N /57

Lan & Johnoonﬁ N

Area Supervisor \V}

DWJ:pm



Appendi x C:

El k Counts in the Smith R dge Area

Year No. El k Count ed
1976 100
1977 50
1981 101
1982 201
1983 347
1984 275

1985 439



