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PREFACE

This attachment will address the environmenmtall impacts of the Fish and
Wildlife Mitigation Plan proposed in the Report and Attachment 1.

This attachment is supported by the impact statement for the project
and its ten appendices. Appendices C, E, F, G, J, and K and their
supplememts are referenced specifically in this document. Copies of this
attachment, and the Report have been distributed throughout the six New
England States and may be seen at the following repositories:

Connecticut

Hartford
Storrs

Maine

Allagash
Ashland
Augusta

Auburn
Bangor

Biddeford
Brunswick
Caribou
Castine
Farmington
Fort Kent

Jackmamn
Lewiston
Machias
Madawaska
Orono
Portland

Presque Isle
Springvale
St. Francis
Unity
Waterville
Waterville

Winslow
Winslow

State Library
University of Commecticut

Town Hall

Town Council

Natural Resources Council

State House Law & Legislative Library

Androscoggim Regionall Planning Commission

Public Library

U.S. Department of Energy

Penobscot Valley Regionmal Planning Commission

McArthur Public Library

Bowdoin College - Longfellow Library

Northern Maine Regional Planning Commission

Maine Maritime Academy - Nutting Memoriall Library

University of Maine, Documents Library

Chamber of Commerce

University of Maine, Documents Library

Town Hall

Bates College, Documents Library

University of Maine, Documents Library

First Selectman

University of Maine - Raymond H. Fogler Library

Public Library

University of Maine - Center of Research -
Advanced Study

University of Maine Law Library

University of Maine Documents Library

University of Maine Documents Library

Nasson College - Anderson Learning Center Library

First Selectman

Unity College - Documents Library

Public Library

Colby College - Miller Library

North Kennebec Regionall Planning Commission



Massachusetts

Amherst
Boston

Cambridge

Chestnut Hill
Lowell
Waltham

Worcester
New Hampshire

Concord
Durham

Franconia
Groveton
Hanover
Hudson
Manchester

Rhode Island

Kingston
Providence

Vermont

Burl ington

Essex June.
Montpelier

St. Johnsbury
So. Royalton

University of Massachusetts

Boston Public Library

Department of Energy

State Library - Fingold Library

Harvard Graduate School of Design - Gund Hall

Harvard Widner Library

Massachusetts Institute of Technology

Boston College, Babst Library

University of Lowell - Alumni Memoriall Library

Brandeis University = Goldfarb Library

U.s. Amy Corps of Engineers - New England
Division

Worcester Polytechmicall Institute - Gordon Library

State Library

University of New Hampshire - Ezekiel W. Diamond
Library

North Country Council

Public Library

Dartmouth College - Baker Library

Hills Memorial Library

City Library

University of Rhode lsland
Brown University
State Library

University of Vermont - Guy W. Bailey Memorial
Library

Chittenden County Regiomal Planning Commission

Central Vermont Regionall Planning Commission

State Library

The Free Library

Northeast Vermont Development Association

St. Johnsbury Athenaem

Vermont Law School Library



This attachment to the Report has been forwarded to the Board of
Engineers for Rivers and Harbors for veview. Copies of this attachment may
be obtained by written request to:

Colonel Max. B. Scheider
Division Emgineer

New England Division

Corps of Emgineers

424 Trapelo Road

Waltham, Massachusetts 02154
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Section 1.00

Proposed Mitigation Plan Description



Introduction: Purpose and Scope of the Attachment

The Dickey Lincoln School Lakes Project is a proposed
multipurpose project located on the upper reaches of the St. John
River in Aroostook County, Maine. Development would consist of two
dams with associated reservoirs and hydroelectric generating
facilities, five dikes and transmissiom lines. A more detailed
description of the proposed project and its associated impacts is
contained within the Revised Draft Evironmemtail Impact Statement for
the proposed project.

The purpose of this attachment is to evaluate the environmental
impacts of the Fish and Wildlife Mitigatiom Plan proposed for
implementatiom in conjunctiom with development of the Dickey-Lincoln
School Lakes Project, Maine (Attachment 1 of the Report). Although
the mitigation plan is intended to mitigate rather than impose
adverse environmemtall impacts, the mitigatiom measures proposed do
constitute a major Federal action requiring the development of a
supplementall environmentall impact statement pursuant to the National
Envivonmmentall Policy Act of 1969. The impact identified hereim will
be included in the Final EIS for the project.

The scope of this report is limited to an evaluation of the
plan proposed to mitigate losses associated with the hydroelectric
features of the Dickey Lincoln School Lakes Project, and does not
discuss mitigation measures for the proposed transmission route.
The attachment is organized according to the format used in the
RDEIS, expanding upon the informatiom provided in that document as
necessary.



1.00
1.01

1.02

1'03

Proposed Mitigatiom Plan Description

Project Purpose

The purpose of the proposed fish and wildlife mitigation plan
is to provide the means and measures for mitigating, to the limit of
practicability, the fish and wildlife losses attributable to the
development of the Dickey-Lincolm School Lakes Project, Aroostook
County, Maine.

Authority

The mitigation of fish and wildlife losses associated with
water resource projects is provided for under the Fish and Wildlife
Coordination Act (16 U.S.C. 661-666¢c; P.L. 85-624). With respect to
the Dickey-Lincolm project, the act requires the Corps of Engineers
to consult with the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS), and the
Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife (MDIFW) to plan
for "...the conservatiom of wildlife resources by preventing loss of
and damage to such resources as well as providing for the
development and improvement thereof...™ in connectiom with water
resource development in the Dickey=Lincolm project area.

Mitigation action pertaining to the Furbish lousewort
(Pedicularis furbishiae? is proposed under authority of the
Endangered Species Act of 1973. The biological opinion writtem by
the Secretary of the Department of the Interior has provided the
basis for the proposed endangered species mitigatiom plan.

Need

Significant losses to fish and wildlife resources attributable
to the Dickey-Lincolm Project have been identified in the Revised
Draft Environmemtall lmpact Statement (RDEIS) and in the Conservation
and Development (C&D) Report issued by the USFWS. Many of these
Tosses cannot be avoided or mitigated. Approximately 80,455 acres
of terrestriall habitat and 278 miles of free flowing streams and
rivers will be lost (see Section 5, RDEIS, 1978).

The fish, wildlife, and endangered species impacts identified
as having mitigation potential are as follows:

(a) The loss of wildlife habitat productivity and mature spruce-fir
habitat due to inundation of approximately 80,455 acres of
terrestriail habitat;

(b) The loss of an estimated 25,921 acres of deer wintering habitat
due to inundation, and

(c) The inundation of riparian habitat of the Furbish lousewort.



1.04

The fisheries mitigatiom plan involves managememt of the brook
trout fishery existing in the proposed impoundment and the remaining
stream fishery within project lands. The loss of stream and river
habitat for native brook trout is deemed ummittigaible.

Selected Mitigation Plan

The proposed plan consists of three major elements. These
pertain to terrestrial, fisheries, and endangered species management
and mitigation. Each proposed plan and its operatiom is summarized
in this section. A detailed description of each is presented in
Attachment ] of the Report.

1.04.1 Terrestriall Mitigation Plan

1.04.1.1 Wildlife Resource Managememt Objectives

Objectives of the terrestriiall mitigatiom plan are:

(1) Ensure the conservatiom and maintenance of the nine major
habitat types impacted by imumdattion.

(a) Replace the habitat productivity lost through inunda-
tion which is estimated at an average annuall loss of
3,222,085 habitat units.

(b) Perpetuate the habitat value of spruce-fir bottomland
in close proximity to the project.

(c) Replace and compensate for wetland habitat loss in
close proximity to and on the project lands.

(2) Reduce short term adverse impacts to reservoir shorelines
during cleaning and constoruction.

(3) Reduce average annuall loss of deer and associated wildlife
community in the 27 townships of the St. John Region.

(4) Reduce the initial impact of the impoundmemt on the 2,100
displaced deer.

1.04.1.2 Management Site

To accomplish the stated objectives, approximately 112,370
acres have been proposed for acquisitiom and management along the
Allagash River (see map). Managememt practices will also be
conducted on 13,400 acres located on project lands. The Allagash
area was recommended as a mitigatiiom site in the USFWS C&D Report
due to its similarity to the project area in habitat type compo-
sition, its high concentratiom of deer winterimg habitat, its
management potential, and its accessibility. The proposed
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1.04.1.3

mitigation area encompasses approximately 36,400 acres of
Allagash Wilderness Waterway of which 3,700 acres of forested
Tand is owned in fee by the State of Maine and is not proposed
for taking. Approximately 14,500 acres of traditiomall deer
wintering habitat are included on the proposed mitigation
]and;. (See detailed descriptiom of mitigatiom area, Section
2.4,

Summary of Mitigatiom Measures

The terrestriall mitigation plan would acquire and manage
habitat types in such a manner as to effectively increase the
wildlife habitat productivity and carrying capacity of the
managed unit. The basic management approach involves a 10 to 15
year cutting cycle to convert extensive stands of even-age forest
to a variety of age classes, and to maintaim a diversity of age
gigigﬁf within and between forest stands (Attachment 1, Section

Spruce-fir bottom lands to be acquired within the one mile
"outer zone" of the Allagash Wilderness Waterway (AWW) and
traditiomall overwintering deer habitat located on the mitigation
lands will be managed to insure the maintenance of dense spruce-
fir shelter areas while sustaining a moderate level of habitat
productivity and food availability to overwintering deer and
other species utilizing this cover-type. The habitat
requirements of overwintering deer, black bear, marten, and Tynx
(as indicator species for "deep woods™ habitat wequirements)
would be of particular concern on these lands (Attachmemt 1,
Section 2.2.3).

Wetland management techmiques are proposed with the intent
of enhancing wildlife habitat on the mitigatiom lands and
encouraging revegetation along the Dickey Lake shoreline
(Attachment 1, Sectiom 2.2.5).

In addition to habitat managememt measures, the proposed
terrestriall plan includes specific management plans for such
species as deer, moose, bear, bobcat, lynx, fisher, marten,
beaver, and several species of avifauma including rapttors,
waterfowl, passerines, and ground-nestimg species (Attachment 1,
Section 2.3).

1t is recommended that the State of Maine Departmemt of
Inland Fisheries and Wildlife (MDIFW) assume overall management
responsibility on the terrestriall mitigatiom area; however, the
Federal Government shall maintain a review role to insure that
mitigation guidelines and objectives are fulfilled. In addition,
where the mitigatiom area includes lands under jurisdictiom by
speciall management authorities (i.e., the Allagash Wilderness
Waterway and areas zoned for protectiom under the State Land Use
Regulation Commission [L.U.R.C]), timber harvest and road



construction activities shall be reviewed by, and coordinated
with, these authorities. The LURC and the Bureau of Parks and
Recreation would retain their authority for approwvall or denial
for timber harvesting and road constructiom within the mitigation
lands.

Personnell required for management in this portion of the
plan include a unit manager, one wildlife manager, part time
wildlife technicians, a forester and forestry technicians, road
engineer, wetlands biologists, equipment operators and a
secretary. The total work force would include 26 people.

1.04.2 Fisheries Mitigation Plan

1.04.2.1

1.04.2.2

1.04.2.3

Fisheries Resource Management Objectives

Objectives of the fisheries mitigation plan.

(1) Ensure the contimual replacement of annual brook trout
biomass lost to stream fishery by imumdiattiom.

(2) Monitor management and provide research into management
goals.

Management Site

The project area for the fisheries management plan is that
part of the St. John River from the Lincolmn School dam site
upstream to Nine Mile Bridge and all tributaries betweem,
excluding the Allagash River drainage, that lie within the United
States. 1t also includes the St. John River from the tailwaters
of the Lincoln School Reservoir downstream to the confluence of
the Fish River.

Summary of Mitigatiom Measures

The proposed fisheries plan consists of:
(1) A stream maintenance program;

(2) The establishment of a 100-foot wide buffer zone along each
side of reservoir tributaries within project lands; and

(3) A brook trout management program based on a five year survey
to determine the level of success of the proposed management
plan, and that which may be necessary to replace a potential
deficit in brook trout biomass;

The five year creel census would be initiated when the
reservoir brook trout population stabilized--approximatelly 15
years after constructiom start. In addition to recommendations



for streamside protection and stream maintenance, recovery
techniques such as stocking and improving spawning habitat are
proposed in the possibility that a biomass deficit is observed
from the creel census results.

Persommell requirememts for fishery managememt would be one
full time fishery biologist and two half time technicians.

1.04.3 Endangered Species Mitigatiom Plan

1.04.3.1

1.04.3.2

Endangered Species Resource Managememt Objectives

The objectives of the endangered species management plan are to:

(1) Protect and perpetuate the populations of Pedicularis
furbishiae, Furbish lousewort, within the St. John Region.

(2) Monitor and provide scientific knowledge on the Furbish
lousewort.

Management Site

The mitigation proposall for the endangered Furbish lousewort
contains the land acquisition recommendatioms included in the
USFWS biologicall opinion. The area acquired would amount to a
maximum of 500 acres of riparian habitat along the St. John River
from the Lincoln School Dam to the point where the banks of the
river enter Canada.

1.05 Mitigatiom Plan Economics

1.05.1 Plan Implementation Costs

The complete proposall would require the acquisition in fee

title of approximately 112,870 acres of land at a total first cost
of $36,567,700 and a total annualized cost of $1,905,100 at the
authorized rate of 3-1/4 percent and $3,279,600 at the current
water resource rate of 7-1/8 percent. The mitigation plan would be
financed as a project cost of the Dickey-Lincolm School Lakes
Project. The costs of each plan are itemized in Table 1-1 below and
described in detail in Attachment 1 of the Report.



TABLE 1-1
Cost and Income Summary (1979 Dollars)

Terrestriall Mitigatiom Cost Summary

Total Investment

First Costs:
Land Acquisition
Road Construction
Facilities
Capital Equipment
Personnell
Total First Costs
Interest during Construction
Total Imvestment
Capitall Recovery Factor

Annual Costs
Interest and Amortorization

Annual Costs (Q8&M):
Major Replacements
Facilities
Capitall Equipment
Road Maintenance
Personnell
Operating Costs
Research
Total Anmuall Costs (0&M)
Total Annual Costs

(0&M and interest and amortization)

Fisheries Mitigatiom Cost Summary

Total Imvestment

First Costs:
Building
Capital Equipment
Personnell
Total First Costs
Interest during Construction
Total Imvestment
Capital Recovery Factor

3-1/4%

$17,990,000
9,000,000
250,000
644,700
2,107,200
79,991,900
1,316,000
31,307,900
.03388

1,060,700

1,700
71,400
31,700

392,000
50,000
9,400
556,200

$1,616,900

$50,000

40,000
216,400
306,400

306,400
.03388

7-1/8%

$17,990,000
9,000,000
250,000
644,700
1,893.700
29,778,500
2,884,925
32,663,300
.@7132

2,329,500

600
62,500
31,700

328,300
50,000
9,900
483,000

$2,812,500

$50,000

40,000
194,500
284,500

284,500
07132



Table

Annual Costs'
Interest and Amortorizatlion

Annual Costs (08M):
Major Replacements
Building
Facilities
Personnel
Operation and Maintenance Costs
Field Survey Equipment
Total Annual Costs (08&M)
Total Annual Costs

(08M and interest and amortization)

Endangered Species Mitigation Cost Summary

Total Imvestment
First Costs:
Land Acquisition
Total First Costs
Interest during Construction
Total Investment
Total Investment

Annual Costs

AverkstOand Amerterization

Wetlands Mitigation Cost Summary

First Costs:
Dike Construction
Capital Equipment
Persomnell
Total First Costs
Interest during Construction
Total Imvestment
Capital Recovery Factor

Annual _Costs
Interest amii' Amortization

Annual Costs (08M):
Major Replacements
Capital Equipment
Personmell
Total Annual Costs (D8M)

1-1 (Cont.)

3-1/4%
$10,400

340
7,500
40,300
10,000
290
58,400
$68,800

$75,000
75,000

$75,000
$75,000

§2,541

$4,541,000
148,800
188,600

4,878,400
$4,878,400
.03388

165,300

16,500

7-1/8%
$20,300

120
6,900
33,700
10,000
310
51,000
$71,300

$75,000
75,000

$75.099
$2.349

$4,541,000
148,800
169,500

4,859,300

$4,859,300
07132

346,600

14,400
29,400

43,800



Total Annual Costs
(0&M and interest and amortization)

Total Investment Costs
Terrestriiall Mitigation
Fisheries Mitigation
Endangered Species Mitigation
Wetlands Mitigation

Total
Capital Recovery Factor

Total Anmuall Costs
Interest and Amortorization
Annual Costs (Qé&M)
Terrestriall
Fisheries
Endangered Species
Total Annual Cost

$216,900

$31,307,900
306,400
75,000
4,878,400

$36,567,700

03388

$1,238,900

556,200
58,400

$1,905,100

$390,400

$32,663,300
284,500
75,000
4,859,300

$37,882,100

07132

$2,701,800

483,000
51,000

$3,279,600



The major mitigation costs lie in the terrestriiall mitigation
plan wherein losses in wildlife attributable to the project can be
offset to some measurable degree. The estimated annual cost for the
terrestriall segment is $1,616,900 at the authorized 3-1/4 percent
and $2,812,500 at the current water resources rate of 7-1/8 percent.

Similarly, annual fisheries mitigatiom costs are $68,800 and
$71,300, and endangered species costs are $2,500 and $5,300 for the
respective interest rattes.

The terrestriall mitigation plan will realize an income both
from stumpage and user fees. Conservative estimates for these
annual incomes are $248,900 and $8,000, respectively. All revenue
derived from project lands will be turned over to the U.S. Treasury.

1.05.2 Relationship to Dickey-Limcollm School Lakes Project Benefit/Cost
Ratio

Costs attributed to fish and wildlife mitigation cannot be
included in the benefit-to-cost ratio analysis for the authorized
project because they are not an authorized portion of the projeci.
However, a sensitivity analysis of benefit to costs can be carried
out utilizing the estimated costs of mitigation. Utilizing the
above mentioned values the resulting project benefit-to-cost ratios
are 2.6 to 1 and 1.4 to 1 at the 3-1/4% and 7-1/8% interest rates,
respectively.
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2.00 Environmemtall Setting

This section will summarize the environmemtall setting of the St.
John Region and the Dickey Lincoln Reservoir described in the RDEIS
(Section 2.00), providing informatiom directly applicable to the
terrestriall mitigatiom site in the Allagash area as mecessary.

2.01 General

The St. John River Basin is located in Maine and the Canadian
provinces of Quebec and New Brunswick. The drainage basin covers
21,600 square miles of which approximately 7,400 square miles are
within the State of Maine. The St. Johm River is approximately 415
miles long and forms 100 miles of the internatiomall boundary.

Principal tributaries to the St. John in Maine are the Allagash
River, Fish River, and the Aroostook River. The Allagash River has a
drainage area of approximately 1,260 square miles and is 63 miles in
length.

2.02.2 Topography and Geology

2.02.1 Topography

The upper St. John River Basin is a maturely dissected upland
region which has been modified by glaciation. Relief in this area
approximates 800-1,000 feet with higher hilltops reaching
elevations of 1,400-1,700 feet.

Two major rivers, the St. John and the Allagash, flow to the
north and east to unite immediately downstream of the Dickey dam
site.

2.02.2 Geology

The surface geology of the St. Johm and Allagash areas has
been profoundly modified by glaciation. Soils are typically rocky
and often infertile as glaciers wore away the origimall soil mantle
and left a veneer of unsorted clay, sand, and rock fragments called
till. Eighty to 90 percent of the St. John River area is covered
by till. 1In other places, bedrock was exposed through glaciatiom.
The third kind of surface deposit in the area is alluvium deposited
along the streams, coves and flood plains.

2.03 Hydrology

The average annual runoff from the upper 2,725 square mile St.
John River Basin is 23 inches. The average annual runoff from the
Allagash River is 20 inches. Approximately two-thirds of this runoff
occurs during the sprimg.
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2.04

Average monthly flows at the proposed Dickey dam site vary from
a lTow of 960 cfs in February to a high of 17,000 cfs in May.
Extremes in flow range from 129 cfs to 82,000 cfs.

Water Quality

Water temperatures in the St. John River Basim exhibit seasonal
variations with highest values occurring in mid-July through mid-
August. Temperatures at or below freezing occur in late autumn
through winter into mid-sprimg.

Dissolved oxygen levels ranged from 74 percent to 107.6 percent
and are considered high throughout the St. John wattershed.

Levels of turbidity were studied in both the St. John and
Allagash Rivers, and were found to correlate directly with rumoffff.
Significant increases in turbidity levels were observed during flood
events. Apparent color varied with flowrate throughout the
watershed. 1In general, color values are high.

Nutrients such as nitrites, nitrates, nitrate nitrogen, and
total phosphorus are low throughout the watershed. All metals tested
for, with the exception of mercury, were found in trace levels. The
origin of the mercury is unknown at this time. However, the high
values monitored suggest that the primary source is of a geologic
nature.

A thorough description of water quality conditions in the St.
John River Basin above the site is provided in Design Memorandum No.
5, Water Quality (CE, 1977). Further elaboratiom on the mercury
found in selected lakes of Northerm Maine is presented in Appendix E,
Supplement (CE, 1978).

2.05 Climatology

2.06

The project area is in the northern extremity of the continental
United States east of the Mississippi. The climate at this latitude
(approximately 47%N))issbesttdescribeddasscoodd . Theewintesssanee
harsh and snow cover is extensive from November through May.

Aquatic Ecosystem

The upper St. John River Basim and the Allagash River Basin
contain approximatelly 3,450 miles of intermittent and continuously
flowing streams and wrivers.

Most streams tributary to the St. Johm River and Al lagash River
are characterized as 7 to 33 feet wide, .5 to 3.3 feet deep, of a
riffle-pooll type configurationm and with good stream and fish cover.
Summer water temperatures are generally less than 688F and oxygen
levels are greater than 7 parts per million (ppm). Most streams
contaim beaver activity and provide habitat for adult brook troudt.
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There are numerous lakes and ponds throughout both watersheds.
Standing water within the region also includes many small ponds and
beaver impoundments. Important water bodies within the Allagash
mitigation area include Umsaskis Lake, Long Lake, Round Pond, and the
Musquacook System. Generally the lakes and ponds can be
characterized as (1) trout lakes in which a source of cool, well
oxygenated water is preseat throughout the year, and (2) warm water
lakes which contain primarily non-trout species including yellow
perch and suckers, and, (3) winterkiilll Takes wheve most 1ife forms
such as fish do not survive the total freezing of the waterbody.

The brook trout is the most popular native sportfish and can be
found in most of the available streams and cold water lakes and
ponds.

The Dickey Reservoir site itself will be a deep, cold
impoundment with a long shoreline, limited littoral development, and
an extensive but well oxygenated hypolimnion. Primary productivity
in the impoundment will be derived primarily from phytoplankton, and
will be comparatively Jow due to phosphorus limitation. Zooplankton
abundance will be relatively low, as well. Water level fluctuations
and resulting erosion and freezing will severely limit rooted plant
and bottom growth in near shore areas.

Deep water bottom conditions should be nearly ideal for the
establishment and maintenance of benthic fauna. Comparatively high
insect larvae and worm productivity would be expected as a result of
the flooded forest, which would provide both food and substrate for
these animals.

A period of initial high benthic productivity would occur
during, and for the first few years following filling. 1In this
period, shallow water forms would be comparatively abundant as a
result of inundating the surrounding forest. As erosion wresulting
from several winter’'s drawdown proceeds, habitat successiom and
reduced detritus availability would make the shallow water zone
progressively less suitable for benthic animals.

Initial fisheries productivity would be largely limited to the
near shore and deep water bottom regions of the proposed impoundment
once the initial low dissolved oxygen conditions subsided. There are
presently no open water fishes other than landlocked salmom within
the project area, and these landlocked salmon are not expected to
reproduce successfullly.

2.07 Terrestriall Ecosystem

2.07.1 Vegetation

Vegetation patterns and habitat type compositiom in the
mitigatiom area are similar to the St. John River area, and are
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Figure 2-1 Location of Wildiife Management
Unit 2 (WMU 2) in the State of Maine
in Relation to the St. John Region




There are a total of 14 carnivores which potentially inhabit
the area. Among the more significant are the black bear, martem,
fisher, bobcat, lynx, and coyote.

The black bear is the largest carnivore inhabiting the area.
It is typically associated with remote forested regions where human
populations are low or nonexistent. Bear habitat in the St. John
and Allagash areas is comprised of spruce-fir bottom lands,
combined with the hardwoods on the ridges, in continuous large
blocks of land.

Fisher and marten have characteristically exhibited a habitat
preference for dense spruce-fir forest. Although the habitat
preferences of these related species are similar, the fisher has
proven considerably more adaptable to second-growth hardwoods.

The ‘lynx is restricted to northern Maine and is an inhabitant
of mature forests with low levels of human interference. It is not
common and no density estimates are available for this species.
The bobcat is the most common cat in the area. Jt apparently
prefers dense second-growth spruce-fir forest interspersed with
openings (logging, farmland, and windthrows) and swamp.

The eastern coyote has recently been expanding its range in
the project area. This species is normally found in open or semi-
open land, but is most common presently in well-wooded, unpopulated
sections of the state.

The project and mitigatiom areas support a variety of
birdlife. Birds often associated with spruce-fir forests include
wood warblers, chickadees, woodpeckers, nuthatches, thrushes,
sparrows, and finches. The abundance and distribution of several
of these species are closely related to the availability of spruce
budworm larvae.

Other avifauma characteristic of the area are raptors (@.g..,
hawks, eagles, and osprey), ruffed and spruce grouse, and various
species of waterfowl.

There are three species of wildlife which are known to exist
or suspected to exist in the St. John area that are listed as
endangered under the Endangered Species Act of 1973. These species
are the eastermn cougar, peregrine falcon, and bald eagle. Aerial
surveys conducted in 1976 resulted in no sightings of peregrine
falcons, or active nests of either peregrines or eagles. As
mentioned previously, there have been no confirmed observations of
eastern cougar in the area.
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2.07.3 Forestry

The proposed project area and the mitigatiom lands are
primarily commercial forest. Since 1840, owners in northern Maine
have joined together to form a unique land management system
wherein mich of the forest land is held in undivided and common
ownership, particularly in the project area. Under this system,
owners have formed organizations or retained firms to manage large
tracts of forest land as one ownership. The forest industry owns a
significant percentage of the commeexcial forest in the Allagash
Area.

Forest management generally involves selective cutting in
spruce-fir stands of economic value on approximately a 25 to 30
year cutting cycle. Northern hardwoods, including poplar and
birch, are not managed for harvest except to remove softwoods and
highly valued mature hardwoods.

The spruce budworm infestation and other natural events, have
required increased salvage clearcutting, with subsequent regenera-
tion of even-aged stands. Spruce budworm damage to the highly
valued spruce-fir forests in the St. John area has approached 75
percent of the current year's foliage. Average yearly mortality in
1976 and 1977 was reported to be 0.45 cords per year. (S&ction

- -

Forestry responses to budworm damage have involved selective
cutting in larger volume and clear cutting of fir stands. Spruce
reproduction is being encouraged over fir due to its lower
susceptibility to budworm infestation. Such practices in response
to budworm damage are more evident in the Allagash area than in
the immediate project area. Forest management practices in the
Allagash area are generally less defined and less intensive than in
the project area. See Attachment 1, Sections 2.4 and 2.9.2, for a
more detailed discussiom of forest practices in the mitigation
area.

The selection cutting system requires a well developed logging
road system which presently exists within both the St. John and
Allagash areas.

The average growing stock volume for all species in Aroostook
County is 17.5 cords/acre, with softwood stands averaging 19.7
cords/acre.

During 1958 to 1970, annual net growth for spruce-fir in
Aroostook County averaged .58 cords/acre/year. The highly
productive spruce-fir bottomlands in the project area produce 0.75
to 0.80 cords/acref/year. Average growth rates for spruce-fir in
the St. John watershed were estimated at 0.66 cords/acre/year,
prior to the current spruce budworm outbreak. Northerm hardwood

16



and aspen-birch stands sustained an average annuall net growth of
0.15 and 0.48 cords/acrefyear respectively, during the 1958 to 1970
period. Currently, spruce-budworm has significantly reduced net
growth in the spruce-fir forest.

The 112,370 acres of land, proposed in the tentatively
selected plan, along the Allagash Wilderness Waterway for wildlife
mitigation purposes account for roughly 2 percent of the remaining
forest lands in Aroostook County. Sawtimber is found on 92,000+
acres of these commerciall forest lands and the timber has a
maturity of 60 to 70 years. The timber mix is approximately 50
percent softwoods (spruce and fir), which is presently in great
demand, and 50 percent mixed spruce hardwoods. There are six major
Tandowner/management companies within the proposed mitigation
lands: Great Northern Paper, Internatiomall Paper, Prentiss and
Carlisle, Irving, Sawyer and Seven Islands. The area is now being
served by a good road system.

Latest data (1979) indicate that annual volume harvested from
the six townships which comprise the proposed mitigatiom lands
amounted to 34,840 cords (see Table 2-1). Nearly all of the timber
harvested was spruce-fir (96 percent); cedar accounted for the
remainder. Three-quarters of the spruce-fir was used for Tumber
production and one-quarter was processed for chips. An estimate of
income earned by the landowners from the 1979 harvest was $500,000.
The stumpage prices employed in the above estimate were obtained
from the State of Maine and reflect 1979 Aroostowk County values.

Table 2-1

ANNUAL TIMBER HARVEST
FROM PROPOSED WMIMIGATION LANDS

“BY_TOWNSHIP {(1379)

Annual Average Cords Market

Township Volume Per Acre Locatiom Species

(in cords)
Til R13 5,950 52 Canada spruce-fir
T12 R11 3,000 13 Mai ne spruce-fir
T12 R12 2,000 09 Maine spruce-fir
T12 R13 3,900 36 Canada spurce-Fir
T12 R13 490 04 Canada cedar
T13 R12 10,500 51 Mai ne spurce-fir
T13 R13 8,000 35 Canada spruce-fir
T13 R13 1,000 04 Canada cedar
TOTAL} 34,840 Cords
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There are no mills located within the six townships, therefore
mills outside of the proposed mitigation area were surveyed to trace
the processing location of the 34,840 cords harvested. Nearly one-
half (46 percent) of the spurce-fir harvested is transported to mills
in Maine for processing, while Canadian mills process the remainder
of the spurce-fir harvest and all of the cedar. Table 2-2 displays
pertinent harvest data relating to the current needs of the three
Canadian and three Maine processing plants and the percentages of
those needs that would be satisfied by timber harvested from the
proposed mitigation lands. Indications are that the six townships
supply small amounts of the plants' total yearly capacity.

In terms of employment, based on annual harvest, it is estimated
that the two major paper companies employ between 100 to 150 logging
personnel on the proposed mitigatiom lands.

A final consideratiom in relation to the forestry economic
setting is the existence of the spruce budworm. The entire
mitigation area has a moderate to severe rating with regard to
defoliation. Average yearly mortality in 1976 and 1977 was reported
to be 0.45 cords per year.
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Table 2-2

PROCESSING LOCATION AND QUANTITY
DRAWN FROM PROPOSED MITIGATION LANDS

Percentage
Quantity Drawn of Yearly
Type of Yearly from Cap. from
Location Processing Capacity Mitigation Lands Mit. Lands
Maine:
Masardis Lumber 60,000 MBF 1,500 MBF 2.5%
(120,000 CORDS) (3,000 CORDS)
Portage Chips 180,000 CORDS 8,500 CORDS 4.7%
Ashland Lumber 90,000 MBF 2,000 MBF 2.2%
(180,000 CORDS) (4,000 CORDS)
SUB-TOTAL 480,000 CORDS 15,500 CORS 3.2%
Canada:
St. Pamphile Lumber 45,000 MBF
(90,000 CORDS) 8,000 CORDS 8.9%
Shingles 7,000 MBF
(14,000 CORDS) 1,490 CORDS 10.6%
St. Pamphile Lumber 50,000 MBF 1,950 MBF
(100,000 CORDS) (3,900 CORDS) 3.9%
Chips 100,000 CORDS
St. Juste Lumber 30,000 MBF 5,950 CORDS 9.9%
(60,000 CORDS)
SUB-TOTAL 364,000 CORDS 19,340 CORDS 5.3%
TOTAL 884,000 CORDS 34,840 CORDS 3.9%
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2.09

Socio-Economic Setting

The population density of this remote portion of Maine is low
with small population centers distributed along the major
waterways. The ethnic origins are primarily French Canadian, Acadian
and Scottch-Jrish.

The economy of Arcostook County is based in the extractiom of
resources from the land and the subsequent exportatiom of these
resources. The major sectors that grow or harvest the resources are
agriculture and forestry. There is some processing of the raw
materials prior to export.

Forestry commands a leading role in the economy of the region
although it does not employ large numbers of people. Commercial
forest lands occupy 86 percent of Aroostook County. This amounts to
22.2 percent of Maine's commerciall forest with 29.2 percent of it in
marketable timber. Much of the forest land is held in undivided and
common ownership, and owners have formed organizations or retained
firms to manage large tracts of land as one ownership, particularly
in the project area. The forest industry owns a significant
percentage of the land in the Allagash Area.

Recreation

Both the St. John and Allagash Rivers provide unique wilderness
recreatiomall opportunities, particularly for canoeists and fisher-
men. The St. Johm River has been designated by the Department of
Interior (HWCRS) as meeting the criteria for designatiom as a wild and
scenic river, and has been proposed for inclusion in the National
Wild and Scenic River System. The Allagash Wilderness Water is
already included in the System.

The St. John River is one of the last lengthy segments of free
flowing, near wilderness rivers remaining in the Northeast. Diffi-
cult access and distance from populatiom centers has and should
continue to protect the remote character of this area. The
remoteness and relatively undisturbed character coupled with one of
the most challenging white water river segments in the Northeast
makes the river an excellent canoe trip experience. Canoe usage
visitor day figures for 1975 show that 81 percent were accounted for
by nonresidents.

The North Maine Woods (NMW), a partnership of landowners,
managers, and natural resource agencies, is responsible for managing
the private lands in the St. John and Allagash Areas for recreational
use. Recreatiomall use within the Waterway is managed by the Maine
Bureau of Parks and Recreation.

Other recreatiomall uses offered by the area include campimg,
fishing, hunting, and hiking. Hunting is the most important
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2.10

recreatiomall activity in the project area, although pressure is light
compared to the rest of the State. The major species hunted in the
area are whitetaill deer, black bear and ruffed grouse. The woodcock,
snowshoe hare, fox, coyote and raccoon receive considerablly less
hunting pressure. The black bear is a trophy species, and hunting
for bear in the project area exceeds 400 man-days annually. Overall,
there is opportunity for more hunting.

Culturall Resources

Utilizatiom of the Allagash-St. John River drainages by
prehistoric populations is poorly understood at present. The valley
may have been utilized during the early fur trade period. Due to the
transient nature of occupation, it is difficult to attach a specific
tribal or band name to these travellers. It is probably adequate to
refer to them as Abnaki, a group of Algonkiam speaking people who
occupied much of northerm New England and eastern Canada at the time
of European comiact.

1t seems unlikely that the proposed mitigatiom lands supported a
large prehistoric population on an intensive seasomall basis or year-
round basis. Agriculture was virtually impossible due to the short
growing season. Gathering of wild plants, fresh water fishing, and
hunting of moose, caribou, and smaller game were probably the means
of subsistence within the Allagash drainage.

The Allagash-St. John drainages were probably utilized primarily
as a travel route by prehistoric and contact period populattions.
This river system would have provided one of the few available means
of access between the St Lawrence drainage in Canada and the
Penobscot, Kennebec, and lower St. John valleys in Maine.

The distributiom and physicall characteristics of archaeological
sites within the proposed Dickey-Limcolm School Lakes impoundment
area gives a fairly good indicatiom of what may be expected in the
Allagash drainage. Virtually all sites found in the cultural
resource reconnaissance of the impoundment area were located close to
the river or its major tributaries. These sites are small, with few
diagnostic artifacts. They appear to represent short-term “canoe
camps" occupied by travellers moving up or down the drainage
system. The "Big Black Site,“ located between Big Black and Priestly
rapids, saw successive short term occupations over a long period of
time,

Historic period utilizatiom of the Allagash drainage consisted
primarily of logging and recreatiomall hunting and camping acttivitty,
dating from the second quarter of the 19th century to the present
day. Sites related to such activities are generally near the river
or its major tributaries, which provided transportatiom for men and
supplies, as well as enabling transport of timber by log drives.
Typicall features of early logging activity in the Maine woods are
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remains of temporary dams on the rivers, timber sluices on the
slopes, and machinery remains of steam or gasoline mills and skidders
at sites of base camps.

Future Environmentall Setting Without the Project or Fish and Wildlife
Mitigation

Most environmentall features in the project and mitigatiom areas
are expected to remain fairly constant in the future. Noteworthy are
potential changes in forestry practices which would result in changes

to the terrestriall and aquatic ecosystems, culturall resources, and
recreatiomall opportunities.

Demand for forest products in Arocostook County is expected to
increase rapidly. Historicall evidence indicates that as more wood is
harvested, there will be a shift to more mechanized operations and
whole tree utilization. The spruce-fir demand is projected to equal
supply around 1990.

The projected intensificatiom of timber management, including
road construction, could increase sedimentation and runoff and
otherwise reduce the quantity and quality of cold water stream
habitat for brook trout. The implementatiom of intensive management
techniques such as whole tree harvesting and use of herbicides and
pesticides may reduce the overall productivity of the agquatic
ecosystenm,

The intensification of forest management practices is expected
to reduce the extent of mature spruce-fir and hardwood forests in the
St. John and Allagash areas. In general, wildlife species
representative of mature forests will decline whereas edge species
will be favored. The decline in the deer populatiom is likely to
continue given current climatic trends and current and projected
cutting practices.

Whole tree harvestimg and the economic use of slash will wreduce
the long term productivity of the terrestriall ecosystem. Regardless
of future forest management practices, the value of forest resources
in the area will increase, and restrictions on cutting to protect
spruce-fir bottom lands and deer wintering habitat may become
increasingly difficult to enforce. Changes in legislation may be
brought about which would not favor these areas for wildlife
purposes.

Increased forest management activity and associated public
access for recreation could adversely impact archeologicall sites
located in the riparian habitat along the St. John and Allagash
Rivers.

In general, recreatiomall opportunities, may improve as a result
of increased logging road access for recreatiomall users. The North
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Maine Woods Association is developing a recreational management plan
which emphasizes the maintenance of the unique semi-wilderness
recreation experience, concurrent with the timber induskry. However,
this presumes that timber harvesting and voad eenstrustion will be
conducted to avoid degradation of the unigue vecreationail experience
offered, and the overall environmentail quality ef the area.
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3.00
3.01

3.02

Relationship of the Mitigation Plan to Land Use

Land Use Characteristics

Commerciiall forests cover 86 percent of Arcostook County, and
most of the Allagash area to be acquired and managed for
mitigation. Timber production is the dominant land use in the
unorganized townships.

Transportation in the mitigation area is primarily by private
logging roads owned and operated by landowners and forest management
companies through North Main Woods (NMW). Most of the woodlamd in
the area is available for outdoor recreation. Refer to RDEIS
Sections 2.12, Appendix C Supplement 1978; Sectiom 10.0 Attachmemt 3;
and Attachment 1], Sections 2.4 and 2.9.2 for further details on
forestry land use.

Land Use with the Proposed Project and the Mitigation Plan

Changes in land use characteristics with implementation of the
mitigation plan will be limited primarily to the forestry sector.
Timber harvesting will continue on the mitigatiom lands, but
management practices will be conducted to maximize wildlife values,
not marketable timber yields. Therefore, yields of saw timber and/or
pulpwood products are expected to be changed from those anticipated
under private forest management. Ownership patterns would change as
the Federal Government acquires the mitigatiom area in fee simple
(Section 10.0, Report).
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4.00 Impacts
4.01 General

The environmemtall impacts of the plan constitute an overall
improvement in fish and wildlife habitat conditions in the mitigation
lands. Adverse impacts to the natural and man-made environment are,
however, incurred in the process. The impacts of the proposed plan
are those primarily attributed to the land acquisition and the
habitat management plan recommended for wildlife mitigation.

The fish and wildlife mitigation plan is intended to offset to
the limits of practicability the fish and and wildlife resource
losses (wnquantifiable project costs) attributable to the Dickey-
Lincoln School Lakes Project. 1t must be emphasized, therefore, that
implementatiom of the proposed plan will not add quantifiably
tangible dollars to the overall Dickey-Lincolm project.

Impacts attributable to mitigatiom over the 100-year project
life cannot, for the most part, be quantified. Jmpacts associated
with the proposed plan which are considered to be beneficiall are
discussed below.

(1) Reductiom in project induced impacts - Recommended
mitigation measures are expected to offset losses in wildlife habitat
productivity, and to partially mitigate for estimated losses in
overwintering deer carrying capacity (42-53%). Losses in mature
spruce-fir bottomland due to inundation will be partially offset by
measures recommended to maintain the wildlife habitat value of
spruce-fir bottomlands and deer wintering habitat in the Allagash
area. Fisheries management will replace lost brook trout biomass,
but not the lost stream and river brook trout habitat. Land
acquisition and successfull compliance with the recommendations in the
biologicall opinion for the Furbish lousewort will remove that
endangered species from the classification of jeopardy.

(2) Wildlife-oriemted recreation - Mitigatiom efforts to
increase wildlife habitat carrying capacity should improve wildlife
oriented recreatiomall activities in the Allagash area. Such
activities would include hunting, hiking, and photography. Although
estimates can be made relating predicted increases in wildlife
populations to man-days of recreatiom use and dollar values for
wildlife habitat improvement, such methods do not provide an accurate
or realistic assessment of benefits to the wildlife resorce.

(3) Allagash Wilderness Waterway recreatiom - The Allagash
Wilderness Waterway is part of the Natiomall Wild and Scenic River
System and, as such, is to be protected and managed for the unique
"semi-wilderness™ experience it provides. Its outer zone (500 ft - 1
mile from the river), however, is under private ownership and subject
to private timber harvesting activity under the supervisiom of the
Maine Department of Conservation.
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With careful coordination, the proposed acquisition and
management of adjacent lands for wildlife mitigatiom will benefit
wildlife by maintaining mature spruce-fir bottomlands and deer
wintering habitat while adding an extra measure of protectiom for the
Waterway and complementing the experience the Allagash Wilderness
Waterway now provides (Maine Bureau of Parks and Recreation, 1979).

(4) Contribution to knowledge - The monitoring activities and
proposed research for the mitigatiom area will contribute signifi-
cantly to our working knowledge of the ecologicall welationships
involved in a boreal forest. Implementatiom of management plans will
be carefully monitored and analysed for degree of success. This
analysis will undoubtedly point to new areas of scientific imterest
and need. The proper handling of these needs will provide valuable
knowledge to be utilized in future and similar actions.

Hydrology and Water Quality

The proposed forest habitat management plan calls for individual
and group selection cutting on a 10 to 15 year cutting cycle rather
than the 25 to 30 year cutting cycle more commonly practiced by
private landowners. This more intensive management approach
necessitates a well-developed logging road system and more firequent
harvests withim the same forest stands. Increases in surface wumoffff,
stream velocity, nutrient removal, sedimentation, soil compactiom,
and soil erosion are often associated with intensive forest
practices. Adverse impacts on water quality (e.g., increases in
turbidity, water temperature, nutrient content, and sedimentation,
and decreases in dissolved oxygem concentratiom) can occur as well,
however, timber removall at the level of intensity proposed in the
mitigation plan combined with the extent of the already existing road
system is not expected to affect hydrology or water quality adversely
(Pritehett, 1979; Califormia State Water Resource Board (CSWRB),
1973). Residual vegetatiom acts as an effective sink for water and
nutrients which might otherwise be removed through heavy selection or
clear cutting techniques (Pritchett, 1979). Slash will be left on
the ground, contributing to water, soil, and nutrient redention.
Buffer zones along streams, required in both the fisheries and
terrestriall mitigation plans, are expeeted to prevent increases in
water temperature and turbidity, and reduetions in disselved oxygen
content (CSURB, 1973).

Proper location and constructiom of new logging roads as
proposed on the mitigation lands should prevent significant or long-
term impacts on hydrology and water quality, though some sediment
transport is unavoidable. Turbidity and sedimentatiom are usually
temporary when roads are located in stable areas away from stream
channels and heavy equipment use in streambeds is minimized along
with proper culvert placement and vegetative buffer zone wsage
(Pritchett, 1979; California State Water Resources Board (CSWRB),
1973). Reseeding of roads following harvesting operations will
further reduce sediment transport and 10ss.
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The increased frequemcy of logging operatioms withim forest
stands as a result of shorter cutting cycles will result in some soil
compaction as skidders transport logs from forest stand to woadside
landing. The forest soils of the project area and mitigatiom lands
have high infiltration rates. However, they are typically shallow,
and are underlaid by a clay hardpan. As a result, soil compaction
effects on infiltration, soil permeability, and runoff can be
considerable on heavy use areas. Soil compaction cah #ncrease
surface runoff and soil erosion and, 1n turn, inerease stream
sediment load and nutrient content. Reeovery from setl compaetiom by
intensive log skidding operations 15 S1ow.

The increased frequency of logging operations and potentiall soil
compaction are not expected to have a significant or long term impact
on water quality parameters. This is a result of proper management
and lower intensity in forest cutting. The potemtiiall impact of more
frequent but less intensive soil compactiom on surface runoff and
drainage characteristics of small mamagement units is not clear.
However, the buffer zone will prevent input of turbidity and
nutrient.

Wetland management techniques proposed in the mitigation plan
will influence, to a degree, the hydrology and water quality of both
the Dickey-Lincolm Reservoir and the mitigatiom lands. The use of
water controll structures has been proposed in both the fisheries and
wildlife plans to create small subimpoundmemts where streams enter
the Dickey Reservoir in more sheltered areas along the shorelime.
Such impoundments would provide increased fishery habitat and greater
stream productivity, as well as trapping sediment and providing
substrate for vegetation establishment along the reservoir
shoreline. The use of intensive beaver management on the mitigation
lands is proposed to enhance and increase shallow fresh water marsh
habitat for wildlife by increasing the acreage of beaver ponds. As a
resul;%Iimplementati@m of wetland management practices will impact
streafiflow.

The diking of selected stream channels and the impoundment of
water in beaver ponds can be expected to cause small localized
increases in water temperature and reductions in dissolved oxygen
concentration. As sediment fills in these impoundments, their
nutrient content and ,H iis reducetl. These changes,, are mot expected
to significantly affect the overalll water quality of the reservoir or
the mitigation area due to the characteristic low water temperatures
and nutrient contents and high dissolved oxygen concentrations. The
use of water controll structures is recommended for implementation
only on a Timited and experimemtall scale. Unacceptable adverse im-
pacts on hydrology and/or water quality which are attributable to
wetland management techniques will result in the modification or
elimination of such measures.
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4.03 Aquatic Ecosystem

Impacts of the proposed mitigatiom plan on the aquatic ecosystem
are closely tied to those discussed in the previous sectiom on
hydrology and water quality. Relatively low water temperature and
turbidity, and high dissolved oxygen levels are required to maintain
a quality brook trout fishery in the project area and on the
mitigation lands. The permeability of streambed gravels is also
important to insure proper oxygenatiom of eggs and, therefore,
reproductive success. Further, the availability of adequate spawning
habitat and unobstructed access to spawning areas is criticall to
natural fishery recruitment. The proposed plan ensures through
proper management techniques that these requirements will be met and
that adverse impacts caused by siltation or increased streambed
temperatures will be temporary.

The selection cutting techniques proposed in the mitigation
plan, combined with the location and constructiom of logging roads
according to the guidelines outlined above and the use of vegetative
buffer zones, will prevent significant or long term changes in water
temperature, turbidity, or dissolved oxygen. As long as trees and
shrubs within the buffer zone provide shade and stream cover, and the
number of stream crossings is limited, insolatiom will not be a
factor. However, some increase in sediment transport due to road
constructiom is unavoidable. This sedimentatiom should produce
minimall adverse impacts on the aquatic communities, including the
resident brook trout. Acute sediment introductiom willl gtemporarily
reduce populations of furbish and benthic macroinvertebrates within
the turbidity plume. These impact areas are quickly wepopulated
after the sedimentatiom has ceased (Barton, 1977; Reed, 1977). Adult
and juvenile salmonids are fairly tolerant of suspended sediments,
but their egg and larvae stages are sensitive to sedimentatiom which
reduces intragravell flow and dissolved oxygen concentratiom (Iwanoto,
et al, 1978). Thus, sedimentatiom is most hazardous to brook trout
populations from October through Aprill when the eggs and larvae are
within the stream substrate. Road constructiom during this period of
timme WI!I reguire proper piaeement of roads Qﬁd ééF@ﬁwﬂ adherenee 1 &)
mitigation technigues designed to reduce sedimentation. Studies of
seleetive forestry management teehniques have Jndieated ne
appreeiable Jmpaet on salmenid fisheries due to ehanges 1n water
temperatures; d1sselved exyaen and redueed permeability of streambed
gravels frem sedimentation (CSURB, 1973).

The accumulatiom of logging debris (e.g., slash, bark, and
sawdust) in stream channels can adversely affect the fishery by
blocking migratory routes, though moderate levels of debris provide
food, substrate, and cover for aquatic insects and fish. 1In the
project area, stream buffer zones and maintenance measures
recommended in the fisheries plan will keep tributaries with spawning
habitat clear of such debris. In the mitigatiom area, the accum-
ulation of 1ogging debris willl be Timited by the buffer zone, in
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which only limited maintenance logging will occur. Cutting will be
Timited and controlled in spruce-fir bottomlands, deer yards, and
along streams. In streams on the mitigation lands where spawning
runs are identified, initiatiom of a stream maintenance program will
help protect the existing fishery.

The creation of small marsh habitats and subimpoundments will
provide at term increases in aquatic ecosystem productivity, thus
providing enhanced brook trout habitat for a few years. As silting
in and changes in water quality parameters occur, productivity will
gradually decline (Smith & Saunders, 1968). Water control structures
and beaver ponds, like log debris, have the potentiall to obstruct
access to important spawning tributaries. However, proper planning
and effective management action will minimize this impact. These
subimpoundments may also provide spawning habitat for competing
species such as the yellow perch. Fishery management techniques can
minimize this impact.

The proposed plan will manage brook trout such that the
resulting lake biomass will be equal to or greater than that
currently existimg in the project area streams. At year 20 a review
of the project fisheries mitigatiom plan can be made under the
authority of Sectiom 216 of the Flood Control Act of 1970 for
purposes of recommending appropriate changes to the existing plam.

4.04 Terrestriall Ecosystem

4.04.1 VYegetation

The proposed forest habitat management plan will generally
involve selection cutting of timber on a 10 to 15 year cutting
cycle to convert extensive stands of even-age forest to a variety
of age, height, and dbh (diameter at breast height) classes within
and between forest stands. As a result, management to increase
habitat productivity will reduce the uniformity and maturity of
large expanses of spruce-fir forest. In most cases the proposed
management would maintain the same forest types but would alter
theifr structure. This would result in greater biomass production
in the understory and herbaceous layers. Some floristie ehanges
would eecur in the understory. The herbaceous ground cover
assoefated with the mature forest will be replaeced by a more
diverse herbaeceous community adapted to the more open ferest
habitat. The high proportion of bryephytes 1A the mature spruees=
fir forasts weuld be partially replaeed by annuals; shrubs and
intelerant tree regeneration. (See Appendix F; Rﬁ§1§, 1677 feoF
detatled diseussion of plant ecology).

The management of northern hardwoods and aspen-birch vegeta-
tion types will be increased due to their high food and cover
values for wildlife. Slow-growing, old growth forest would be
converted to vigorous uneven-aged forests. The northern hardwood
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forest can be maintained by partial cutting, as sugar maple, yellow
birch, and beech regenerate in partial shade. Soil scarification
during logging would prepare suitable seedbeds for wegeneration.
Management of hardwood regeneratiom will involve frequent cutting
to encourage herbaceous growth and sprouting of hardwoods, and to
keep browse within reach of grazing wildlife. Although there would
be an overall reduction of seed producing trees, partial cutting
can be used to maintain beech trees. The managememt of beech for
mast will involve long term rotations to maximize productiom of
mature trees. Beech is relatively immune to deer browsing and
therefore future seed trees would develop. Aspem=bivch type will
be maintaimed in areas that have been burnt over or clear=cut and
searified. 1t will also develop along 1egaing road edges. These
thin-erowned speeies allow goed understory develepment. Centinued
management for aspen-biveh stands weuld require small stand
eleareutting.

Climax spruce-fir forest, particularly in spruce-fir bottom-
lands and deer wintering areas located in stream valleys, will be
maintainmed through selective cutting practices on long rotations.
Selection cutting to cull out overmature and diseased wood
maintains vigorous trees, encourages shrub and herbaceous growth,
and increases overall forest stand productivity (Frank and
Bjorkbom, 1973). Cutting methods used in these areas will
ineorporate silvicultural budworm control sirategies to ensure the
Tong term maintenance of an adequate canopy cover as shelter for
wildlife. Forest habitat management to maintaim climax forest 1s
net expeeted to result 1n an inerease 1A budwerm damage to seftweed
speeies. The uneven-aged spruee=fir forest maintained In ether
areas weuld be less §U§§é€tlblé to budwerm attaek. Over-mature
balsam fir; whieh 158 Righly suseeptible te budwerm attaek, weuld be
redueed. (Seetion 2.2.4, Attachment 1).

Increased logging road constructiom for forest habitat
management will require the removal of vegetation and the loss of
associated productivity. Road access is substamtiall in much of the
spruce-fir portions of the townships. However, uneven-aged manage-
ment in the northerm hardwoods would generally require an increase
in permanent hard roads. Skid roads and trails would be con-
structed to encourage rapid natuval closure. Soil erosion, often
associated with logging road constructiom will be minimized through
proper road location and constructiom techniques. The seeding in
of secondary access roads with clover or other mutwittion-providing
vegetation will further reduce erosion due to road constructiom and
will increase the productivity and wildlife food value of roadside
edge vegetation (Attachment 1, Section 2.2.2).

The increased frequency of logging operations within stands
can adverselly affect residual vegetation. Skidding and feling
operations in uneven-aged management can damage up to 5% and 12% of
the residual stand, respectively (Leak and Filip, 1975). Rerouting
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4.04.2

of skid roads to avoid stands of successfull regeneratiom may be
necessary. Group selection and falling trees to the center of the
opening can reduce damage to the residual stand. Soil compactiom by
skidders reduces water filtratiom and porosity, and can retard
growth of young trees left in the stand. Soil compaction #mpacts
are increased when 1ogging is conducted on wet soils. Given the
shallow glacial till soils characteristic of the region, and their
poor drainage capacity, excessive soil compaction on maih skid
roads used on a 10 to 16 year cutting cyele could have a
significant adverse effect on both seil quality and vegetative
grew;h, Pf@péF §Klddihg operatiens ean premote regeneratiom where
searifieation expeses minerall soil.

Small marsh creatiom on the mitigation lands through intensive
beaver management would result in the inundation of terrestrial
vegetation by impounded water, and replacement with emergent marsh
vegetation, shrubs and open water. To improve food sources for
beaver, aspen regeneration would be encouraged through cutting and
seed-bed preparatiom in relatively close proximity to streambeds
(within 300 feet). However, such practices would not be conducted
where they would adversely affect mature cpruce-fir travel lanes
u;ed b{ wildlife or critical watershed buffer zones along stream
channels.

Wetland managememt techniques conducted along the reservoir
shoreline, will encourage sediment depositiom in sheltered areas,
and provide substrate for potentiall revegetatiom of the
periodically inundated zone with emergent plant species.
Establishmenmt and maintenance of water-toleramt shrub species
(i.e., alder, willow and dogwood) will be encouraged along the
reservoir shoreline.

Intensified forest managememt on the wildlife mitigation lands
will produce general changes in nutrient cycling, biomass distribu-
tion, and species diversity within the terrestrial ecosystems.
Although there will be a decrease in vegetative species specifi-
cally associated with mature forests, the mitigation plan will
increase vegetative diversity on these lands and thus imcrease
productivity.

Wildlife

The focus of forest habitat management over most of the
mitigatiom area is to increase wildlife habitat productivity by
increasing the diversity of age classes withim forest stamds,
interspersing habitat types, and otherwise enhancing the
availability of food and other habitat requirements for most
species of wildlife (Attachment 1, Section 2.2.2).

The management plan is primarily designed to increase the
habitat carrying capacity for wildlife adapted to a diverse, fre-
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quently open, forest environment with considerable amounts of
“edge" habitat. As a result, species such as moose, snowshoe hare,
many small mammals, ruffed grouse, and other species of avifauna
will be favored.

Moose populations would benefit from increased availability

of preferred winter browse, particularly where aspen-birch and
herbaceous growth are encouraged. Food and cover for ruffed grouse
would be enhanced through increased interspersiom of habitat types,
particularly where aspen-birch is encouraged. Increased diversity
of age-classes within forest stands will benefit bird life by
increasing structurall diversity. Food sources for granivorous
birds will be enhanced as well.

Wildlife populatioms which utilize unbroken stands of mature
forest for shelter, or which appear to be adversely affected by
increases in human access, are not likely to be favored by this
form of management, particularly where food availability is not a
limiting factor on populations. Some may be adversely impacted
through timber management practices which break up the umiformity
and reduce the maturity of the forest. Species which utilize
mature spruce-fir habitat in part or entirely include black bear,
marten, spruce grouse, lynx, and whitetaill deer.

Management practices designed to maintaim mature spruce-fir
habitat, particularly in spruce-fir bottomlands and deer wintering
areas, are based upon the habitat requirements of species such as
those described above, and are therefore expected to favor these
and other species with similar habitat requirements (Attachment 1,
Section 2.2.3). Cutting practices prescribed for these areas are
generally those used in the management of deer wintering areas to
provide an optiomall mix of spruce-fir shelter and winter food
availability (Attachment 1, Section 2.3.1). The maintenance of
mature spruce-fir habitat, particularly in spruce-fir bottomlands
and deer wintering habitat, is expected to have a positive impact
on black bear, marten, spruce grouse, and lynx, as well as on
overwintering whitetaill deer.

Logging road constructiom required for forest habitat manage-
ment will further open up forest vegetatiom thereby increasing the
amount of edge and encouragimg shrub and herbaceous vegetation.
Seeding in of secondary access roads and trails willl increase
habitat diversity and food availability for many species of
wildlife. Skid roads usually vegetate rapidly to shrubs Rubies sp.
and annuals without artificiall seeding.

Road development and maintenance associated with the general
management plan willl increase human access to wildlife habitat.
This will adversely impact on wildlife species less tolerant of
human interference. Black bear may be particularly affected due to
increased hunting pressure associated with access. Lynx may also
be adversely impacted by increased human conitact.
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To minimize such impacts, new road constructiom will be
Timited to the degree necessary for management, temporary roads
willl be cut to facilitate rapid naturall closure, and vehicular
access on secondary roads will be controlled as warranted to
protect wildlife habitat. The design, location, and extent of
timber roads and trails will be modified where warranted, based on
information available concerning home ranges, habitat requirement,
and sensitivity te human interferenee of speeifie wildlife
populations.

Finally, road development in the spruce-fir bottomlands within
the Allagash Wilderness Waterway outer zone (%00 ft-1 mile) will be
limited to winter roads developed for secondary access. The
existing major access roads withim the area will provide sufficient
access for the less intensive forest managememt to be applied on
these lands. Restricted access on these lands should have a
positive impact on black bear, lynx, and other species sensitive to
human imgerference.

The enhancement and creatiom of marsh habitat on the
mitigation lands will increase wildlife habitat value for such
species as moose, beaver, ruffed grouse, and waterfowl.
Ingerspersiom of highly productive marsh habitat with other habitat
types would increase the wildlife habitat value of both areas by
increasing the diversity and abundance of available food and
cover. Wildlife management techniques such as excavatiom of
potholes, protection and improvement of nesting and cover halbbitatf,
and provision of artificiall nesting sites would increase habitat
value, particularly for waterfowl.

To the extent that emergent and lakeside shrub vegetation
would be encouraged through wetland management techniques along the
Dickey reservoir shoreline, such practices would provide valuable
food and cover for wildlife utilizing aquatic habitat.

Specific species management techniques proposed in the
mitigationm plan will have positive impacts on some species. The
protectiom of active and potentiall nesting sites for raptors,
waterfowl, and other bird life will benefit these species. Leaving
standing snag trees, windthrown spruce, and logging slash will
provide cover for many species of wildlife and food sources for
insectivorous birds. Protecting active den trees and "wolf trees®
with potentiall for forming future den cavities will benefit bear,
fisher, and marten.

Mitigation measures recommended for whitetziill deer in the
project area include monitoring studies to determine deer response
to loss of overwintering habitat, possible techniques for
increasing food availability and creating new yards, and a special
hunting season to adjust the populatiom to a level commensurate
with the carrying capacity in surrounding yards. Implementatiom of
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4.04.3

4.05

such measures is expected to reduce the impact on the surrounding
deer yard created by the 2,100 deer displaced by the project.

Forestry

The impacts of the mitigatiom plan on the forest productivity
will be positive. The selection cutting plan proposed is expected
to increase net growth of forest stands, increase tree vigor, and
increase overall forest stand productivity by cutting overmature
and diseased wood and by maintaiming a diversity of age-classes
within forest stands through selection cutting practices (Frank and
Bjorkbom, 1973). Timber harvesting and stand improvement willl be
conducted consistently, throughout the mitigatiom lands to maintain
wildlife habitat productivity.

Overalll timber yields are not expected to decline due to
mitigation management. The proposed 10-15 year cutting cycle is
the recommended operating intervall for uneven-aged management on
better and accessible spruce-fir sites (Frank and Bjorkbom 1973).
A cutting cycle of 12-20 years is recommended for uneven-aged
management of northerm hardwoods (Leak and Filip 1975). In uneven-
aged management the periodic operations would be harvests,
intermediate thinnings and timber stand improvements. Although less
timber may be takem from individuall forest stands, the number of
planned timber cuts should result in timber yields at least
equivalent to those currently derived from these lands. The
marketability and supply of commerciall spruce=fir timber, however,
will be affected (Section 4.05). Potential yields from northern
hardwoods would be enhanced but would require a market. An 1n
depth discussion of the impacts of the propesed mitigation plan on
:he ezisting forest resource 1s presented in Seetion 10.0 of this

ttaehment.

Socio-Economic Impacts

The most significant adverse impacts associated with the
proposed plan are those in the economic sector. The acquisition
in fee simple of 112,370 acres of timber land will be the most
significant impact. Currently, there are timber firms or land
managing firms and private owners which would lose ownership to the

Federal Govermmentt.

Sale of the land will create a long term profits tax impact on
the owners for which no tax shelter is available. The acquisitiom of
these active timber lands will reduce land inventory, disrupt produc-
tion and harvest plans and may require that the timber companies and
landowners develop new access roads to continue operations on their
remaining holdings.

Timber harvesting will continue on the mitigatiom lands but
management practices will be conducted to maximize wildlife values

34



and not timber yields. Yields of saw timber and/or pulpwood products
may be reduced from those expected under private forest managementt.

The two major forestry economic impacts which would result from
the implementatiom of the tentatively selected plan would be on the
marketability and supply of the forest resource. As previously
mentioned, timber harvesting would continue on the mitigationm lands,
but would be subordinate to management for the benefit of wildlife.

In terms of marketability, the proposed cutting cycle and types
of cuts could impact on stumpage prices. The proposed 10-15 year
cutting cycles is more intensive than the 20-25 year cycle currently
being utilized by the forest industry and land management companies
in areas being selectively harvested. 1In addition, the plan
recommends types of cuts which differ in scale from the usual logging
operation. 1t is possible that the more frequent cutting cycle, the
smaller scale operation, and the lower allowable yield per acre could
affeet the economic operability of the harvest. 1If harvesting costs
were to 1ncrease, 1t follows that stumpage priees ecould be forced
downward, Depending oh the direction of movement 1a the above
m@&ﬁi@@@@ Yéfiabié§, stuipage 1nReEome é@Hld dQ§FéQ§é below the level
gstimated 1A Seetiom 2.07-8, 1R this jneeme xAfate a rate of 0.31
gords per aere; which appreximates the aetuwdl 1979 Rharvest; was
used, A 25-pereent reduetion 1h {neeme was alse ineluded to aceeunt
for inereased harvesting eests. Hewever; 1f eests Tnereased te the
level whieh foreed harvesting £o beeome eeenemieally impraetieal; the
pessiBility exists that the EBVEFﬂm%hE would have e effer finaneial
indueement to earry eut 18 forestry narvesting requirements.

A supply related impact results from the change in future
emphasis on managing the timberlands for wildlife in light of past
investments made for timber production. The land designated for
acquisition is presently being managed by professiomall land manage-
ment firms or forest industries. The past and present management
objectives and expenditures have been made on the assumptiom that
this land would continue to yield financiall returns in the future.
However, with acquisition, returns from prior expenditures such as
planting, spraying and road constructiom will not be realized by the
present owners. In addition, the owners will be affected by the loss
of timber from their inventories. Of the 112,370 acres to be
acquired, 92,000+ contain mature saw timber. Over half of this
acreage is in the form of mature softwood (sSpruce=fir), which is
presently in great demand. An impaet of this timber loss from
inventory could be increased harvesting pressures on surrounding
townships. 1t is estimated that the annual mitigation land timber
harvest of 34,840 cords currently supplies oh average 3.2 percent of
the %early gapaeity of the three Maine mills where 1t 15 processed
and 6.3 pereent 6f the Canadiam mills.

Reference to Table 2-1 in Sectiom 2.07.3 indicates that 34,840
cords were harvested in 1979 from the six townships which comprise
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4.06

the mitigation lands in the tentatively selected plan. With 75
percent of the harvest used for lumber productiom and 25 percent used
for chips, and approximate stumpage value of $500,000 was estimated.
Although the lands would be acquired in fee simple, which includes
the value of the standing timber and the value of the forest
producing lands, the total financial impact on the forest industry is
quite difficult to calculate at present. This is due to uncertainty
regarding future harvests from the mitigatiom lands, the financial
arrangements between the government and forest industry under which
the timber will be harvested, and the income to be gained from these
harvests.

A loss of saw timber production is particularly likely in
overwintering deer habitat and other spruce-fir bottomlands. These
lands contain a high percentage of saw timber which is imcreasingly
in demand. Timber productiom under the mitigatiom plan may be
decreased in the short term since previous silviculturall treatments
were made for timber productiom on a long range plan.

There is anticipated a shortage of woodsmen available to work
both the private lands and the mitigatiom lands. Should this ocowr,
there would be direct competitiom for their services and if the
situation does not resolve itself, one or both interests may not be
met.

Social impacts associated with the mitigation plan are those
related to impacts on economic activity and recreation resources.
There are no permanent settlements in the mitigation area.

Recreation Impacts

The acquisition and management of mitigation lands within the
one-mile zone of the Allagash Wilderness Waterway (AWW) will enhance
the wildlife habitat value of the area while adding an extra measure
of protectiom for the Waterway and complementing the wrecreational
experience the AWW now provides. Recreatiomall resources in the area,
including recreatiomall and sporting camps are expected to be retained
for their existing purposes under the proposed mitigation plan.

Wildlife-oriented recreatiomall opportunities should improve on
the mitigation lands due to increased wildlife habitat carrying
capacity. Such activities include hunting, hiking, and phottography.

Increased road access on the mitigatiom lands could increase
recreatiomall opportunities by increasing public access. Road
development, however, will adversely affect the "“memr-wilderness"
quality of the recreatiomall experience which is predicated upon the
remote, undisturbed character of the area.
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4.07 Cultural Resource Impacts

Potentiiall impacts upon archaeologiicall or historic resources in
the proposed mitigation lands are anticipated to result primarily
from forest managemenmt activities, such as constructiom of permanent
haul roads, temporary skid roads, and various forms of timber
clearing. These would damage surface features or shallow subsurface
features of prehistoric or historic sites in the area. It is
anticipated that the relative proportion of sites in the drainage
threatened by such activities would be small as the 400-800 foot
buffer area along the Allagash Wilderness Waterway and 200 foot
buffer on tributary streams would probably contaim the majority of
late prehistoric and historic sites in the drainage. However, some
of the earltest sites 1n the area may be outside of these buffer
zones, and subject to irpact.

The location and identification of culturall resources will be
integrated into the early planning stages of specific management
activties as they arise. ldentificatiom of resources in a proposed
work area could be performed by contract or through a para-
professiomall training program such as that currently used by the U.S.
Forest Service in this region. Review by the Maine Historic Preser-
vation Office would precede finalizatiom of work plans to allow
modification to avoid adverse impacts on resources withim a proposed
cutting area or road corridor.
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5.0

Adverse Environmemtall Effects Which Cannot Be Avoided

The Federal acquisition of 112,370 acres of commercial forest
for wildlife-oriented timber management will have an unavoidable
adverse impact on the commerciiall forest sector of the regional
economy. Timber marketability and supply will be affected as yields
of various wood products derived from wildlife-oriented forest
management will differ from those under commerciall forest manage-
ment. The undivided and commen ownership patterns, and the system
of land management which is characteristic of the region, will be
adversely affected.

Forest management practices to increase wildlife habitat
productivity will reduce the uniformity and continuity of large
expanses of mature spruce-fir forest as well as mature hardwoods and
require expansion of the existing logging road system. As a resulii,
the plan will have some unavoidable impact on wildlife species which
utilize unbroken expanses of dense spruce-fir forest and/or are
sensitive to increased human access.

The near-wilderness character of the mitigation area, predicated
upon its remoteness from human influence, will be reduced to some
extent due to road expansion and more intense forestry practrices.

Some soil erosion, sediment transport, and sedimentation
associated with road constructiom and maintenance will be
unavoidable.

Soil compaction impacts and associated losses in vegetative

growth and vigor due to intensive logging operations will, to some
extent, be umavoidable.
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6.0

6.01

6.02

Alternatives to the Proposed Mitigatiom Plan

The proposed mitigation plan is the result of the full
consideration and review of the USFWS Conservatiom and Development
Report issued under authority of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination
Act, and the biologicall opinion of the Secretary of Interior ((USFWS)
issued in accordance with the Endangered Species Act of 1973.
Alternatives to the proposed mitigation plan are limited to those of
no Federall action, adoption of USFWS recommendatioms in full, adop-
tion of an alternative, more intensive wildlife mitigation plan and
adoption of a mitigation plan for deer wintering habitat.

No Federal Action

This alternative would leave unmitigated to any extent the loss
of 80,455 acres of terrestrial habitat and the wildlife wresources
associated with that coniferous habitat plus 278 miles of rivers and
streams. In addition to this loss, the projected intensificatiom of
forest management throughout northern Maine is likely to weduce
overall forest productivity and the value of habitat critical to the
maintenance of wildlife populations in close proximity to the
project. Changes in the faunal populations expected due to a
reduction in spruce-fir forest include reductions in the numbers of
bear, 1ynx, bobcat, marten and spruce grouse.

In terms of fisheries resources, a no Federal action would place
an undue burden on the resources of the State agency to develop a
program for managing the reservoir brook trout populatiom to a
biomass replacement level. 1t is estimated that the management plan
development will require some level of effort beyond that which
should be done by the Statte.

A selection in favor of the no Federal action for the endangered
species portion of the plan would be contrary to the purpose and
intent of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended.

For the various above stated reasons, a no Federal action
alternative is not considered desirable.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Mitigatiom Plan (Plan B)

The U.S. Fish and Wildlie Service, in keeping with its respon-
sibilities of determining damages to the wildlife resources and
recommending measures for fish and wildlife mitigation and compen-
sation, has submitted to the Corps of Engineers its Conservatiom and
Development (C&D) report and three supplememts to that report. (See
Attachment 2.) Losses identified, mitigation objectives, and
recommended mitigation measures are summarized helow.

The main objective of the USFWS Plan for mitigatiom by habitat
type is to replace habitat units lost by increasing the carrying
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capacity for wildlife. Habitat unit replacememt must be accomplished
on the nine habitat types lost to inundation, thus conserving and
maintaining these types. Wetland management to create, maintain, and
enhance wetland habitat is stated as a managememt policy, as well.
The managememt concepts recommended in the C&D Report to replace lost
habitat productivity have been adopted as a basis for the proposed
mitigation plan.

The C&D Report recommends the acquisitiom and management of
302,623 acres in the Allagash area to replace the loss of wildlife
habitat productivity in the project area. This recommendatiom is
based upon the use of HEP, including annualizatiaom calculatioms and
excludimg calculations to adjust for increased interspersion. The
300,000 acre requirement will replace the estimated 4,080,987 habitat
units Tost due to the project, based upon land use assumptions
derived by the USFWS from the Revised Draft Environmentall Impact
Statement. (A detailed discussionm of the USFWS use of habitat
gvaluagi@m procedures s presented in Attachments 1 and 2 of the

eport).

The USFWS Report further recommends the acquisitiom and
management of 35,000 acres of deer wintering habitat to achieve the
objective of 100 percent mitigation of the average annuall deer
resource loss. This recommendatiom is based on the assumptiom that
overbrowsing will result in a permanent reductiom in deer yard
carrying capacity, bringing the actual deer resource loss to the
estimated upper 1imit of approximately 2,900 deer. Since the entire
Allagash area studied for acquisitiom (295,100 acres) contaims only
abeut 21,000 aeres of habitat, the CaD Repert recomimends the acquisi-=
tion of additioml deer wintering areas outside the proposed
mitigation lands.

The report does not discuss objectives or measures for the
reduction of initial impacts due to displacememt of deer by
i numdtettiiom..

The USFWS C&D Report further recommends the developmemt of a
landlocked salmon-lake trout fishery within the project area as
mitigatiom for loss of the stream brook trout fishery. This
intensive and maximum level effort would require the constructiom of
a 7.2 million dollar hatchery (1979 dollars) and the necessary staff
to operate and maintaim both the hatchery and fishery. 1In addition
to the hatchery based fishery, the USFWS would require a total
clearcut of the 88,000 acre reservoir.

This alternative has not been accepted in its entirety for
several reasons. The acquisitiom of 300,000 acres to replace lost
wildlife habitat productivity is not acceptable because of the
assumptionm used to arrive at this acreage requirement, and its large
scale.
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First, the 300,00 acre requirement for mitigatiom is based on
the premise that replacement of habitat productivity must be
calculated as the increase in productivity over the projected
increase in the future without the project. Projections of increased
wildlife habitat values without the project are based on limited and
variable land use information, and are subject to questiom given
observed timber practices, present and future timber market
conditions, and the impact of spruce budworm damage oh both tinber
and wildlife management.

The 300,000 acreage figure is further based upon different
assumptions about the rate at which habitat unit values may be
increased to full management potentiall with mitigation. The USFWS
methodology assumes a 5-year delay in the jnitiation of mitigation,
and a more gradual increase in habitat value carried out over the
full project life (100 years). The Corps methodology assumes
immediate implementation of the mitigation plan and an increase in
gabitat ;gfue, which achieves 100 percent of the management potential

y year 50.

As a result of these differing assumptions, the management
potentiall unit values (MPUYs) used by the USFWS as a basis for
determining mitigation acreage requirements are considerably lower
than those used in the proposed plan, causing almost a three-fold
increase in the mitigation acreage recommended. (See Appendix A of
Attachment 1, Tables 5 and 7 for comparative values.)

Secondly, the acquisition and managemenmt of 300,000 acres
primarily for wildlife mitigation purposes is not justifiable when
socio-economic impacts are considered. The impacts of such a large
scale mitigation plan would be similar to those identified for the
proposed plan, but compounded at least in proportiom to the increase
in acreage.

Adoption of the recommendatiom would result in the removall from
private ownership of the entire Allagash Area studied for acquisition
(approximately 295,000 acres), and would almost triple the land area
proposed for acquisitiom and management under the Corps plan.
Although timber harvesting will be conducted on the mitigation lands,
management objectives willl maximize wildlife habitat value, not
marketable timber yield. As a result, timber marketability and
supply will be adversely affected over the entire region. Large
capital gains taxes may be assessed to the former property owners
unless they reinvest the net money gained. Applicatiom of the
mitigation plan over such a large area could induce a labor supply
shortage in the timber industry, as well.

The social and economic impacts of removing the Allagash area
from private ownership must also be considered. The undivided and
common ownership patterns, and the system of land managememt which is
characteristic of the region would be seriously disrupted by land



acquisitionm on such a large scale. Considerable acreage owned by
private industry would also need to be acquired.

Finally, the added benefits to wildlife expected from such a
plan are not likely to be in proportion to the additiomall acquisition
and management costs; although they will be significant. The Corps
plan proposes that acquisitiom and management of lands within the
Allagash area be selected according to specific criteria. The intent
of the selectiom methodology has been to maximize wildlife habitat
value, management potential, and management feasibility based on
recommendations of the USFWS, MDIFW and the Corps consultants. To
expand the acreage selected for mitigatiom threefold would not
increase the overall potentiall for wildlife mitigation on an acre=
for=acre basis.

Management of a 300,000-acre mitigationm area according to the
USFWS proposed habitat management plan would require a proportional
increase in personmell and other project costs. Furthermore, it is
the Corps' judgment that to conduct management activity over such a
large area would significantly reduce its effectiveness, given the
need for close supervisiom and relatively intensive applications of
wildlife-oriented forestry and wildlife management practices.
E;;ectiée monitoring and controll of management would 1ikewise be
affected.

Approximately 469 miles of new roads would be required under
this plan. As with the proposed plan, this will allow imcreased
human access with adverse impacts on black bear, lynx and other
animals less tolerant of humamn activity. Roads and extensive logging
operations willl result in some increased stream sedimentatiom and
nutrient Toadiimg.

The USFWS recommendatiom to acquire and manage 35,000 acres of
deer wintering areas on the mitigatiom lands and in outlying areas
cannot be accepted in full. The mitigatiom lands selected by the
Corps maximize acreage of deer wintering habitat and stream valley
habitat, as recommended by the USFWS. Approximately 14,500 acres of
deer wintering habitat area now included on the proposed mitigation
area. It is the continued judgment of the Corps that to acquire and
manage in outlying areas the additiomall deer wintering habitat
necessary to meet the USFWS requirement would result in considerable
losses in management effectiveness, as discussed above.

Costs for implementatiom of the USFWS recommended plan have been
estimated based on cost informatiom provided in Supplement No. 2 of
the USFWS C&D Report. Costs have been adjusted to reflect acquisi-
tion and management on a 300,000-acre mitigatiom area. Total annual
costs for the wildlife plan are estimated at $3,253,600 at the
authorized rate of 3-1/4% and $5,199,600 at the current interest rate
of 7-1/8%.
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Reasons for rejecting the USFWS fisheries mitigation
recommendations reside in two basic areas. One is need and the
second is economics.

Carefull analysis of what is lost reveals that it is stream and
river habitat that is lost. These losses cannot be mitigated. This
leaves compensation by substitutimg a lake trout salmon fishery for
the loss as a possible solution. However, an analysis of the usage
that such a fishery would receive shows that even with maximum
recreatiomall development there would be a maximum of 4,600 user days
per year for fishing. This low number did not produce any
significant benefits to the project nor was it sufficient to justify
full recreatiomall development. It follows that the development of a
maximum effort and 7.2 million dollar hatchery (1979 dollars) to
sustain that effort would not be justified for the same reasons.
Therefore, compensatiom for the irretrievable 10ss of a stream type
fishery with a maxiwum effort level lake fishery is not justified.

An analysis of the relative benefits and costs of the USFWS
fisheries proposal reveals the following:

Man days Fishing Assigned Water Re- Total Value of
with the Project Resources day Value Fishing Benefit

Case 1 4600 $6.00/day 4600 x $6.00=$27,600
Case 2 4600 $9.00 (max)/day 4600 x $9.00=$41,400

Utilizing the currently authorized Water Resources Council's
values for recreation day use, the maximum annual benefit that can
be derived for fishing is $41,400.

Add to the above, the requirement for totall clear cutting of
the reservoir at an estimated additiomall cost of $41,020,000 with
the serious envirommentall impacts attendant to that action, the fact
that other lake trout fisheries in northern Maine are umderutilized
and contained dangerous levels of mercury, we find that there is no
justification for the need or high economic cost of such a recommen-
dation. The total annuall cost of the fisheries plan recommended by
USFWS, including the hatchery and clear cutting, is $2,101,000 at
the 3-1/4% interest rate and $4,209,500 at 7-1/8%.

The Endangered Species Plan in the proposed plan is the same
for each alternative plan. 1t will positively impact the Furbish
lousewort. The annuall cost of the plan is $2,500 at 3-1/4% and
$5,300 at 7-1/8%.

The total annual cost of the wildlife, fisheries and endangered
components of the USFWS plan are $5,357,100 at the authorized
interest rate of 3-1/4% and $9,414,400 at the current 7-1/8%
interest ratte.
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6.03 Consultants Terrestrial Mitigation Plan (Plan C)

This alternative plan is based primarily on a terrestrial
mitigatiom plan submitted by a Corps consultant as an appendix to
the Revised Draft Environmenmtall Impact Statement in 1978 (Appendix F
Supplement, RDEIS). The same consultant participated on the HEP
team as a representative of the Corps. The consultant's plan
considers the same existing and future without management conditions
agreed upon by the HEP team. The difference between the USFWS plan
and the consultamt's plan is primarily in the approach used to
evaluate increases in habitat unit value with management. Using the
consultamt's approach, the acreage required for mitigation is
considerably reduced.

The basic habitat management plan (Section 2.2.2) involves
increasing habitat diversity through both interspersion (creation of
a diversity of small, distinct habitat types from one large uniform
type) and intraspersion (creation of a variety of age classes within
a single habitat type). The HEP team originally adjusted habitat
values to account for interspersion, but was unable to calculate its
effects at year 100. As a result, the team discarded its use of
interspersion, deciding that intraspersiom was of more value to
wildlife, and that interspersion did not contribute any added
wildlife value if intraspersiom was considered.

The consultant’s plan is based upon the consideration of both
interspersion and intraspersion. The management plan utilizes
forest harvesting activities as the major tool for modifying
habitats. Forest habitat management techniques would be more
intensive than those prescribed in the proposed plan or the USFWS
alternative plan. For the first 10 years of management, the number
of types would be increased about five fold (from 39 to 207
types). The annual harvest rate would be approximately 0.59
cords/acre/year. (Appendix F Supplement, RDEIS). The method for
including interspersion is discussed in Section 2.10.3 of Attachment

1 %0 the Repontt.t

The acreage for mitigation was calculated by dividing the
habitat units lost for each type by its annualized increase in
habitat units, adjusted for interspersion which is attributable to
mitigation. Two conditions are considered: one using the USFWS

Mhis plan was originally submitted in July 1978 prior to the most recent
change in the USFWS Conservatiom and Development Report (C&D). The values
presented in this section represent the most recent USFWS HEP analysis (C&D
Report, Supplement No. 3). To be consistent with the updated analysis,
this alternative plan evaluates the pool area alone, eliminating any
analysis of the two mile buffer zone or the transmissiom Times.
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most probable future; the other using the Corps of Engineers future
projections. The results show that 141,407 acres are necessary to
mitigate habitat unit losses using USFWS data, and 96,478 acres
using Corps data. This is exclusive of the deer yard mitigation
measures.

The consultant determined amounts of acreage required for deer
mitigation based upon the user-day method. Since that time, USFWS
has revised downward this estimate for deer populatiom in the
area. Because of these changes in overwintering deer population
estimates, it is not possible to accurately update what the
consultant had prepared for mitigatiom lands. At the time of his
original submittal, he recommended 17,125 acres for deer yard
management. Because of the recent revisions, the deer populatiom is
considerably less than that evaluated by the consultant. It is
assumed that these 17,125 acres represents a maximum amount of deer
wintering habitat necessary for complete mitigation using the user=
day methed. These lands would be added to that necessary for the
terrestriial mitigation requirements. When the recomwended deer yard
acreage 15 added (17,125 aeres) and the 1slands 1n the pool area
subtracted (13,400 acres) the total additiomll land taking would be
146,132 aeres using the USFWS data; and 100,203 aeres using the
Eorps data.

Many features of the consultant's plan, were adopted in the
development of the proposed plan (See Appendix F Supplement, RDEIS,
1978). The lower recommended acreage for habitat unit replacementt,
however, has not been accepted. The methods used to calculate
interspersion values, as well as the more intensive management
approach required to achieve such levels of interspersion, have not
been applied or evaluated for their success on a managememt plan of
this scale. Thus, full habitat unit replacement on the smaller
mitigation area proposed is uncertain. Furthermore, implementation
of this alternative would result in a greater reduction in the
uniformity and continuity of large expanses of mature spruce-fir and
hardwood forests, a corresponding reduction in wildlife species
which frequent those type stands (lynx, marten, black bear, and
spruce grouse), and a greater reduction in the overalll near-
wilderness character of the mitigation area.

Finally, mitigation of losses in overwintering deer habitat
based upon the user-day method (maintaining existing levels of
annual hunter days) is not accepted in the proposed plan. Assess-
ment of losses based upon recreatiomall demand rather than habitat
value does not reflect the full impact of the project on the deer
resource in the St. John Region.

Impacts associated with the consultant’s plan would be
generally positive for wildlife, favoring species adapted to a
younger, more diverse forest. Approximately 200-300 miles of new
gravel road will be required to implement the plan, causing some
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6.04

sedimentation. Skid roads will be more frequemt and utilized more
often, resulting in more runoff and increased nutrient loadimg.

The consultamt's terrestriiall plan would have a total annual
cost of $1,461,600 (USFWS projections) or $1,210,100 (Corps
projections) at the authorized rate of 3-1/4 percent, and $2,686,900
(USFus) or $2,137,700 (Corps) at the curreat 7-1/8 percent. Under
this alternative wildlife plan, fisheries and endangevd species
would be mitigated as in the proposed plan. Total annual costs
would therefore be: at 3-1/4%, $1,532,900 (USFWS), $1,281,400
(CORPS) and at 7-1/8%, $2,763,600 (USFWS) and $2,214,300 (CORPS).

Mitigation Plan for Deer Winterimg Habitat (Plan D)

This alternative would consider mitigating only for the 25,921
acres of deer yards inundated by the Dickey-Limcolm project. These
yards are composed mainly of mature spruce-fir habitat. The lands
that would be acquired would consist of all the deer yards located
within a one-mile zone surrounding the proposed impoundment (south
of the St. John River), the deer yards in the Allagash area
recommended under the proposed plan, and a series of yards near the
mouth of the Allagash. This would amount to 7,500, 14,500, and
3,000 acres, respectively, for a total of approximately 25,000 acres
of deer wintering habitat. To ensure proper management of the deer
resources, an additiomall half-mile strip surrounding each deer yard
would be acquired. This will approximately double the wequired
acreage to about 50,000.

The objective of the deer yard management is to increase the
carrying capacity of wintering areas by both insuring the main-
tenance of quality shelter areas and by sustaining a moderate level
of habitat productivity and food availability to overwintering deer.

Deer yard management would involve group and single tree
selective timber harvests on a stand-by-stand basis. Cutting cycles
would be planned at 10 to 15 year intervals to create a diversity of
age classes through the shelter stands while maintaining a dense
mature spruce-fir type. More specific management details are cited
in Attachment 1, Section 2.3.1(a). Access already exists to all
deer yards to be acquired. New road constructiom and maintenance
will be limited primarily to temporary skid roads which will be
seeded after use.

Implementation of these practices is expected to approximately
double the current carrying of deer wintering areas which are
acquired and managed. Overwintering surveys would be conducted in
all deer yards to be acquired to determine baseline population
levels and increases in populatiom achieved through management.

A three-year monitoring study would be conducted in the project
area to determine the response of deer to loss of traditional
wintering areas and effective measures for minimizing the impacts of
displacement.
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Deer yards in the one-mile area south of the St. John River
would be intensively managed, implementing mitigatiom measures
identified in the monitoring study. This would prevent over-
browsing. The provision of readily available food sources, the
creation of deer yard conditions, the scheduling of a special
hunting season, and the transportation of deer to other areas would
be considered.

In addition to these acreages, the islands within the impound-
ment will be managed. This amounts to about 13,400 acres, bringing
the total acreage to be managed to 63,400. This would be equivalent
to an approximate increase in habitat units of 1,900,000 assuming an
average management potential unit value of 30 as representative of
the areas to be managed. The replacement of 1,900,000 habitat units
represents mitigation for about 60 percent of the habitat units lost
due to fmumdiEttiiom..

The spruce budworm infestation greatly affects these dense
mature spruce-fir forests. Implementatiom of the forest practices
outlined above will have to incorporate preventive cutting practices
for the budworm control. The preventive cutting practices are
designed to reduce fir composition in favor of the more resistant
spruce, usually by removing the less vigorous mature overstory and
:pe)suppressed understory (often dense stands of small diameter

ir).

High tree mortality due to budworm damage in the deer yards
will limit the effectiveness of cover in the mature spruce-fir type,
and the carrying capacity for overwintering deer and the associated
mature spruce-fir wildlife commumitty.

In deer yards that are predominately red spruce or morthern
white cedar, partial cutting to reduce budworm damage would be
performed. These species are less susceptible to budworm damage
than is fir.

The terrestriiall management plan described above would favorably
impact wildlife species associated with a dense spruce-fir habitat
(overwinterimg deer, black bear, marten, spruce grouse). Management
of the half-mile buffer strip would accommodate other species. By
reducing the possibility of overbrowsing, the deer yard management
plan should be capable of replacing the number of deer displaced due
to the Dickey-Lincolm project. By increasing the carrying capacity
of spruce-fir habitat adjacent to the project area, adverse impacts
on other species of wildlife due to displacement should be
minimized.

This alternative plan was developed on the basis of input from
the Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife, the Maine
State Planning Office, and the general public, which indicated that
the loss of overwintering deer habitat is of primary concern to
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people of the State of Maine. To fully mitigate for losses in both
deer wintering habitat and overalll habitat productivity would
require the acquisition of at least 21,000 acres in deer wintering
habitat and surrounding buffer, in addition to the recommended
acquisition of 112,370 acres under the proposed plan.

This alternative plan to acquire and manage only deer wintering
habitat has not been accepted, primarily because it does not address
or fulfill the range of mitigationm objectives based upon habitat
evaluation and mitigation of lost habitat value. In addition, the
acquisition and management of small, fragmented management units
generally reduces the overall efficiency and effectiveness of
mitigation measures.

The estimated total annual cost of this alternative wildlife
plan area $552,400 at 3-1/4% and $916,600 at 7-1/8 percent.
Fisheries and endangered species mitigation under this alternative
would be identicall to that of the proposed plan. The total annuai
cost for all three components of this plan is $623,700 at 3-1/4% and
$993,300 at 7-1/8%.
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7.00

1.01

7.02

The Relationship Between Local Short Term Uses of Man's Emvironment

and the Maintenance and Enhancemenmt of Long Term Productivity

General

The mitigation plan proposes to offset most losses in the long
term fish and wildlife productivity of the St. Johm River Valley
imposed by implementatiom of the Dickey Lincoln Schooll Lakes
Project. As a result, plan implementatiom would generally result in
the maintenance and enhancement of long term productivity. Imcreases
in productivity, however, will be derived primarily at the expense of
economic losses to the commerciiall forest industry and to private
forest landowners and managers. Some minor reductions in long term
productivity of specific forest types will be incurred.

For this discussion, “local short term uses of man's
environmemt® will include use of the forest for commerciiall timber
production and use of both the terrestriall and aquatic environment
for recreation.

Impact Upon Short Term Uses of the Emvironment

The acquisitiom and management of 125,770 acres of commercial
forest for the purpose of wildlife mitigatiom would affect the
marketability and supply of wood products harvested from this area.
Timber management would continue on these lands, but would be
intended to maximize wildlife habitat value, not marketable timber
yields. The annual harvest from these lands in 1979 was 34,840
cords, 96 percent of which was spruce=fir which is used for saw-
timber. This species is currently in great demand and with the
timber on the proposed mitigation land being removed from forest
industry inventories, increased harvesting pressure on surrounding
townships could occur. Impacts of the mitigation plam on forest
econemies are diseussed in depth i1n Sectiom 10 of this attachient.

The relationship betweenm the proposed plan and recreatiiomall uses
of the Allagash River area should, in general, be positive. The
acquisition of lands bordering the Allagash Wilderness Waterway
(AW), and the management of those lands in coordinatiom with AWW
authorities (Bureau of Parks and Recreation), should enhance the
wilderness recreatiom experience for which the waterway was
designated. Increased road access associated with forest management
outside of the AWW will provide for increased public access to the
mitigation lands, and will reduce the near-wilderness character of
the area in general. As a result, wilderness recreatiom outside the
waterway may be somewhat reduced in quality.
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7.03

Impact Upon Long Term Productivity

Wildlife mitigation measures will increase overall wildlife
habitat productivity on the mitigatiom lands. The diversity of
habitat types will be increased, both game and non-game wildlife
populations will be increased, and overall productivity of the forest
will be imcreased.

The acquisition and management of deer wintering habitat will
increase overwintering deer carrying capacity in traditiomall deer
wintering areas on the mitigation lands. Management practices in
deer wintering areas would ensure the long term habitat value of
these areas for wildliffe.

Forest habitat managememt to maintaim and enhance the wildlife
"abitat value of mature spruce-fir bottomlands will ensure the long
term productivity of this habitat type.

Ripariam habitat will be maintained and enhanced through
mitigation measures as well. Along the AWW, such habitat is
currently protected through the ownership and managememt by the State
of Maine Bureau of Parks and Recreation. 1In addition, both the
fisheries and wildlife mitigation plans recommend sitreamside
protectiom through the use of watershed buffer zones. The endangered
species management plan would result in the acquisitiom of riparian
habitat suitable for protectiomn and propagatiom of the Furbish
Lousewort.

Wildlife-oriented forest managememt practices will result in
minor long term productivity losses due to logging road construction
and increased frequency of logging operations within forest stands.
Logging road constructiom will result in some soil erosionm and
sedimentation, impacting both terrestriiall and aquatic productivity.
Increased frequency of logging operations will result in soil
compaction, with some impact on vegetatiom growth and vigor.

Finally the expansion of logging road access and the breaking up
of expanses of mature spruce-fir forest may reduce the long term
productivity of the mitigatiom lands (other than spruce-fir
bottomlands and deer wintering habitat) for species requiring
expanses of mature forest habitat and/or low levels of human
interference.
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8.00

Irreversible or Irretrievable Commitments of ResSources

Resource commitments required to implement the proposed
mitigatiom plan are not irreversible in the same sense that they
would be for a major constructiom project. They are, however, long
term. Irretrievable resources are those that will be permanently
Tost through the proposed actiom.

The proposed plan would require the commitmenmt of over 100,000
acres of coi@biecdial forest for the purpose of wildlife mitigation.
Also committed would be private forest managememt plans and
investments into those plans. The marketability and supply of
commerciall timber would be reduced to some degree resulting in an
irretrievable loss of commerciall forest products.

Forest habitat management for wildlife productivity would
require the long-term commitmemt of the climax spruce-fir forest
ecosystem, as expanses of mature spruce-fir forest would be managed
to increase habitat type diversity and overall productivity.
Vegetation and wildlife associated with the climax community would be
replaced to some degree by species adapted to a more open, diverse
forest.

Road system developmemt and increased access associated with
forest habitat managememt will result in an irretrievable reduction
in the near-wilderness character of the mitigatiom lands, which is
largely predicated upon the remoteness of the area from human
influence. The Tloss in near-wildermess character is most obviously
perceived as a loss to the unique wildermess recreatiom resources of
the Allagash area. Increased road access may reduce populatioms of
wildlife species with a Tow habitat tolerance for human imierference.

The mitigationm lands are, for the most part, presently committed
for commerciall timber productiom which is likely to result in similar
but more significamt resource losses than those discussed above.
Furthermore, mature spruce-fir forest located within the Allagash
Wilderness Waterway outer zone, and associated with deer wintering
habitat on the mitigatiom lands will be managed to ensure the
maintenance of the climax forest.

Soil erosion, displacement, and sedimentation due to logging
road constructian will represent an irretrievable loss to the
terrestriall ecosystem, and can be expected to result in some loss in
aquatic ecosystem productivity. Soil compactiom due to intensive log
skidding operations will result in some loss of forest productivity
due to reduced growth and vigor of vegettattiom.

The commitment of forest land to provide for logging road access

will result in a loss of vegetation and some irretrievable loss in
forest productivity, as a result.
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Forest habitat management, logging, road development, and
associated increase in public access could result in cultural
resource losses. However, such losses should be negligible since the
riparian habitat in which artifacts are generally located will not be
disturbed by the proposed plan. Culturall resource losses will be
minimized through measures identified in Section 4.07.

In addition to the above resource commitments, man-power, fuel,

equipment, and all costs of the proposed plan will be iirretrievably
comitted to the proposed mitigation plan.
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9.00
9.01

9.02

Coordination

General

Coordinatiom between the New England Division of the Corps of
Engineers and concerned Federal, State and local agencies has been
continuous and extensive since environmemtall studies commenced in
1975. In addition to coordinatiom with public agencies, coordination
has been carried on with various private organizatiomns and
indi viduals.

A compilatiom of the coordinatiom documents is contaimed in
Attachment 2 of the report. These documents include U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Coordinatiom Act documents; Rare and Endangered Species Act;
Section 7 Coordinatiom documents; culturall resource coordination
correspondence; and Corps of Engineers sponsored public workshop
reports.

A list of contacts made in the preparatiom of the mitigation
plan is published in Attachmemt I.

Coordination with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

The New England Division has maintaimed close coordinatiom with
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service since 1975. Scopes of services
for aquatic and terrestriall ecosystems were reviewed and commented
upon by them and adjusted when necessary to reflect those comments.
A combined U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, State of Maine, and Corps
of Engineers Raptor Survey was conducted. Further surveys performed
on an interagemcy basis have been funded by the Corps. Continuing
coordination and consultatiom pertaining to rare and endangered
species and those proposed for protectiom has been conducted among
these agencies.

Coordinatiom for mitigatiom plan formulatiom begam in 1976 when
the Corps developed an impact assessmemt team composed of USFWS and
MDIFW persommell to survey the project area. The informatiom obtained
during this field survey was supplied to all agencies involved. At
the request of USFWS, a Corps of Engineers Consultamt was utilized to
assist them in developing their, at that time current, Habitat
Evaluatiom Procedure (HEP) analysis by completing forms 2 and 3 for
thenm.

Severall interagency reviews of both USFWS drafts took place and
in January, 1978 the USFWS issued its Conservation and Development
Report (C&D) and supplement. A second supplement to the report was
issued in June, 1978. The third and final supplement to that report
was issued in November, 1979. The USFWS C& report with its
supplements are contained in Attachmemt 2.
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9.03

In June 1979, a second field survey was carried out on the
proposed mitigatiom lands by the same agencies, and many of the same
team members who participated in 1976.

Utilizing portions of the USFWS recommendations, input from
severall coordination meetings and telephone communications, and
information gained from the interagency field survey, the Corps of
Engineers developed a draft proposall for mitigatiom in August 1979.
This draft was distributed to the USFWS and to the State of Maine for
review. Subsequent to their review, a revised draft was prepared and
distributed to the public for review in October.

State Agencies

9.04

Coordinatiom has been carried out through the Office of State
Planning, which was designated by the Governor as the State Tiaison
for the proposed Dickey Lincoln hydro-electric project. Close
coordinatiom has been carried out with the Department of Inland
Fisheries and Wildlife and they have provided valuable advice,
assistance, and data. Coordinatiom with the State Bureau of Parks
and Recreatiom was initiated due to the location of the Allagash
Wilderness Waterway within the proposed mitigatiom area. All three
agencies and the Governor's office were asked to review the Corps
initial draft mitigation proposal.

Organized Groups, Professiomall Associations, and Individuall Private

Citizens, and lLandowners

9.04.1

9.04.2

The revised draft mitigatiom propesal was distributed for review
and comment to approximately forty private groups, associations, and
individuals in October 1979. Invitations were simultaneously
extended to participate in public workshops to be held in mid-
November.

Forest managers and landowners in the mitigation area were
contacted both for informatiom regarding forest managememt practices
and to notify them concernimg lands proposed for mitigation.

Public_Imfformation

Five news releases were prepared and dissemimated to local,
regionall and nationall media describing the scope and status of fish
and wildlife mitigation planning.

Public Workshops

The revised draft was available for public review for 25 days
prior to a pair of public workshops held in Augusta, Maine on 15
November, 1979. Fourteem separate organizatioms and agencies
participated in the workshops. The proceedings of the workshops
may be read in their entirety in Attachmemt 2, Sectiom 4 of the
report.
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Several changes were made in Attachmenmt 1 to the report based

upon public workshop input of the more important changes are listed
below:

The use of "indiicator species" as a basis flor habitat mamagement
is clarified in Section 2.2.

Management practices flor spruce-fir botttomlands and dieer
wintering areas are discussed in a separate secttion.

Spruce budworm iinflestation and itts relationships to tie mitriga-
tion plan are discussed in Section 2.2.4 and elsewhere in
Attachment 1.

Losses due o the prajectt, particularly deer resource llssess,
are clarifiied.

Management responsibility on tive mitigation llands has bheen
clarified. Section 2.6 of Attachment 1 recommends that MDIFW
manage the lands, and that the Bureau of Parks and Recreation
retain its review authority in the Allagash Wilderness Watterway,
and LURC retain its authority in LURC-zoned areas within the
mitigation lamds.

An alternative plan tto mitigate flor deer wintering halbittat
losses only was developed partially in response to concerns
expressed at the workshops.

9.05 Comments

Copies of this draft were sent to those agencies, organizations

and individuals listed in Section 5a of the Summary for review.

Comments were received from the following Federal and State

agencies and private entities:

Federal

U.S. Department of the Imiterior
U.S. Environmemtall Protection Agency
U.S. Department of Agriculture

State

Office of the Governor
Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife
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Private

Wildlife Management Imstitute

Natural Resources Councill of Maine

Society for the Protectiom of New Hampshire Forests
Garden Club Federatiom of Maine

Ms. Carol McKnight

Elizabeth Humphrey
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United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240

ER-80/259
MAY 1 3 1380

Colonel Max B. Sheider
Division Emgineer
Corps of Emgineers
Department of the Army
424 Trapelo Road
Waltham, MA ©2154

Dear Colonel Sheider:

The Department of the Interior has reviewed the supplement to
the revised draft environmental statement for the Dickey-
Lineoln School Lakes Project, Aroostook County, Maine. We
have the following recommendatiomns and comments on the fish
and wildlife mitigation plan contained in the éﬂ?@ﬂéﬁ@ﬂt.
Sfealfte comments on the several doeuments ceomprising the
plan are ineluded as an attachment.

General

We do not agree that the selected mitigation plan would
replace 100% of the fish and wildlife habitat productivity
lost due to project implementation for the following reasons :

1. In the proposed mitigatiom plan, the Corps states that
the plan will only replace approximately 42-53% of the loss to
the whitetail deer (Odocoileus virginianus) resSource.

2. Under the Corps proposal, 14,540 acres of deer wintering
habitat and 32,700 acres of the outer zone (500 feet-1 mile)
of the Allagash Wilderness Waterway will be managed less
Intensively than other mitigatiom lands. These lands are
predominately mature softwood timber stands. The Habitat
Evaluation Procedures team projected a management potential
(en a seale of 0-100) of 81 for mature softweod habitat.
This management potential was based on the more imtensive
management praetices the Cerps propeses for the mature soft-
weed habitat esutside the deer wintering areas and the
Allagash Wilderness Waterway. Management 1A the Allagash
Wilderness Waterway was diseussed at a meeting ameng €he
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Corps, Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife, and
our Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) on November 16, 1979
(Coordinatiom Meeting 12, page 226, Attachment 2, Fish and
Wildlife Mitigation Report). At that meeting, 1t was agreed
that the management potential of 81 eould net be aehieved with
less intensive management. At the Corps propesed level of
management, less habitat units for softwood will be mitigated
than 1s elaimed. This less intensive management 1s based eén
eoneerns for '"deep weods"™ speeles, sueh as spruee grouse
(€anaehites eanadensis), marten (Martes amerieana), dynx
(EgHX‘EaHEHEHSISTT'EHE Blaek bBear (UFBUS~ i §)., Hew=
eveFr, Black bear, marten, and spruc® BFOusSE were Jneluded by
the HEP team in arriving at the management petential ef 81 1A
mature seftweed habitat.

3. The Corps does not apply the spruce budworm problem
equally to the project and proposed mitigation areas. Forest
management practices in the projeet area can no longer be
tied to long-range management plans sinee these plans are
dietated by the budwerm damage (page 38, Fish and wildlife
Mitigation Repert). Further, forest man@%emeng practices
responding to budworkh damage are more evident in the Allagash
area than in the immediate profeet area (page 16, supplenent).
Therefere, 1t 1s legieal that leng-range mitigation manage-
ment will be dietated by the spruee budwerm. The mitigatien
plan sheuld be reexamined in relation te prejeeted management
petentials and the time required to attain these management
otentials in the seftweod habitats te reflect these assufip=
iens. 1f the Corps’ impliecation that the mitigation lands
must Be managed Ffeor fhe spruee budworm iR addifion te wildlife
18 valid; then the atfainable management potentials will Be
reduced anda will requive mere aeres fer mitigatien. The
cerbs sheuld perferm a eensistent esvaluation te Beth the
preject area afd mitigatien aFea.

4. The Corps determined that 123,720 acres are required for
mitigation. They propose to acquire and manage 112,370 acres
of land along the Allagash River. To make up the differemce,,
the Corps proposes to intensively manage 13,400 acres of
1slands within the Rﬁoposed Diekey impoundment. Such a pro-
pesal is impraetieal beecause of the loecation of these

islands in relatien to the mitigatiom lands. Acecess to

these islands and their petential to contribute significantly
to the mitigation of lest habitat units 1s gquestionable.

In addition, the Corps own argument against Plan D and parts
of the FWS plan; i.e., a reduction in the overall efficiency
and effectiveness of managing small, fragmented umits,
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applies equally to the Corps proposal to manage the islamds.
Contrary to what the Corps states in the syllabus teo their
Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Report, the FWS has recommiended
that these islands be established as natural areas (FWS
Conservation and Developiment Report, Supplement 2, 1978).

We believe that sueh a management strategy would be the

mest compatible use of these lamds.

The Corps projection of most probable future comditions
without the projeet is based heavily on a report ((weferenced
in the supplement and related documents), prepared by a
consultant (Kimball Report), and contained in Appendix C,
Supplement 2, 1980. The informatiom in this report and
appendix was not made available to the FWS at the time it
prepared Supplement 3 te the Conservation and Development
Report. 1In faet, this appendix has not been made available
to this Degaftment for review within the eurrent 4S-day
publie review and comiemnt'‘period. As the Corps correctly
points eut, the differing views of future ferestry manage=-
ment 1A the projeet area are reflected in mueh of the
difference between the mitigatiom plans ef the Cerps and
the FWS. Therefere, it would seem eritieal that the Cerps
previde this infermation fer Feview.

The proposed fisheries mitigatiom plan assumes that population
recruitment from natural reproductiom within the tributary
streams and nonexposed shore zones will be adequate to main-
tain the reservoir brook trout populatiom at the ecosystem's
earrying capaeclty. We question this basie assumption. To
our knowledge, there has never been a signifieant brook
trout fishery developed 1in a fluetuating reserveir of this
type 1n the presence of severe competition from populations
of yellow pereh, white suckers, bullheads, and various
speeles of minnews. These speeies are presently imdigenous
in the St. John drainage and eah be predicted to flourish in
Diekey Reserveir. The earlier 1life stages of the Eastern
breek treut are highly dependent upen eever and Ffeed sources
limited te shallew water habitat. Feed availability in
these areas in the reserveir will be minimal due te flue-
tuating water levels. Cempetition for these same Feed itens
by ether fin fish speeies and direct predation will aet as
Further 11@1%15% facters en broek treut preductien. Ulti-
mately, this will reduee the standing erep. The Cerps
eenstders seme oF these same peints and 1ists a series of
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brook trout recovery techniques. However, they do not have a
definite, funded contingeney plan if their biomass wreplace-
ment is unsuccessful. Realization of the maximum fish
potential of the reservoir 1s a neeessary goal to compensate
the loss of the wild stream brook treout production whieh are
irreplaceable l1osses.

Summary

We consider that the Corps tentatively selected mitigation
plan is inadequate in terms of mitigating the project imduced
losses to the fish and wildlLife resources. The claim that

the tentatively selected mitigation plan would replace 100%

of the wildlife habitat produectivity lost due to project
implementation 1s unsupported. The nunerous comtradictions
and lneensistemncies of the mitigati@n proposal ecould confuse
those whe laek the expertise and do net review these proposals
in suffieient depit.

It is apparent that the differing views of future forestry
management in the project area have led to the differences
between the plans of the Corps and the FWS. Therefore, we
recommend that the mest probable future forestry management
be investigated by an independent review team.

We also realize that lands which are proposed for acquisition
in the mitigation area include 36,400 acres of land within
the Allagash Wilderness Waterway, although not including the
inner zone of land immediately adjacent to that river. The
draft statement recognizes the river's inclusion in the
Natienal Wild and Seenie River Systeim and states that "With
eareful eceerdinatioen, the propesed aequisition and manage-
ment of adjaecent lands for wildlife mitigation will bemnefit
wildlife by maintaining mature spruee-fier bottomlamds and
deer wintering habitat while adding an extra measure of
protection for the Waterway and complementing the experience
the Allagash Wilderness Waterway new provides (Malne Bureau
of Parks and Reereatien, 1979)."

We generally concur with this conclusion; however, we
further believe that the final mitigatiom plan and the
final statement should recognize the possibility that some
management activities for mitigation (i.e., timber cuttting
and road building) may confliet with the management provi-
sions for wild and scenie river purposes. If this occurs,
it should be elear from the mitigatiom plan that the wild
and scenie river provisions will apply. We believe such
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recognition is clearly warranted by the river's inclusiomn in
the National System and by the fact that the river is viewed
as being nationally siigmiificamt.

The adverse environmental impacts of any mitigatiom on this
area of Maine must be added to the extremely adverse impacts
of project implementation. These project induced losses
include the large scale destructiomr of terrestrial and
aquatic resources and the elimination of an important part
of the last remaining wilderness recreational area in the
Nertheast. Moreover, this area represents a unique combi-
nation of aesthetie and natural resource values no lomger
exlsting anywhere else in the United States.

This Department continues to believe that the Dickey-Lincoln
School Lakes Project will have severe environmental impacts
on the St. John River basin and the northern Maine regiom.
In view of these concerns, and as stated in our letter of
March 1, 1979, commenting on the revised draft stattememt,
this Department may refer this matter to the Council on
Environmental Quality under the procedures specified in

40 CFR 1504.
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Specific Comments
DICKEY-LINCOLN SCHOOL LAKES PROJECT

I. Specific Comments on Supplement to DEIS

1. Page 3a. Environmental Impacts - The forest habitat
management plan and associrated logging road system is similar
to present commercial operations, and it would not materially
reduce the near wilderness charaeter of the area.

2. Page 3, 4th paragraph. Management Site - The FWS
questions the management of the 13,4 acres on the iislamds.
We have recommended that these islands remain as natural areas.

3. Page 4, 3rd paragraph. Summary of Mitigation Measures -
We do not believe this less intensive level of management wild
attain the management potential as implied in Appendix K and
Attachment 1.

4. Page 29, 3rd paragraph. Aquatic Ecosystem - The
statement that the proposed plan will manage brook trout such
that the fesultiﬁ% lake biomass will be equal to or greater
than that eurrently existing in the projeet area streams is
the basie assumption of the Corps plan. A centingency plan
fiust be funded in the mitigation authorization to provide the
means te eemplete the biemass replacement 1f the basie
assumption proves toe be imeorrect.

5. Page 33, 6th paragraph. Wildlife - The special hunting
season to adjust the population to a Ievel commensurate with
the carrying capacity in surrounding yards can only be estab-
lished by the Maine State Legislature. We recommend that the
statement be corrected to reflect this.

6. Page 34, 2nd paragraph. Forestry - "A complete
discussion of the impacts of the proposed mitigationm plan on
the existing forest resource is presented in Appendix C,
Supplement 2, 1980." This appendix has not been provided
for review.

7. Page 39, 2nd paragraph. No Federal Action - This
statement 1s misleading on the magnitude of the project
induced losses to wildlife and fishery resources. Project
indueed losses are net limited to 53,990 acres of spruce-fir
forest and the wildlife resources associated with that
eéeniferous habitat. The projeet will aetually imumdate
80,455 aeres of terrestrial habitat and 278 siles of ssreans
and rivers. 1neluded in the terrestrial habitat is the
largest deer yard in that pertien of Maime.
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8. Page 40, 2nd paragraph. U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service Mitigation Plan - the HEP team decided that the
xnterspersion calculations were inappropriate for this
applieation.

9. Page 40, 6th paragraph. The methodology (The 1976
version of the Habitat Evaluation Procedures) used by the
FWS is the same methodelogy that the Corps used to arrive
at their figure of 123,720 acres. On page 92, 1lst paragraph
of the Fish and Wildlife Mitigatiomn Report, it states,
"Both plans use the HEP procedure and the ammuwalization
technique.™ Therefore, the statement that, "The acguisition
of 300,000 acres to replace lost wildlife habitat producti-
vity 1s not aceceptable because of the methodology used to
arrive at this aereage requirement, and 1ts large seale,"
1s 1necensistent and misleading. The major difference between
the FWS and Corps mitigation plans 1s in the assumptions used
for future conditions without the prejeet and the time t6
attaln management petential as diseussed in yeur fellewing
two paragraphs.

10. Page 41, 1lst paragraph. The future conditions without
the project were based on informatiom available to the HEP
team and the FWS at the time. The Corps new evaluatiom of
future conditions without the project 1s based on studies
perforimed 1n late 1979 (Kimball Repert) and eontained in
Appendix C, Supplement 2, 1980. This infermation has yet
to be provided to the FWS.

11. Page 41, 2nd paragraph. We do not feel the Corps has
adequately supported its case for obtaining management
potential by year 50, particularly in the softwood habitais.
In the previous paragraph, the Corps states the effect of the
spruce budworm on forest (and wildlife) management in relation
to the future without the project. If this is true, the
budworm will have a similar effect on management potential
and 1limit management capabilities, on the mitigatiom lands
thereby inereasing the time needed to arrive at management
potential. Removal of timber from the impoundment area plus
salvage of budworim lnfeeted balsam fir stands 1s expeeted to
ereate a wood gufglus at that time, and quite 1likely emgage
all available wood operators for the next 5-10 years. The
time needed to arrive at management potential (100 years) was
diseussed and agreed upon at the meeting of July 2, 1979,
ameng the Cerps, MDIFW, and the FWS (Ceérdinatiom Meeting 9,
g&g@ %?6, Attachment 2 of the Fish and Wildhife Mitigatien

epert).
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12. Page 41, 4th paragraph. It is stated that the
acquisition and managetent of 300,000 acres primarily for
wildlLife mitigation purposes are not justifiable when socio-
economie impaets are considered. The soclo-eeconomie impacts
of adequate mitigation must be added to the negative impacts
of the Diekey-Lineolh School Lakes Preject.

13. Page 42, 2nd paragraph. It is stated that the imtemt
of the selection methodology has been to maximize wildlife
habitat value, management potential, and management feasi-
bility. The Corps has net demonstrated the maximization of
management potential and feasibility 1A relation to the
14,540 acres of deer wintering habltat, the 32,700 aeres of
the outer zone of the Allagash Wilderness Waterway, and the
13,400 aeres of islands. The reasons are stated above in the
general comients.

14. Page 42, 5th paragraph. It is stated, "It is the
continued judgment of the Corps that to acquire and mamnage
in outlying areas the additional deer winterimg habitat
neeessary to meet the FWS requirement weuld result in comnsi-
derable losses in management effeetiveness, as discussed
above."™ This argument should apply e%uqlly to the Corps
propesal te manage the 13,400 aeres of islamds.

15. Pages 44-46. Consultant's Terrestrial Mitigation
Plan - The Consultant's Terrestrial Mitigation Plan 1s
unaceceptable because it misuses HEP in relation to imter-
spersion, is largely theoretieal, and approaches amimal
husbandry instead of wildlife management.

16. Pages 46-48. Mitigation Plan for Deer Wintering
Habitat - This single species approach to miptigatiom 1S
unaceceptable since it does not address mitigation of
projeet induced adverse impacts to other species.

17. Page 48, 2nd paragraph. Ibid Iu.
II. SPECIFIC COMMENTS ON THE FISH AND WILDLIFE MITIGATEON REPQRT

Syllabus

18. Page ii, 6th paragraph. Plan B (FWS) does not
recommend intensive forestry management to benefit wildlife
on the 13,400 acres of islands that would exist within the
proposed impoundments. The FWS has recommended that these
islands be established as natural areas (Conservatiom amd
Development Report, Supplement 2, 1978). We question the
validity and practicality of intensely managing these islands
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Interagency Draft Coordination

19. Page 3, 4th paragraph. This paragraph states that
the FWS Supplement 3, Conservation and Development Repori,
diverged from the common course. This statement 1s umfounded
and misleading. Supglement 3 was a correction of previeus
mistakes (the Corps 1s using these correections in this repert)
not a diversion from a common course. 1In faet, the Corps
diverged from the common eourse from the start with 1its Eubli-
cation of the eensultant's mitigation plan in 1978 and the #we
draft plans of August and Oetober 1879. These plans repre-
senited a misuse of HEP. 1t is enly now that the Coerps is
%Eglylh@ the eerreect methedelegy. The differences between the

1an and the @@fE% plan are in the assumptions used fer

the Future without the preject and the time requived #6
ebtaih management petemitial.

Recreation

20. Page 25, 7th paragraph. Some stream fishing
opportunities would remain, but the quality would be seriously
impaired.

Reduction of Initial Impact on Displaced Deer

21. Page 35. 1Ibid 5.

Without the Dickey-Lincolm Project Existing and Most
Probable Future Comditions

22. Page 38. Aprguments concerning the spruce budworm and
most probable future conditions are expressed in the gemeral
comments and in number 11.

Certainty

23. Page 40, 4th paragraph. This paragraph is confusing
and possibly misleading. It should be expanded to explain
why all HEP analyses have a certainty of less than 50%
because of the aectual species selection, the composition of
the interageney team, the overall rating systen, and the
purpese of amalyses.
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Plan A (Corps)

Terrestrial Mitigation

24. Page 42, 5th paragraph. Ibid I1I.

25. Page 43, 3rd paragraph. The documentation, Appendix
C, §upp1ement 2, DEIS, 1980, has not been provided for
review.

26. Page 44, 3rd paragraph. The figure of 115,000 acres
does not agree with 123,700 acres on page 48 and Table 8,
page A-12, in Attachment 1 and Appendix K. The technique is
invalid sinee it is net consistent with the rest of the HEP
procedure used. The 123,700-acre figure is correet based on

the Corps assuniptions.

27. Page 45, lst paragraph. This paragraph implies the
proposed nmitigatiomn plan will offset and compensate for all
projeect induced losses to fish and wildlife resources. 1t
should be changed to reflect the fact that it is only partial
mitigation.

28. Page 45, 4th paragraph. Ibid 27.
Allagash Wilderness Waterway (AWW)

29. Page 50, 5th paragraph. In this paragraph, the Corps
admits that the 32,700 acres in the Allagash Wilderness Water-
way will not be managed as intensively as other mitigation
lands. Consequently, the projected management potentials
will net be attalned and the Corps will not attain the pro-
posed mitigation of lost wildlife habitat productiwvity.

Acceptability

30. Page 53, 5th paragraph. For the reasons pointed out
in our general comments and throughout the specific comments,
Plan A would not successfully mitigate the fish and wildlife
losses.

Efficiency

31. Page 53, 8th paragraph. Ibid 30.

Public Views

32. Page 56, lst paragraph. Ibid 30.
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Plan B (FWS)

HEP Team Projections

33. Page 58, 5th paragraph. Information to disprove
these assumptions has not been provided to the FWS.

Appraise Planning Objectives Fulfillment

34. Page 70, 1st and 2nd paragraphs. We feel that Plan
B satisfies General Eecological Objectives 1 and 2, as well
as Plan A.

EQ Objective

35. Page 71. As with Plan A, Plan B would increase the
environmental quality for all known significant items.

Geographic Scope

36. Page 72. The land required is not excessive based
on the assumptions used for the future conditions without
the project.

Trade Off Analyses

37. Page 73, 1lst paragraph. The factual data have been
provided in the FWS Conservatiom and Development Report and
its supplements. As with the Corps, data projections over
the 100 year project life are based on assumptions, not
fact.

38. Page 73, 2nd paragraph. The cost/benefit argument
is not a valid approach for mitigaitiom.

Plan C (Consultant®s Plan)

39. Pages 75-83. 1Ibid 15.

Plan D (Deer Wintering Areas)

40. Pages 84-90. Ibid 1&.
4l. Page 100, 7th paragraph. As stated throughout our

review, Plan A does not represent 100% mitigatiom excluding
deer. See also 30, 31, and 32.
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Plan A (Corps)

Terrestrial Mitigation

24. Page 42, 5th paragraph. Ibid 11.

25. Page 43, 3rd paragraph. The documentation, Appendix
C, Supplement 2, DEIS, 1980, has not been provided for
review.

26. Page 44, 3rd paragraph. The figure of 115,000 acres
does not agree with 123,700 acres on page 48 and Table 8,
page A-12, in Attachment 1 and Appendix K. The technique is
invalid since it is not consistent with the rest of the HEP
procedure used. The 123,700-acre figure is correct based on

the Corps assufpiions.

27. Page 45, l1lst paragraph. This paragraph implies the
proposed mitigation plan will offset and compensate for all
project induced losses to fish and wildlife resources. It
should be changed to reflect the fact that it is only partial
mitigation.

28. Page 45, 4th paragraph. Ibid 27.
Allagash Wilderness Waterway (AWW)

29. Page 50, 5th paragraph. In this paragraph, the Corps
admits that the 32,700 acres in the Allagash Wilderness Water-
way will not be managed as intensively as other mitigation
lands. Consequently, the projected management potemtials
will noet be attained and the Corps will not attain the pro-
posed mitigation of lost wildlife habitat productiwvitty.

Acceptability

30. Page 53, 5th paragraph. For the reasons pointed out
in our general comments and throughout the specific comments,
Plan A would not successfully mitigate the fish and wildlife
losses.

Efficiency

31. Page 53, 8th paragraph. Ibid 30.

Public Views

32. Page 56, 1lst paragraph. Ibid 30.
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Plan B (FWS)

HEP Team Projections

33. Page 58, 5th paragraph. Informatiom to disprove
these assumptions has not been provided to the FWS.

Appraise Planning Objectives Fulfillment

34. Page 70, 1st and 2nd paragraphs. We feel that Plan
B satisfies General Ecological Objectives 1 and 2, as well
as Plan A.

EQ Objective

35. Page 71. As with Plan A, Plan B would increase the
environmental quality for all known significant items.

Geographic Scope

36. Page 72. The land required is not excessive based
on the assumptions used for the future conditions without
the project.

Trade Off Analyses

37. Page 73, 1st paragraph. The factual data have been
provided in the FWS Conservatiom and Development Report amnd
its supplements. As with the Corps, data projections over
the 100 year project life are based on assumptions, mot
fact.

38. Page 73, 2nd paragraph. The cost/benefit argument
is not a valid approach for mitigattiom.

Plan C (Consultant's Plam)

39. Pages 75-83. 1Ibid 15.

Plan D (Deer Wintering Areas)

40. Pages 84-90. Ibid 16.
41. Page 100, 7th paragraph. As stated throughout our

review, Plan A does not represent 100% mitigatiom excluding
deer. See also 30, 31, and 32.
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I1I. Specific Comments on Attachmemt 1 and Appendix K

Executive Summary

42. As stated in our general comments and throughout our
review, the Corps plan does not replace 100% of the wildlife
habitat productivity lost due to project Implementation. See
also 30, 31, 32, and ¥1.

Mitigation Measures

43. Page 9, 4th paragraph. "Forest habitat mamagement
of 14,540 acres of deer wintering habitat is expected to
double the over-wintering deer carrying capacity in these
areas, replacing approximately 42-53% of the loss in this
resource.”™ This statement 1s a contradiction to the statement
in the Exeeutive Summary, "It would replace 100% of the wild-
1ife habitat productivity lost due to project implementation."
See alse 30, 31, 32, 41, and 42.

Forest Practices

44, Page 14, (b). Removal of 40-60% of merchantable
volume is excessive and blow down of residual stands is
likely to occur.

45. Page 14, (d). Infers diameter limit control of
harvest which is not silviculturally sound and would not
meet objectives of the plam.

Spruce Budworm Imfestation

46. Page 15, 3rd paragraph. Corps states that cuittings
to reduce budworm hazard would further mitigation objectives.
Unfortunately, the size and locatiom of such cuts will not
be controlled by the resource managers; hence, it is umlikely
that such cuts will fall within the objective of the plan
(d.e., small group selection or patch cuts less than 4
acres). See also page 19 - Spruce Budworm Infestatiom and
page 30, 3rd paragraph.

Forest Practices

47. Page 17. As pointed out in our general comments, this
given forestry classificatiom will not permit maximization
of management potential. This classificatiom will also be
difficult to obtain in light of the budworm epidemic.
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Timber Management Feasibility

48. Page 19. This section infers that group selection
and patch cutting is not a current practice of the timber
industry. Current cutting practices of Seven Islands Land
Company and Boise Cascade parallel the planned management
of timber lands, as outlined in Section 2.2.2 of Attachment 1.

Spruce Budworm Inmfestation

49, Page 20, 2nd paragraph. This paragraph states that
severely damaged areas could support a shelterwood or a seed
tree stand after budworm salvage. Severely damaged areas
could not support a shelterwood stand, and a seed tree
system is not praetical for spruce-fir (Frank, R.M. and
J.C. Bjorkbem. 1973. A Silvieultural Guide for Spruce-Fir
in the Northeast. USDA, Northeasterm Forest Exp. Sta., Gem.
Tech. Report NE-6).

50. Page 20, 3rd paragraph. The statement "High tree
mortality due to budworm damage will limit the efffectiveness
of management efforts to maintain the cover of the mature
spruce-fir type and to increase its carrying capacity for
over-wintering deer and the associated mature spruce-fir
wildblife community™ eonfliets with the statement "In many
instaneces, eutting practices intended to remove diseased
wood and otherwise eoentrol budworm damage will actually
further mitigation objeetives,™ on page 15.

51. Page 21, 2nd paragraph. This statement comflicts
with the management potentials derived by the HEP team.

Location and Extent of Recommended Area

52. Page 38, 3rd paragraph. Ibid 2.
Overall Management Responsibility

53. Page 44, 1st paragraph. States that the mitigation
plans would become the terms of the lease for the mamaging
authority, Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wild-
life. 1t is our opinion that the measures and chjectives
as set forth in the mitigation plan are likely umobtainable
for reasons as stated herewith. The terms of any such
lease should refleet these coneerns and contradictions as
are evident within the mitigation plam.
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Capital Equipment

54. Page 48. The item is underfunded for the needs and
objectives of the mitigation plan. Certainly two wehicles
for a staff of 21 people is unreasonable. Similarly, two
snowmobiles are completely inadequate for effieient access
to areas being prepared for future timber harvest. The
heavy equipment 1isted 1s also lnadequate for road
maintenanee.

Research and Momitoring

55. Page 49. Monitoring studies (last 2 paragraphs)
outlined would be impossible to conduct with monies and
personnel available.

Operating Costs

56. Page 49. Operating costs do not reflect an adequate
inventopry of forest stand composition and volume upon which
to base initial management plans. This inventory would cost
an estimated $50-60,000 without phottograpiy.

Mitigation Objectives and Recommended Measures

57. Page 52, 3rd paragraph. The statement "The proposed
plan does not represent 100% mitigation of the emvirommental
impacts of the Dickey-Lincolm project™ is inconsistent with
the statement in the Executive Summary, "It would replace
100% of the wildlLife habitat productivity lost due to the
project implememtation."”

Determinatiom of Management Potemtial

Unit Value

58. Page 57, 1. Ibid 1.

59. Page 58, 2, 3, and 4. Items 2, 3, and 4 suggest a
rapid attainment of management potential through the miti-
gation plan. Such predictions are unrealistic as mamage-
ment will be dictated by budworm infestatioms and not by
the mitigatiom plan. Such predictions are also in direct
conflict with the predictions stated on page 57, 2nd
paragraph. See also 1l.

60. Page 69, 1lst paragraph. Ibid 9.
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61. Page 69, 3rd paragraph. The Corps takes exception
to the FWS assumption that habitat productivity will imcrease
without the project based on the anticipated impact of the
spruce budworm. However, in the next paragraph, they statte,
"The Corps' methodology (assumption) assumes immediate
implementation of the mitigation plan and an increase in
habitat value, which achieves 100% of the management potential
by year 50." Sueh an assumption ignores the same impact
caused by the spruee budworm and also ignhores market comdi-
tions fesulting from both budworm salvage and clearing of the
impeundment. ee alse 11.

Consultant's Terrestrial Mitigation Plan

62. Pages 71-75. Ibid 15.

Mitigation Plan for Deer Wintering Habitat

63. Pages 75-77. 1Ibid 16.
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Usbol, General

Responses to USDOI Comments

1. General Comment - The statement that the proposed mitigatiom plan would
replace 100% of wildlife habitat productivity refers only to the capability
to replace habitat productivity in terms of habitat units, as measured
through the Habitat Evaluatiom Procedures (WEP). Mitigatiom for the loss
of traditiomall deer wintering habitat must be assessed independently, as it
requires the acquisition and management of specialized habitat which is
very limited and dispersed in the Allagash Area. As a result, while
management on the proposed 125,770 acre mitigation site is likely to
replace 100% of habitat units lost, it cannot specifically replace 100% of
the overwintering deer carrying capacity due to the limited availability of
traditiomall deer wintering areas on the mitigation lamds.

2. General Comment - Under the Corps proposed plan, deer wintering areas
and spruce-fir bottomlands in the Allagash Wilderness Waterway will be
managed in accordance with the deer yard management techniques outlined in
Attachment 1, Section 2.3.1(a). 1t is misleading to refer to these
managememt techniques as "less intensive.“ Timber management practices in
deer wintering areas and in the Allagash Area follow the same general
guidelines as those to be applied in all mature softwood stands in the
mitigation area (e.g., selective cutting with occasiomall patch cutts,
generally on a 10-15 year cutting cycle).

The differences in management practices on these lands lie in specific
management objectives. Deer yard management calls for the maintenance of
mature spruce-fir stands adequate for winter cover (i.e., 70% crown closure
and 35 feet or greater in height). Management to accommodate “deep woods”
indicator species along the Allagash involves the maintenance of contiguous
units of canopy cover with similar characteristics, and restrictions on
increased vehicular access. To insure adequate cover characteristics as
stated previously, softwood stands must be maintaimed as the more mature
pole timber in the SW2A/2B classificatiom (31-49 feet in height), or as
sawtimber in the SW3A/3B classification (50 feet and above). (©rown
closure in the "A" class is 75% and above; in the "B" class it is 31-

74%). Both the USFWS and the Corps habitat management plans recommend an
age class distribution of the 40% in pole timber and 30% in sawtimber for
all softwood stands. A management potentiall of 81 is expected from this
level of management in sofftwoods.

At the November 16, 1979 meeting alluded to, it was agreed that management
according to proposed deer yard management guidelines would provide good
habitat for “deep woods* species, particularly when coupled to road access
restrictions. 1t was further agreed that, as deer yard management
practices are similar to those proposed for all mature softwoods, the
management potential of 81 could, in fact, be achieved if such practices
could be implemented in the Allagash Wilderness Waterway (AMW). Meetings
and correspondence with AWW authorities have indicated that such practices
do not appear to be inconsistent with the management policies and goals of
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the wilderness waterway. As a result, our calculatiom of habitat units to
be derived from deer wintering areas and spruce-fir forest in the Allagash
Wilderness Waterway is based on conclusions reached at the November 16,
1980 meeting in which it was agreed that managememt according to the
proposed deer yard management plan would achieve a management potentiall of
81.

Pursuant to telephone conversations on May 19, 1980 it appears that
reference to maintenance of an “overall SW2A1/3A classification® in the
Corps plan (Atttachment 1, Sections 2.2.3 and 2.3.1(a)) contributed to
comments that the plan is less intensive than that envisioned by the M)IFW
or the USFWS. As explained above, the management objective here is to
maintain contiguous units of spruce-fir forest that overall, have at least
70% crown closure and are 35 feet or greater in height. These objectives
can be reached where stands are managed to an SW2B classiffication,
providing these cover criteria are met. In an effort to resolve this
discrepancy, specific references to an "overalll SW2A/3A classification"
have been removed from the fimal version of Attachment 1.

3. General Comment - Although the spruce bedworm infestatiom will be a
factor on both project and mitigatiom lands, it will certainly not affect
commerciall forest practices and wildlife-oriented forest practices
equally. First, the mitigation plan proposed management to increase
habitat diversity within and between all habitat types, rather than
focusing on spruce-fir forests only. The mature softwood cover type
affected by the budworm comprises less than 40% of the total mitigation
area. Secondly, the objectives of wildlife-oriented timber management in
spruce-fir stands are to open up the forest canopy to increase browse
production en the forest floor, and to increase the number of age classes
within and between forest stands. If diversity s increased by natural
means (#.e., budworm mortality), then the objectives of mitigatiom have
been furthered with less management effort. On the other hand, commercial
forestry management objectives are to harvest timber to maximize profit,
either 1n the long or the short-term. As a result, commerciall forest
managenent plans are almest exlusively geared to the harvest of mature
gpruee and fir sawtimber before it is rendered unmerchantable by budworm
afage.

In light of the above, it seems clear that commerciall forest management
plans are dictated by budworm damage, while wildlife-oriemted forest
management plans can be adjusted and tailored to utilize the conditions
created by budworm damage to increase wildlife productivity (Attachment 1,
Section 2.2.4). It is recognized in the mitigatiom plan, however, that
while budworm damage should not limit the ability to increase habitat
productivity overall (in terms of habitat units), the successfull management
of deer wintering areas and spruce-fir bottomlands for the maintenance of
mature spruce=fir cover is likely to be limited by budworm damage due to
the Jimpertance of the mature spruce-fir component. As a result, efforts to
accommodate "deep woods™ indicator species and to increase overwintering
deer earrying capacity may be l1imited.
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Finally, there does not appear to be any evidence that the application of
silviculturall budworm practices on the mitigation lands would lower
management potentials for wildlife. Preventative cutting practices to be
considered on the mitigation lands involve removing the less vigorous
mature overstory and dense, suppressed stands of fir understory where
budworm damage is evident. The objective is to ensure the long term
maintenance of a vigorous spruce-fir canopy. These cutting practices, if
conducted with this objective in mind (wather than with the objective of
commercially harvesting sawtimber), can be incorporated into the proposed
habitat management plan to increase the number of age classes within dense
spruce=fir stands, and thus reach the anticipated management potiential.

4. General Comment - Comment #4 ignores the fact that, throughout the
mitigatiom plan, managememt practices have been proposed on the project
lands in an effort to provide the most effective mitigationm for wildlife
losses; improving wildlife habitat in the impacted area, itself. The plan
provides the resources necessary to conduct managememt along the reservoir
shoreline and on the islands. Due to the narrow linear configuratiom of
the reservoir shoreline, wildlife management practices conducted in this
area, including wetlands mitigation practices, have not been assessed for
their contributiom to habitat productivity in terms of habitat units. The
islands, however, are accessible, and we believe they can and should be
managed as cohesive management units. The resons given in Section 2.9.3
for acquiring fragmented units for deer yard management are valid for that
saction and the type of activity envisioned. They do not apply here for
these basie reasons:

1. These islands are 10,000 and 3,000 acres in size and as such are
not small fragments.

2. These lands are already withim the project area and have been
acquired as project lamds.

3. Access to these islands is provided by boat on the reservoir during
late spring, summer, and fall. In addition, they could be
accessible by snowmobile or aircraft during the winter.

The USFWS recommendatiom to maintaim the islands as natural areas is
acknowledged in Attachment 1, Section 2.10.2. The error in the syllabus of
the Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Report has been corrected in the finail
report.

5. General Comments, page 3 - The Appendix C, Supplement 2, 1980 has been
made available to all concerned agencies and to the general public for
review within the 45 day comment period. 1t was mailed on 21 April 1980,
immediately after receiving it from the consultamt in final form. A one
week extensiom of the comment period was granted to provide sufficient time
for review of this information. The information in this report could not
have been available to the USFWS for use in developmemt of Supplememt No. 3
to the Conservation and Developwment Report. It was released on November 8,
1980, just prior to public workshops held to discuss the mitigatiom plam.
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The consultant’s report was initiated soon after the workshops, largely in
response to questions raised about forest managememt practices and forest
economics in the project and mitigation areas.

6. Generall Comment, page 3 - 1t is well within your perogative to question
the assumption. Moosehead Lake in Maine is a fluctuating reservoir which
had a viable brook trout fishery. The downfall of the brook trout fishery
is attributed to the introductionm of lake trout and not to the yellow
perch, white suckers, bullheads and various species of minnows which are
also found in Moosehead Lake.

1t is reasonable to assume that the earlier life stages of the brook trout
will be spent in the same areas after reservoir development as they are
now, namely the small brooks and streams where they are spawned, and that
they will migrate downstream in normal fashion. Competitiom will reduce
the population of brook trout from its biotic potentiall to the environ-
mental carrying capacity which is its standing crop. We have estimated
that this level will approximate that which would be lost due to project
implementation. (Brook trout are predators and the other species have
offspring which are preyed upom).

We differ in our opinion as to what is a necessary goal. A necessary goal
is to mitigate to the extent practicable and to ensure a prudent Federal
investment in doing so.

UsSDO1, Specific
SDEIS
1. Summary, Para. 3a, SDEIS. We comcur.
2. Page 3, Para. 4, SDEIS. See response to Generall Comment #4, above.
3. Page 4, Para. 3, SDEIS. See response to General Comment #2, above.

4. Page 29, Para. 3, SDEIS. We have modified Section 3.4.1 of Attachment
1 and the SDEIS 216 review. Recognizing that iin the futwre, demands flor
recreation and fishing could change we have included in the fisheries
management plan the opportunity to review the operation of the project when
found advisable due to change in physicall or economic conditions and to
report them to the Congress with recommendatioms on the advisability of
modifying the structures or their operatiom and for improving the quality
of the environment. This review is authorized under Sectiom 216 of the
Flood Control Act of 1970 (Title 1I of Public Law 91-6ll).

5. Page 33, Para. 6, SDEIS. 1In response to this comment, a statement has
been added in Attachmemt 1, Section 2.3.1(a), explaining that a special
hunting season would have to be acted upon by the Maine State Legislature.

6. Page 34, Para. 2, SDEIS. See response to General Comment #5, above.
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7. Page 39, Para. 2, SDE1S. The paragraph has been changed to reflect
your comncerns.

8. Page 40, Para. 2, SDEIS. We see no conflict between your statement and
your comment..

9. Page 40, Para. 6, SDEIS. The paragraph has been modified to imdicate
"assumptions™ rather than “"metthodology."

10. Page 41, Para. 1, SDEIS. See response to General Comment #5.

11. Page 41, Para. 2, SDE1S. The Corps' assumption that management
potentials can be reached by year 50 is, like the USFWS alternative
assumption, based in large part on the number of age classes expected in
each habitat type through forest habitat management on a 10 to 15 year
cycle. By year 50, between 3 and 4 cutting cycles would be completed,
resulting in approximately 5 distinct age classes in each forest stand. In
addition, the biotic response of indigenous fauma to such increases in
habitat diversity and vegetative productivity would generally be very
rapid, as most species reach reproductive age betweem 2 to 4 years. For
these reasons, the Corps supports the assumption that 100% of the manage-
ment potential can be achieved by year 50.

As discussed in the response to General Comment #3, above, we do not
believe that mitigatiom managements efforts to increase overall habitat
productivity will be significantly affected by the spruce budworm
infestation. In reference to the initiation of the mitigatiom plan at year
0, Tand can be acquired and management begun at this time, irrespective of
any potential wood surplus or labor shortage inducted by cutting in
adjacent areas. Finally, the 100 year management time frame was agreed
upon by the HEP team in 1976 and used again for consistency in the July
1979 analysis. When the USFWS issued Supplewemt No. 3 to the C&D Report in
November 1979, revising some assumptions used in the HEP analysis and
changing the recommended mitigation acreage from 160,000 to 300,000 acres,
a more eritieal review was made of all assumptions used #n the HEP
analysis. 1In assessing in further detail the forest habitat management
praetiees and their antieipated impaet on biolegical productivity, it was
eoneluded that the 60 year time frame refleeted more aceurately the rate at
whieh habitat preduetivity weuld inerease.

12. Page 41, Para. 4, SDE1S. Only those impacts which cannot be mitigated
should be added. We have mitigated some of the adversity by reducing the
acreage of aoquisittion.

13. Page 42, Para. 2, SDEIS. Taken in context, the statement is made that
in selecting specific lands for acquisition, and management within the
Allagash Area, the criteria for selection were intended to maximize
wildlife habitat value, management potential, and management ffeasibility
based on recommendatioms of the USFWS, MDIFW, and Corps comsultamts.

First, as stated previously (General Comment #4), the islands are already
in Federal ownership and therefore outside the selection process being

16



discussed here. The intent of management on the island is maximize the
wildlife habitat value derived from land already in public owmersihip.
Secondly. for the purposes of selecting mitigation lands, the Corps assumed
that "maximizing wildlife habitat value® included addressing USFWS
recommendations to maximize deer yard acreage and stream valley habitat, 1in
addition to selecting lands of similar habitat type compositiom in the
Allagash Area. Maximizing management potentiall and management ffeasibility
involved selecting lands with a high component of mature softwoods which
had not already been severely cut over, which were accessible by existing
roads, and which did not include steep terrain or irregular management
blocks. Maximizing management potenmtiall and feasibility does not
neeessarily refer to the selection of lands which can be managed te the
greatest intensity. Again, several of these eriteria were used &R USFWS
and MDIFW reconmendations.

Clearly, the selection of deer wintering habitat and of spruce-fir
bottomlands along the Allagash is justified in order to maximize wildlife
habitat values as explained above. 1In addition, management potentiall and
feasibility have been maximized by selecting these lands, which are
predominately mature spruce-fir forest, where road access is good, terrain
is relatively flat, and where lands have been selected to avoid irregular
management blocks.

14. Page 42, Para. 5, SDEIS. See response to General Comment #4.

15. Pages 44-46, SDEIS. Your comment is acknowledged and included in the
record. The consultamts plan has not been accepted by the Corps due to
uncertainty about the use of interspersiom in calculations and the proposed
management approaci.

16. Pages 46-48, SDE1S. Your comment is acknowledged and included in the
record. We concur.

17. Page 48, Para. 2, SDE1S. See response to General Comment #4.

18. Page ii, Para. 6, Report. The paragraph has been changed to reflect
your posittion..

19. Page 3, Para. 4, Report. We disagree and have presented our view.

20. Page 25, Para. 7, Report. We fall to see how the quality of the
remaining streams would be impaired.

21. Page 35, Report. See response to Specific Comment #5. (We feel the
most approprfate place to present this explanatiom is in the mitigation
plan, Attachment I).

22. Page 38, Report. See response to General Comments #3 and 5, and
Specific Comment #lL1.
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23. Page 40, Para. 4, Report. The text has been revised to obviate your
concerns.

24. Page 42, Para. 5, Report. See response to Specific Comment #11.
25. Page 43, Para. 3, Report. See response to Generall Comment #5.

26. Page 44, Para. 3, Report. The purpose of the discussiom on page 44 is
to describe how results of the 1976 habitat evaluatiom were used as a tool
in selecting specific mitigation lands. (The Allagash Area habitat
evaluation data was not available initially to determine more precise
acreage requirements). The point being made here is that, based on the
approximate increase in habitat value expected through management, 115,000
acres provided a resonable estimate of the mitigatiom acreage require-
ment. This estimate was then used as a basis for tentatively selecting
mitigation lands. Once the genevall mitigation area was tentatively
identified, habitat evaluation procedures were conducted on these lands,
and a more precise estimate of mitigatiom acreage requirements was
developed using management potentiiall unit values determined for the
Allagash Area. TRis analysis resulted in the 123,700 acre figure which you
acknowledge 1s correct based upon the Corps' assumptions.

27. Page 45, Para. 1, Report. This paragraph has been modified to address
your comcern.

28. Page 45, Para. 4, Report. This paragraph describes the use of habitat
evaluation procedures to estimate the number of habitat units to be
replaced through management on the mitigatiom lands, and to compare that
number with the number lost due to the project. 1In our opinion, this
discussion does not in any way imply full compensatiom for project induced
losses to fish and wildlife resources.

29. Page 50, Para. 5, Report. Mitigation lands within the Allagash
Wilderness Waterway (AMW) are expected to be managed at a level which will
result in the attainment of projected management potentials. (See response
to General LComment #2). Paragraph 5 on page 50 has been revised to more
accurately describe proposed managememt activities in the AWW.

30. Page 53, Para. 5, Report. Plan A would successfully mitigate for fish
and wildlife losses, though it will not completely mitigate losses. This
paragraph has been expanded to acknowledge that USFWS does not find Plan A
acceptable as complete mitigattion.

31. Page 53, Para. 8, Report. See response to Specific Comment #30. The
paragraph in question has been modified to state clearly what is achieved
by Plan A: the replacement of habitat units and the achievement of
fisheries and endangered species mitigation objectives.

32. Page 56, Para. 1, Report. See response to Specific Comment #30.

33. Page 58, Para. 5, Report. See respose to Generall Comment #5.
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34. Page 70, Paragraphs 1 and 2, Report. We agree that Plan B, in its
conceptuall management approach should, to some extent, satisfy General
Ecologicall Objectives 1 and 2. However, since Plan B does not budget funds
for research and/or monitoring, it is questionable how valuable such
contributions to ecological knowledge will be.

35. Page 71, Report. The paragraph has been modified to reflect your
concerns.

36. Page 72, Report. Your comment is acknowledged and included in the
record.

37. Page 73, Para. 1, Report. The text has been modified to indicate the
role of assumptioms in the statement. Jt should be noted that by acquiring
and managing the mitigation lands recommended by Plan B represents an
increase in carrying capacity of slightly over 15% above that currently
practiced throughout the project area by the forest industry using Fish and
Wildlife Service assumpttions.

38. Page 73, Para. 2. The paragraph has been reworded to indicate that
the ratio reflects an analysis tool for determining a prudent Federal
inuesstmentt..

39. Page 75-83, Report. See response to Specific Comment #1%.
40. Pages 84-90, Report. See response to Specific Comment #16.

41. Page 100, Para. 7, Report. See response to Specific Comment #30. The
paragraph in question has been modified to clarify the level of mitigation
to be achieved by Plan a.

42. Executive Summary, Attach. 1. See response to General Comment #I.

43. Page 9, Para. 4, Attach. 1. These statements do not contradict one
another. See response to Gemeral Comment #l.

44, Page 14(b), Attach. 1. The guidelines presented on page 13 and 14
have been presented to indicate a minimal level of protectiom which has
been shown to be compatible with commerciall forest practices. Based on
your comments suggesting that guidelines (b) and (d) are inconsistemt with
proposed management objectives, these specific guidelines have been
eliminated from the plan to prevent their potentiall applicationm on the
ground forest habitat mamagement.

45. Page 14(d), Attach. ). See response to Comment #44, above.

46. Page 15, Para. 3. The management objective of the mitigatiom plan is
to convert extensive stands of even-age forest to a variety of age classes
through a combination of selection cutting, patch cutting, and clear-
cutting techniques (Attachment 1, p. 12, 13). Based upon the best
available informatiom describing preventative cutting methods for budworm

79



(Appendix C, Supplement No. 2, 1980). 1t does not appear to us that the
implementation of such practices by the managing agency would be
inconsistent with the proposed mitigatiom plan. It is worth noting here
that the USFWS recognizes in their forest habitat management plan (C&D
Report, Supplement No. 2), the wildlife habitat value of various land and
water features which contribute to forest habitat diversity by providing
openings in the forest:

“Each area of the same forest type also will have other
features that add to the desired diversity of the
forest. These include streams, ponds, bogs, marshes,
beaver ponds, log landings, and trails.”

1t would seem that openings created due to preventative cutting practices
would likewise contribute to habitat diversity if conducted according to
the objectives and guidelines discussed in the mitigatiom plan. See also
response to General Comment #3.

47. Page 17, Attach. 1. See response to General Comment #2.

48. Page 19, Attach. 1. Available information on commerciall cutting
practices indicate that group selection and patch cutting, though currently
used, are not the predominant management techniques in the project and
mitigation areas (Attachment 1, pp. 39-40, and 56-59; Section 10,
Attachment 111).

49, Page 20, Para. 2, Attach, ). Discussions with Corps forestry
consultants, and information provided in Section 10, Attachment NII,
supports the recommended use of shelterwood and seed tree forest management
to promote rapid regeneration following severe budworm damage. Although
Frank and Bjorkborn (1973) do not recommend the seed tree method as
optiomal for spruce-fir regeneration, this does not mean that this
technique cannot be effectively employed where forest management options
are limited by budworm damage.

50. Page 20, Para. 3, Attach. 1. These two statements are not
contradictory. It is acknowledged in the plan that in areas being managed
to maintain adequate spruce-fir canopy cover (Section 2.2.3, Attachment 1),
successfull mitigation may be Timited. On the other hand, in areas being
managed to generally increase habitat diversity (Section 2.2.2, Attachment
1) mitigation objectives can, in fact, be furthered by the effects of
budworm mortality. See also response to General Comment #3.

51. Page 21, Para. 2, Attach. 1. We disagree.

52. Page 38, Para. 3, Attach. 1. See response to General Comment #4 and
Specific Comment #2.

53. Page 44, Para. 1, Attach. ). This paragraph has been modified to
indicate that the mitigatiom plan would provide a framework for developing
terms of the lease. However, we continue to believe that the management
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measures and objectives set forth in the mitigation plan are workable, and
would expect them to be complied with as a management framework -- in
developing and implementing the terms of the lease.

54. Page 48, Attach. 1. 1In response to your comment, the capital
equipment budget has been increased to provide for the following additional
equipment: 2 bulldozers, 1 road grader, 1 dump truck, 2 four wheel drives,
2 two wheel drives, 2 snowmobiles, 1 skidder, and 5 chainsaws. This
additionall equipment, coupled with the addition of a road engineer and two
additionall equipment operators, should provide for adequate habitat manage-
ment, road building, and road maintenance capabhility.

55. Page 49, Attach. 1. We disagree. The currently recommended work
force of foresters, 4 biologists, and up to eleven forestry and wildlife
technicians seems to provide an adequate labor supply for the necessary
monitoring surveys. In addition to budgeted research funds, field supplies
and research equipment are provided for in the costs of facilities, capital
equipment, and operating costs.

56. Page 49, Attach. 1. We believe the necessary inventory of forest
stand composition and volume can be conducted using the forestry and
wildlife staff enumerated above. Detailed cover type mapping adequate for
inventory purposes has been developed for the mitigation area based on 1979
color infra red photography. Resources necessary for the updating of this
information, for ground-truthing, and for timber cruising are adequately
provided for in the mitigation plan. See response to Specific Comment #5%,
above.

57. Page 52, Para. 3, Attach. ]. These two statements are not
inconsistent. See response to General Comment #1 and Specific Comment #43.

58. Page 57, Para. 1, Attach. ). See response to Specific Comment #11 and
General Comment #3.

59. Page 58, Attach. 1. See response to Generall Comment #3 and Specific
Comment #11 for reasoms supportimg these assumptions. Such assumptioms are
not in conflict with predictions made on page 57, paragraph 2, as these
predictions are based on the future without the project condition, where
the land would continue to be managed as commerciall forest.

60. Page 69, Para. 1, Attach. 1. This paragraph has been modiffied,
replacing the work “methodology” with the word “assumptions.™ See also
response to Specific Comment #9.

61. Page 69, Para. 3, Attach. 1. See response to General Comment #3 and
Specific Comment #ll.

62. Pages 71-75, Attach. 1. The Consultants Plan has not been accepted by
the Corps due to uncertainty about the use of interspersion in calculations
and the proposed management approach.

63. Pages 75-77, Attach. 1. We comcur.
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION |

J.F. KENNEDY FEDERAL BUILDING, BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS 02203
April 28, 1980

Colonel Max B. Scheider
Division Engineer

U.S. Army Corps of Emgineers
424 Trapelo Road

Waltham, Massachusetts 02154

Dear Colonel Scheider:

We have completed our review of the Draft Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the proposed Fish

and Wildlife Mitigation Plan for the Dickey=Limcolm School
Lakes Project. e

Clearly, the most significant impacts of the activities set
forth in the plan are related to economic issues which are
not within EPA"s areas of jurisdictiom and expertise. How-
ever, we wish to note that strict adherence to sedimentation
control measures will be required to protect local streams
from sedimentation due to erosiom from increased road con-
struetion and logging activities on the lands acquired for
mitigation.

Though the plan was developed to mitigate the impacts of the
Dickey~-Lincolm project on the terrestrial and agquatic ecosys=
tem, it is clear that many of the significant fish and wild-
life impaects which we commented on in detail in our letters
dated December 7, 1977, and September 8, 1978 (copies of
which are enclosed) will not be successfully mitigated.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment. If you have any
questions, please contact Betsy Higgins of my staffff.

Sincerely, L

William R. Adams, Jr.
Regional Admimistrator

Enclosures
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U.S. Environmentail Protection Agency

1. No response necessary. Thank you for your weview.
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
SOIL_CONSERVATION SERVICE

USDA Office Building, University of Maine, Orono, Maime 04473

April 8, 1980

Division Emgineer

New England Division

U.S. Army Corps of Emgineers
424 Trapelo Road

Waltham, MA 02154

ATTN: NEDPL~IP

Dear Sir:

We appreciated the opportunity to review the draft supplement Enviren=
mental Impact Statement for the Dickey Lincoln School Lakes. Neither
the programs of the USDA Soil Conservatiom Service nor the programs

of Soil and Water Conservation Districts in Maine will be directly
impacted by the proposed Dickey Lincoln Hydroelectric Project.

We have no further commemtt.

Sincerely,

cc: Cletus J. Gillman, Director
Northeast Technical Service Center
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U.S. Department of Agriculture

1. No response necessary. Thank you for your review.
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STTIE 05 MAINE
OFFICK OF THE GOHVERNOR
AUGIASTA . MAINE
048683

JOSEPH E BRENNAN

GOVERMOR May 9, 1980

U. S. Army Corps of Emgineers
Colonel Max B. Scheider
Division Engineer

424 Trapelo Road

Waltham, HA 02154

Dear Colonel Scheider:

This is in response to your request for my views on tthe
Dickey/Lincolp Project.Draft Supplement Environmental Impact
Statement addressing the proposed Fish and Wildlife Mitigation
Plan. Based on an interagency review I have the ffollowing
comments on your Plan and its DSEIS:

a) The terrestrial mitigation measures in the Proposed
Plan appear to strike a reasonable balance hetween
providing mitigation for wildlife losses and extensive
public sector forest land aquisition with its
associated impacts upon current lamdowmners.

b) A thorough evaluation should be made of the ffimamcial
impact aquisition would have upon the current owmers
of the lands proposed for aquisition, including the
impacts which would result from forced capital gaims.
Obviously, compensation to landowners for aquisition
should reflect these cansiderations.

c) 1 have been advised by the Commissioner of Imland
Fisheries and Wildlife that the proposed ffisheries
mitigation measures leave Maine“s sportsmen with no
substantial compensation for the loss of one of the
State"s highest quality fisheries. As suibstamiial
fisheries mlti%ation should be provided, 1 urge you
to reexamine the various ways in which this could

be acconmplisthed.

d) The Mitigation Plan should clearly provide for review
and approval authority by the Maine Land Use Regulation
Commission over activities on the mitigation Nlamds.
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Colonel Max B. Scheider -2=

e) It is stated that the Mitigation Plan provisions
would become the lease terms for the managing
authority (1F&W). As the measures and olbjectives
set forth in the proposed mitigation plan are
unlikely to be obtained, the lease terms should be
modified to reflect reality and should allow the
Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife emough
flexibility to respond to changing comdittions.

As a supporter of the project, I believe that your attttemtion
to these points and the enclosed list of detailed comments
that have been prepared by state agencies should improve tthe
plan and]broaden public support for the Dickey/Lincolmn project
as a whole.

Sincerely,

Governor
JEB/bls

encl:
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DETAILED COMMENITS BY STATE AGEWCIES

Proposed Terrestrial Mitigatiom Plan =

1.

5.

pc

p.

14 - ®

@

Removal of 40-60% of merchantable volume is
excessive. Blow down of residual stands is likely to
occur with such remowval.

This guideline inferes diameter limit control of
harvest, which is not silviculturally sound and would
not meet objectives of the plam.

15 - Spruce Budworm

The Plan states that cuttimg to reduce budworm hazard
would in many cases benefit wildlife as called for in
the Plan. We do not feel that this will be thrue,
because the size and locatiom of such cuts will not
be controlled by the resource mamagers.

Appendic C of the DSEIS supports our view, stating
clearly on p. 49 thdt the adverse effects of Spruce
Budworm on mitigatiom efforts are far more pronounced
than are positive efffectts.

Appendic C of the DSEIS also states that the present
spruce budworm epidemic may make implementatiom of
the Plan "extremely difficult". Neither the current
plan, nor the DSEIS reflect the timber comsultant’'s
estimate of the severity of the budworm problem.

17 - Forest Practices

17 - Road

(@) The proposed forest stand conditioms (#2%/3R)
are not the optimum conditions for deer wintering
area habitat value. Less dense conditiom (SW2B/3B)
would be more desireable. 1In any case, spruce
budworm damage will make it difficult to achieve
either of these stand comditions.

System

1t is unlikely that the proposed methods for
restricting access to certaim roads and providimg for
rapid reversiom of certain categories of roads ¢o6
vegetative cover will be successful. The Plan should
state that road closure policies and methods should
be coordimaked with the Maine Forest Serviee €6
ensure adeguate fire-contreol access.

19 - Timber Management Feasibility

This section infers that groups selection and patch
cutting is not a current practice of the timber
industry. Current cutting practices of Seven l1slands
Land Co., Boise Cascade International Paper and
others parallel the planning management of dimber
lands as outlined in Section 2.2.2.
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6. p. 20 - The Plan states that severely damaged areas could
support a shelterwood or a seed tree stand after
salvage. Severely damaged areas could not support a
shelterwood stand and a seed tree system is not
practical for spruce-fir (Frank & Bjorkbom, 1973)

7. p. 21, 2nd paragraph

This paragraph does not reflect the greatly reduced
ability to improve or even provide habitat value for
deer that will result from spruce budworm damage.

8. p. 38 Section 2.4

The Plan proposes that the islands in the Dickey
Reservolr, which comprise 13, 400 acres, would be
actively managed to improve habitat values. If the
reasons given in section 2.9.3 for not aquiring
scattered lands are valid, this is impractical given
the island locations in relation to the mitigation
lands. Access to the islands and their potential to
eontribute significantly to the mitigation of lost
habitat unit values is questionathle.

9 . p. 44 Management Authority in the AWW and compliance with LURC
regulations. - 3rd paragraph, first sentence:

reference is made to areas on the mitigatiom lands
zoned by LURC, implying that some areas are zoned and
others are not: in fact, all areas within the
nitigatiom lands are zoned in some fashiom.

10. p. 44, 2nd paragraph, 3rd semtence:

LURC also has authority to review and approve or deny
timber harvestimg and road building plans in the
outer 2zone insofae as such proposals affect areas
within protection districts, and also has authority
to review and approve or deny development activities
in management districts.
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11.

12. p.

13.

14. p.

2nd paragraph, 4th sentence:

reference is made to practices being as restrictive
as existing regulations and policies. It is not
clear to which specific regulatioms and policies
reference is made.

Section 2.8.3. Capital Equipment

This item is substantially underfunded for the needs
and objectives of the Mitigatiom Plan. Two vehicles
for a staff of 21 people is insufficient. Two
snovwmobiles are inadequate for efficient access #o
areas being prepared for future timbet sales. The
heavy equipment listed is also inadequate for road
maintenance.

Section 2.8.4. Research and Monitoring

The monitoring studias” (last 2 paragraphs) outlined
could not be conducted with the levels of funding and
personnel provided.

Section 2.8.5.

Operating costs do not reflect the costs of
conducting adequate inventories of forest stand
composition and volumes upon which to base imitial
management plans. This inventory would cost an
estimated $50-60,000 without phottograply.

15. p. 49-50 Section 2.8.6. Road Constructiom Costs

Maintenance cost estimates, on p. 50 are vague, and
appear to be comttradictonry.

16. p. 50-51 Section 2.8.8. Income Generatimg Activities

17.

The estimated annual timber cut which appears to
reflect normally anticipated volumes contradicts
statements included in Sectiom 2.2.4. (Timber Mgt.
Feasibility p. 19) and Sectiom 2.7.8. p. 16 & Section
3.02 p. 24; of the DSEIS, March 1980.

A number of statements in the DSEIS and Plan appear
to be contradictory and confusing concernimng the
impact upon timber yields that would result frem the
Mitigation Plan. For example, sections 4.4.3 and 5.0
of the DSEKS and seetien 2.8.8. of the Plan. wWhile
sueh inpaets are stated to be negative, no data is
provided to support siuch statements: in ffacH,
information previded withim the DSELS and Plan
suggest that the impaet upon timber yields will be
pesitive.
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18. p. 52 Section 2.9.1. Mitigatiom Objectives & Recommended
Measures.

The first sentence states, "The proposed plan does
not represent 100% mitigation of the emwircemmemtal
impacts of the Dickey/Lincolm Project.™ Yet in the
Executive Summary (Attachment 1) the clear inmflerence
is that it would by stating, "It would replace 100%
of the wildlife habitat produetivity lost due to the
project implenentation.”

19. p. 65 Mitigation of Lost Habitat Productivity

In the second full paragraph, the Corps ttakes
exception to the USP&WS assumption that habitat
productivity will increase without the project,
because of anticipated impact of the spruce budwonm.
However, p. 69 states, "The Corps methodology assumes
immediate implementation of the mitigation plan and
an inerease in habitat value, which aehieves 100
pereent of the management potential by year $0."
This assumptioh dees net eensider that saie iMpact
eaused by the spriuee budworm and market comdi€iens
resulting from both Budwerm Salvage and ihpownaient
elearing that are eited to refute the USFEWS
assumptiens.

20. Section 4.06 of the DSEIS states that it is mot
expected that use of recreational resources in the
Allagash Area will be altered by the Mitigation
Plan. We do not agree with this statement as it
seems inconceivable that recreational use,
particularly hunting and fishing, will not iincresse.
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State of Maine
Governor Joseph E. Brennan

General Comments

1. We agree and appreciate the Governor's support on this recommended
plan.

2. We have made as thorough an evaluation as possible of the financial
impacts imposed upon the land owners whose lands would be acquired. These
are brought forth in the EIS and in Appendix C Supplement No. 2. Compansa-
tion for land acquisition will be governed by several possible avenues. 1f
the landowner is a willing seller, the price will be negotiated and agreed
to by both parties. Should the landowner choose not to be a willing
seller, the price paid for the land will be governed by condemnation
proceedings.

Public Law 91-646, Uniform Relocation Assistance Act of 1970, provides for
uniform and equitable treatment of persons displaced for their homes,
businesses, or farms by Federal and Federally Assisted Programs. 1t also
establishes uniform and equitable land acquisition policies for these
projects. Included among the items under PL 91-646 are the following:

a. Moving Expenses

b. Replacement Housing (Hiomeowners)

c. Replacement Housing (Tenants)

d. Relocation Advisory Services

e. Recording Fees

f. Transfer Taxes

g. Mortgage Prepayment Costs

h. Real Estate Tax Refunds (fro-rata)
i. Last Resort Housing
Within a reasonable time prior to displacement, the Division Engineer must
certify that there will be available, in areas generally not less desirable
and at rents and prices within the financial means of the families and
individuals displaced, decent, safe, and sanitary dwellings, equal in
number to the number of, and available to, such displaced persons who

require such dwellings and reasonably accessible to their places of
employment.
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3. It is difficult to develop a rationale from the evidence available
which indicates that substamtiall fisheries mitigation should be provided.

Sportsmenm from all areas surrounding the project area have not in the past
nor in the present utilized the existing resource anywhere near its
potential. In 1975, 4400 mandays use for fishing was listed. This Tlevel
of usage and all projections used were coordinated with the State of Maine
and the Heritage Conservation and Recreatiom Service and were considered
reasonable and as accurate as possible. These values were used in our
analysis in the development of a fisheries management program for
mitigationm of losses caused by the project. These values would #ndicate
that the cost of fisheries mitigation beyond that which is propesed at this
time would not be a prudent Federall investment. The use of these values
among other parameters sueh as mereury, available nutrients and proposed
projeet recreatiomall developient were effered for review te the Department
of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife and they effered no comfents 6n 6UF
earlier Fisheries propesals.

On 7 December 1977, the State of Maine submitted its comments on the
DEIS. These comments included those made by the Department of Inland
Fisheries and Wildlife. JIn these comments they state:

“It is not possible to mitigate the loss of a stiream
fishery; miles of stream cannot be reproduced; wemaining
stream fisheries may be managed to increase productivity
of fish, or a lake fishery may be substituted, but the
miles of streams Jost in an impoundment are imreplace-
able. This thinking should be reflected in the DEIS."

They continue by stating:

“As with stream fisheries, loss of white water canoeing
cannot be mitigated . . ." and "Although canoeing the
DEIS speaks of a new fish hatchery to support a salmon
or lake trout fishery, no determination has been made as
to the costs of such a hatcher; there is also some
question as to whether or not an economically acceptable
hatchery site exists in Aroostook County, or anywhere in
the State. Hatcheries have specific site requirements
and are expensive to build, operate and maintain. One
of the species suggested for management in the impound-
ment is lake trout. To provide for a desirable harvest
of lake trout, the entire flowage must be cleared of all
tree growth ... ."

In its comments of 19 December 1977 and 6 March 1979 the Department of the
Interior expressed concern over the introductiom of salmonid species which
would accumulate high levels of mercury.

The preceeding comments and the advise of our consultants have provided the
basis for our current proposal. However, recognizing that in the future,
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demands for recreatiom and fishing could change or that project purposes
can be upgraded, we have included in the fisheries managememt plan the
opportunity to review the operation of the project whem found advisable due
to the significantly changed physicall or economic conditions and to report
to the Congress recommendations on the advisability of modifying the
structures or their operatiom for improving the quality of the environ-
ment. This review is authorized by Section 216 of the Flood Controll Act of
1970 (Title 11 of Public Law 91-611).

4. 1In response to your comment, Sectiom 2.6 of Attachmemt 1 has been
modified to clarify the review and approwvall authority of the Maine Land Use
Regulation Commigssion over activities on the mitigationm lamds.

5. The paragraph in questioms is Sectiom 2.6 entitled Mitigatiom Manage-
ment Responsibility. This paragraph has been modified to indicate that the
objectives and measures will be the basis upon which a lease is drawn wp.
The purpose for this is to ensure the Federal Government that the funds it
expends in mitigation are being reasonably spent for that purpose. See
also USDOI Specific Comment #53.

Specific Comments

1. Page 14, Attach. 1. See response to USDOI Specific Comment #44.

2. Page 15, Attach. 1. See response to USDOI Generall Comment #3, and
Specific Comments #11 and #46. The mitigation plan and impact statement
reflect the timber consultant's estimate of the severity of the budworm
problem as it relates to deer yards. However, deer yards comprise less
than 12% of the total mitigatiom management area.

3. Page 17, Attach. 1. See response to USDOI Generall Comment #2.

4, Page 17, Attach. 1. The paragraph in question has been modified to
reflect this concern.

5. Page 19, Attach. 1. See response to USDOI Specific Comment #43.
6. Page 20, Attach. 1. See resposne to USDOI Specific Comment #49.

7. Page 21, Attach. 1. The potentiall impact of budworm damage on species-
specific mitigation for deer is described on page 20, paragraph 3. It is
not expressed in the paragraph in question because this paragraph discusses
the impact of budworm damage on mitigatiom planning in_general. Deer
wintering habitat comprises less than 12% of the total mitigation
management area.

8. Page 38, Sectiom 2.4, Attach. ). See response to USDOI Generall Comment
#4.

9. Page 44, Para. 3, Attach. 1. The paragraph in questiom has been
modified to eliminate this implicattion.
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10. Page 44, Para. 2, 3rd sentence. This statement has been modified in
accordance with your comment to provide greater dettail.

11. Page 45, Para. 2, 4th sentence. This statememt has been modified to
specify the policies and regulations referred to. Note that detailed
references to LURC regulations and to AWW policies are provided on pages
44-45,

12. Page 48, Section 2.8.3, Attach. 1. See response to USDOI Specific
Comment #54.

13. Page 48, Section 2.8.4, Attach. 1. See response to USDOI Specific
Comment #55.

14. Page 49, Section 2.8.5, Attach. 1. See response to USDOI Specific
Comment #56.

15. Pages 49-50, Section 2.8.6, Attach. J. The road maintenance cost
estimates presented here were derived from an estimated cost per thousand
board feet. The cost estimate was converted to a per cord basis by the
Corps' wildlife consultant. The consultant*s figure themn had to be
adjusted to reflect maintenance costs on 200 rather than 270 new gravel
roads. Because these estimates are now believed to be lTow, additional
capital equipment and road management persomnell have been added to the
mitigatiom plan to provide for an adequate road constructiem and main-
tenance program.

16. Pages 50-51, Sectiom 2.8.8, Attach. 1. We do not see any
contradictionm in these statements. The timber yield from the mitigation
lands is anticipated to remain at .31 cords/acre/year - the annual
Aroostook County average. As these lands are generally considered above
average in productivity, this estimated yield is appropriate. Further, as
it is stated in Sectiom 3.02, page 24 of the SDE1S, the merchantible yield
is likely to shift from predominately sawtimber to predominately pulp wood.
The stumpage values calculated in Sectionm 2.8.8, utilize this pulp wood
value, rather than the higher value to be derived from the sale of
sawtimber.

Finally, as spruce budworm and forest economic factors lend some
uncertainty to estimates of stumpage revenue to be derived from mitigation
management, the final mitigatiom plan recommends that all mitigatiom costs
be assumed by the Federal Government. Any revenue returned from stumpage
sales will be turned over to the U.S. Treasury.

17. Section 2.8.8, Attach. 1, Sectiom 4.04.3 and 5.0, SDEIS. The
statements to which you refer are not contradictory. In reviewing the
SDEIS, it is important to differentiate between environmemtall impacts on
forest productivity (Section 4.04.3, Forestry) and Socio-economic impacts
on the commerciall forestry sector (Section 4.05, Socio-economic Impacts).
Impacts of the mitigatiom plan on forest productivity are expecited,
overall, to be positive. Conclusion to that effect are well documented in
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Section 4.04.3. Impacts on the commerciiall forestry sector, however, will
be negative. Again, conclusions to that effect are well documented in both
Section 4.05 and Section 10 of Attachment Ilil.

18. Page 52, Section 2.9.1, Attach. 1. These statements are not
contradictory. See response to USDOI General Comment #1.

19. Page 65, Attach. 1. See response to USDOI General Comment #3 and
Specific Comment #11.

20. Section 4.06, SDEIS. Paragraph one of this section has been changed
to clarify its intended meanimg.
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DEPARTMEWIT OF

INLAND FiS HERIES AND WILDLIFE

284 STATE STREET
AUGUSTA, MAINE 04333

GLENN H. MANUEL
Commiissioner April 24, 1980

J. WILLMAM PERFRARD
Depufyy Caromissioner

Colonel Max B. Schedder
Department of the Army

New England Division

Corps of Emgimeers

424 Trapelo Road

Waltham, Massachusetts 02154

Dear Colonel Scheider:

We have reviewed your draft supplement Environmental Impact Statement
and associated attachments, as well as Appendix K. Fish and Wildlife
Mitigation Plan for the Dickey-Lincoln School Lakes Project, Maine
dated February and March, 1980, and would like to offer the flwllowing
comments:

1. Wildlife - Mitigation Proposal - Corps Plan A

The HEP Team projected the annualized future Habitat Unit Value (@UV)

of the project area to be 4,325,430 habitat units. The Corps (Fish

and Wildlife Mitigation Report, February, 1980, Page 38) has elected

to reduce the 4,325,430 H.U. figure to 3,222,085 H.U. on the basis

that acecording to the Kimball Report, App. C. Supp. 1980, the spruce
budwoerin damage to spruee-fie forest has approached 75% of the current
year's foliage in the proejeet area and forest management practices in
the project area €an no lenger €o tied to leng range management plams,
but will be dictated by the Budworm damiage. The Cerps’' Fish and Wildlife
Mitigation Repert, Page 38, goes on €6 state, "Considering the budworm
infestation and eurrent forestey practieces, it is elear the projeet lands
will not be wanaged to benefit wildlife in the future. The dimber
eompanies, of thei¢ agents, will have to Increase the size of clear

euts for eecenemical purpeses and utilize more, if net all, of the dree
harvest fer timber produets. This will reduee habitat values in dhe
area due te the ereation of large even-aged traets of larnid. Whole tree
utilization and meechanized techniques will reduce availability of browse
and cover, as well as adversely impact overall forest productivity. For
this reason, the projected future habitat value will remain iidemtdical

to the existing eonditions of even decline. As there would be no met
inerease if the habitat in the impoundment area over the project's life,
the annuwalization of future eonditions results ifi no change in exdsting
habitat values. These assumptions were used for Plan A."
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Colonel Max B. Scheider -2- April 24, 1980

It is our position that if the budworm is instrumental in negating

long term forest management plans in the project area, it will also

have the same affect upon the proposed mitigation lands in the Allagasl.
If this proves to be the case, it is doubtful if a management Habitat
Unit Value of 74.6 can be obtaimed in the spruce-fir habitat on the
mitigated lands. Also, it certainly will be impossible to reach tthe
maximum management potential value on the mitigated lands in 50 years,
as stated in the Corps Plan A.

Our position is reinforced by Environmental Impact Statement, Dickey-

Lincoln School Lakes, Appendix C, Social & Economic Assessment

(Supplement 2), 1980, Page 44, Section 1.3.7 Opportunity Cost Resulting
from Budworm Damage: '"In addition to the forest resource which may be
lost, another major component which may be drastically changed is the

wildlife habitat potential of the forestland.” Page 46, Section 2.2

Acquisition of the Mitigation Lands, which addeesses the need for

immediate aequisition procedures and states in part, "Theie refusal may

result in lengthy court condemnation proceedings and delay implementation
of the plan. 1n additien, it wmay be neeessaky to impose regulatory
eonstraints on the landowners to prevent overcutting and destruction

of the forest land before it 1s acquired for mitigation. Any severe
overecutting may reduee the habitat petential fer pertions of the land

and thereby render elements of the plan ineffeetive.™ Page 46, Section
2.3.1 Economic Operability 6f Initial Plan lmplementation, statdes,

"The plan preseatly ealls for managewent measures te begin concurrently

with preject eenstructief. Ineluded in #hese measwres is the dndtdatien

of timber marketing in desighated areas. Sueeessful implementation of

this phase ef #he plan fref an eeefemic viewpeint hewever is questienaple.”

Bage 47 and 48; Seetion 2.3.2 Effects of Present Harvesting eh Plan
implementatien, states in part; "Of the tetal aereage within the mitigatien
area; approximately 44,000 acres have beeR designated as mature Spruce=fir.
This tifiBer fype FurnAishes the greatest wildiife mapagenent potential.

However; harvesting practices ake continually reducing this compoReRt.

AS g result; tne sverall wildlite management potential pay Be declinddg.

8 &8 Eﬁsést £3F this 18ss. gdditional 1and acquisitisn Bay Be RECessaky
ES 38 Ve e des ES? %%1%1&?% %ltigﬂEiSH; THE BS@ﬁiBili&&_Bf 4481t18pal
a0 %%gﬂi%i&i%%ué 8uld Be carskully revisued and presented iR he #40ad4z&d
nibigateon plan.s

We would also like to point out that Corps Plan A proposes to manage

the spruce fir bottom lands of the Allagash Wilderness Waterway (@pmpraximately
32,700 acres between the 500 ft. zone and the one mile zone), as well as

all traditional deer wintering areas on the mitigation lands to an SW2A/3A
classification in anticipation of obtaining a managememt unit potential

of 81. The HEP Team felt that a SW2B/3B classification was superior.

1a addition, we question whether or not a managememt potential of 81

will be obtained by managing to a SW2A/3A classification.

We would also like to point out that the Executive Summary (Fish and
Wildlife Mitigation Report, Attachment 1) states that, '"The terrestrial
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mitigation plan proposes to manage habitat types in such a manner as o
effectively increase their carrying capacity for wildlife. 1t would
replace 100 percent of the wildlife habitat productivity lost due to
project implementation.” This appeaks to be conitradictory to the
following statement made oh Page 9 of the abeve mentioned repeort,

"Forest habitat management of 14,540 acres of deer wintering habitat

1s expected to double the everwintering deer earrying eapaeity in

these areas, replacing approximately 42-53 perecent of the 1ess in #his
resource.” 1n sur epinien the Biekey-Linecoln Sehssl Lakes; Appendix €,
Seeial & Eeonomic Assesshent (Supplement 2) repert easts consideraple
deubt as e whether ofr fAet the €erps' prepesed plan will provide mitigatisn
of 42-83% for deer winterihg areas as se stated. This assumptien 18
based en the fellewing quate made iR fhe Repert 6B Bage 49 and 58; Sectisn
2.3.3, Efftects of Spruce Budwerh on Blan implementatish, which states,
"The adverse effects oF Budworhm are; RoweveF; quite DroHBuURced: EUrfERE]Y
there are appreximately 14,540 acres 8F desr WiRtREIRY yards within &he
propesed mitigation area. As a result of the present iffestatien a
Feduction 8F yards will iikelg ~REWE: Withauwt preventative FHEEngé

the 1sss may Feaeh 7,0086-11,009 acres €6). THese 18sses may alse Be
sefiewhat reduced 8 Ihese yards which Rave & significant cgmpensht 8f
white cedar and/er Black spruce éiﬁ); The exact velumes 8F cedar aAd
spruce present is unavailable and studies £8 delermife aR ACCHFALE
gstimate of pessible degr Wlﬁt@%iﬁ% yard 185ses IS recommended: A1sng
with the 18ss SF wintering yards; Reavy iAfestatiop and defaliatien 2nd
mortality will aFfect fhe spruce-Fir BBEtomiands which Rave Been Zoned

iR the mitigatish plap #9F deep ¥BRAS §€8818§: AS 2 Fesult; management
heasures €8 maintatn and ephance fne hakitat patential For such specles
as spruce prouse; marten; 1yAx and Black Bear may Be reduced: The 18ss
8t fne RaBitat uAits may drastically reduce fhe potential fgr successfyl
implementation SF fhe mitigation Blan: 1F IS INSFEERLe quits &ssential
that the Finalized mitigatinn plap diScuss and carefully GoASider #he
petential impact 8 sprice Budueth iAFestatien and spruce-Fit HQFfality
8R plan AMplementation;d

While it is true that the number of acres recommended for Wildlife
Mitigation has been increased from 100,000 (managed at the 100% level)

to 112,000 acres plus the 13,400 acres of islands scattered dhroughout

the proposed impoundment, the Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife
continues to maintain the positiom that the Corps' Plan will not ceompletely
mitigate the less of the wildlife resourece.

We base our opinion on the material discussed above, the page by page
comments of Attachmeat 1 (attached), and our concera for the imcomplete
mitigation for the loss of deer wintering areas in the Dickey-Lincoln
area as stated in our correspondence to you of August 29, 1979.

2. Fisheries - Mitigation Proposal

As in the previous draft Mitigation Proposal, the Corps' fisheries
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Colonel Max B. Scheider -2- April 24, 1980

Mitigatiom Plan proposes, "to manage to its maximum native potential

the existing brook trout fishery within the reservoir as well as the

brooks and streams leading into the reserveoie.™ The objective is to

manage the reservoir brook trout fishery to replace the estimated trout
biomass loss (18,434 1bs.) in stream, river, and lake areas to be

inundated, without use of hatechery stock. The goal is to replace ofF redice
impacts due to project implementation, rather than produce the best possible
fishery.

The proposed fisheries mitigatiom measures leave Maine's sportsmen with
no substantial compensation for the loss of one of the State's hiighest
quality fisheries. Substantial fisheries mitigation in some form should
be provided.

Sincerely,

Commissioner
GHM:es

Enclosures
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15
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19
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38

DEPARTMENT OF INLAND FISHERIES AND WILDLIFE
SPECIFIC COMMENTS
DICKEY-LINCOLN WILDLIFE MITIGATION

Attachment 1

(b) removal of 40-60% of merchantable volume is excessive and blow
down of residual stands is likely to occur.

(d) infer diameter limit control of harvest which is not siilviculturally

sound and would not meet objectives of the plam.
Spruce Budworm Infestatiom -

States that cuttings to reduce budworm hazard would further mitigate
objectives. Unfortunately, the size and location of such cuts will
not be controlled by the resource mgrs; hence, it is unlikely that
such euts will fall within the objective of the plan (di.e., small
group selection or pateh cuts less than 4 acres). See alseo p. 19 -
Spruce Budwoem Infestation, Alseo P. 20 - 3rd paragrapih.

Forest Practices -

(a) SW2A/3A classificatiom proposed - HEP Team felt B cllassification
superior and either will be difficult to obtain in light of budworm
epidemic. SW2A/3A classification would not meet management potemtial
of 81.

Timber Management Feasibility -

This section infers that group selection and patch cutting is not a
current practice of the timber industry. Current cutting practices
of Seven Islands Land Co., Boise Cascade, International Paper Co.,
and others closely parallel the planned managemeat of timber lands
as outlined in Section 2.2.2. of Attachment 1 - (Mitigation Plam).

Spruce Budworm Infestatiom -

Statement contradicts statement on p. 15.

States that severely damaged areas could support a shelterwood or
a seed tree stand after budworm salvage. Severely damaged areas

could not suppoet a shelterwood stand and a seed tree system is not
practical for spruce-fir. (Frank & Bjorkbom, 1973).

Second paragraph - again a statement that conflicts with MUPV established

under HEP.
Section 2.4 -

Suggests that the islands in the Dickey Reservoir which comprises
13,400 acres would be managed as set forth in the mitigation plam.
Such a proposal is impractical because of the location of tthese
islands in relation to the mitigatiom lands. Access to these islands
and their potential to contribute significantly to the mitigation

of lost habitat unit values 1s questiomable.
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Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

2,6 Mitigation Mgt. Responsibility

States that the mitigation plans would become the terms of the lease
for the mamagimg authority (probably IF&W). It is unlikely, in our
opinion, that the measures and objectives as set forth in the
mitigation plan will be obtainable for the reasoms as stated herewith.
The terms of any lease should reflect the concerns.

2,8.3 Capital Equipment

This item is underfunded for the needs and objectives of tlhe
mitigation plan. Certainly 2 vehicles for a staff of 21 people is
insufficient. Similarly 2 snowmobiles 18 completely inadequate for
efficient access to areas being prepared for future timber manage-
ient activities. The heavy equipmeat listed is also inadequate for
foad dadntensncs.

2.8.4 Monitoring studies (last 2 paragraphs) outlined would be impossible
to conduct with monies and personnel as proposed..

2.8.5 Operatimg costs do not reflect an adequate inventory of florest
stand composition and volumes upon which to base initial management
plans. This inventory would cost an estimated $50-60,000 without
photography.

2.8.6. Road Constructiom Costs -

p. 50 maintenamce cost estimates are vague and confusing and appear
to be comthwadiictomy.

2,8.8 1Income Generating Activities

The estimated annual timber cut which appears to reflect normal anti-
cipated volumes contradicts statememnts included in Section 2.2.4
(Timber Mgt. Feasibility p. 19) and Section 2.07.8 p.16 & Section
3.02 p.24; of Profit Supplement Environmemntal Impact Statement, March
1980.

2.9.1 (p.52) Mitigation Objectives & Recommended Measures..

The first sentence states, 'The proposed plan does not represent
100% mitigation of the environmental impacts of the Dickey-Lincoln
Project." Yet in the Executive Summary (Attachmentl), they infer
that it would and state the following, "It would replace 100% of

the wildlife habitat productivity lost due to the project imple-
mentation.” This is obviously an oversight and should be corrected
to avoid erroneous conclusions by those who do not review these
proposals in sufficient depth to uncovee the numerous contradictions

and ineensistameies 6f the mitigation propesall.

p. 56-57 Determinatiom of Habitat Unit Losses

This needs to be discussed with Bureau of Forestry personnel for
validity of assumptioms presented.
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Sec. 2.9.2 (p. 57)

The plan suggests that mgt. of mitigation lands will start at year 0.
Such a proposal is unrealistic in terms of market conditions that are
likely to exist at that time. Removal of timber from the fmpoundment
area, plus salvage of budworm infected balsam fir stands is expected
to create a wood surplus at that time, and quite likely engage all
available wood operators for the next 5 —110 years.

Sec. 2.9.2 (p. 58) Top of page

Items 2, 3, 4 suggest rapid attainment of habitat unit values through
the mitigation plan. Such predictioms are unrealistic as management
will be dictated by budworm infestations and not by the mitigation
plan. Such predictions are also in direct conflict with the predic-
tions stated on page 57, first paragrapih.

Sec. 2.9.3 Mitigation of White-Tailed Deer Losses

pP.

65

p. 61 - The plan states that, "The carrying capacity is likely to
rebound from any overhrowstin.%. . Oveverbrowding infers death of tthe
browse species in question and recovery from such a condition is
unlikely. 1In the second paragraph they state, '"The mitigatioa lands
proposed for acquisitioan include approximately 14,540 acres of existing
deer wintering habitat, mitigating for approximately 42 to 53 percent
of the average annual deer 1oss." This stateiment is in direet conflict
with the statement in the second paragraph of the Executive Summiary
which states that the mitigation plan would replace 100 perecent of the
wildlife habitat predustivity lest due te preject implanentadion,

In the second full paragraph, the Corps takes exception to the USF&WS
assumption that habitat productivity will increase without the project
based on the anticipated impact of the spruce budworm. However, in

the next paragraph they state, 'The Corps methodology (GE=sumpt-ion)
assumes immediate implementatiom of the mitigation plan and an imcrease
in habitat value, which achieves 100 percent of the management pottential
by year 50." Such an assumption ignores the same impact caused by tthe
spruce budworm and also ignores market conditioms resulting from both
budwoem salvage and clearing of the iImpouwmdinemtt.

Sec. 2.10.4 Mitigation Plan for Deer Wintering Habitat, (p. 75)

This plan is totally unacceptable to the Department of Inland Fisheries
& Wildlife. This does not conform to the intent of the Fish & Wildlife
Coordination Actt.
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State of Maine
Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife

Generall Comments

1. General Comment, Paragraphs 1 and 2. See response to USDOI General
Comment #3, and Specific Comments #11 and #46. Also see response to State
of Maine Governor’s Office Specific Comment #3.

The Corps does not accept the wildlife habitat projectioms of its
independent forestry economics consultamt which are referenced in your
comment. For reasons put forth in the comments referred to above, the
Corps does not believe that the overall wildlife habitat potential of the
mitigation lands will be seriously jeopardized by budworm damage.

In terms of plan implementation at year 0, it is the Corps' position that
land can be acquired and management begun with resources provided in the
mitigationm plan, irrespective of short-term market conditions induced by
project construction. Further, the potentiall for court action and over-
cutting of of forest land by landowners has been recognized throughout the
mitigation planning process, with the intent that the effects of such
actions would be minimized. However, to anticipate such actions an include
them as factors in the assessmemt of mitigatiom acreage requirements is not
appropriate.

2. General Comment, Para. 3. See response to USDO[ General Comment #2.
3. General Comment, Para. 4. See response to USDOL General Comment #I.

4. General Comment, Para. 4. Based on informatiom presented in Appendix C
Supplement No. 2, 1980 (Section 10 of Attachment 131), the plan acknowl-
edges that mitigatiom efforts for deer wintering habitat will be limited in
their effectiveness by the spruce budworm infestation. As a result,
mitigation measures may not be result in 42-53% replacement of carrying
capacity. The Corps does not believe, however, that additiomall deer
wintering habitat should be acquired and managed in small dispersed units
in order to better satisfy this species-specific mitigatiom objecttives.

5. Generall Comment, Para. 5. The mitigatiom plan itself recognizes that
complete mitigation for wildlife resource losses due to the project is not
attainable. We do believe, however, that it is incumbent upon the MDIFW
under the Fish and Wildlife Coordinatiom Act to express the level and
extent of mitigatiom which is satisfactory to the State of Maine as
mitigation for loss of its wildlife resowrces.

6. General Comment, Paragraphs 7 and 8. The goal of mitigatiom is to
reduce or eliminate impacts within the realm of reasomalyility.
Recreatiomall use analysis predicts that there would be minimall use (4600
user days) of the area by year 2030. These projectioms indicate that it
would not be a prudent Federall investmenmt to develop a lake type Fishery
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for the area. There are severall lake fisheries in the market area which
are underutilized. See also response to the State of Maine’s Governor's
Office General Comment “C“.

Specific Comments

1. Page 14, Attach. 1. See response to USDOI Specific Comment #44.

2. Page 15, Attach. 1. See response to USDOI Specific Commemt #46. See
also response to USDOI Generall Comment #3.

3. Page 17, Attach. 1. See response to USDOI Generall Comment #2.
4. Page 19, Attach. 1. See response to USDOI Specific Comment #48.

5. Page 19, Attach. 1. We do not see any contradictiom between these
statements.

6. Page 20, Attach. 1. See response to USDOL Specific Comment #49.
7. Page 21, Attach. 1. We disdyree.

8. Page 38, Section 2.4, Attach. 1. See response to USDOI Generall Comment
#4 and Specific Comment #2.

9. Section 2.6, Attach. 1. See response to USDOI Specific Comment #53.
10. Section 2.8.3, Attach. 1. See response to USDOI Specific Comment #54.
11. Section 2.8.4, Attach. 1. See response to USDOI Specific Comment #55.
12. Section 2.8.5, Attach. 1. See response to USDOI Specific Comment $56.

13. Section 2.8.6, Attach. 1. See response to State of Maine Governor's
Office Specific Comment #15.

14. Section 2.8.8, Attach. 1. See response to State of Maine Governor's
Office Specific Comment #16.

15. Section 2.9.1, Page 52, Attach. 1. These statememts are not
contradictory. See response USDOI Generall Comment #1.

16. Pages 56-57, Attach. ). See response to USDOL General Comment #3.
The USFWS has recommended a review of forest managememt practices by a
panel of independent foresters, including the Bureau of Foresiry.

17. Section 2.9.2, Page 57, Attach. 1. See response to Generall Comment
#1, above.

18. Section 2.9.2, Page 58, Attach. 1. See response to USDOI General
Comment #3 and Specific Comments #11 and #59.

105



19. Section 2.9.3, Page 61, Attach. 1. The statement in question has been
quoted out of context. The plan actually states that carrying capacity
willl rebound from any overbrowsing ™. . . to the degree that the impacts of
overbrowsing can be moderated or prevented on the remaining winter areas
managed for overwintering deer.” Overbrowsing refers to any overutiliza-
tion of individuall plants which results in reduced net growth, vigor, or in
death. Recommended techniques for reducing overbrowsing are included in
the mitigatiom plan. Also see response to Specific Comment #15 above and
General Comment #I.

20. Section 2..9.3, Page 65, Attach. 1. See response to USDOL General
Comment #3 and Specific Comment #11.

21. Section 2.10.4, Page 75, Attach. 1. We comcur.
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Wilkdlife Mtamagement Institute

709 Wire Building,1000 Vermont Ave., N.W., Washington, D.C. 20005 * 202 /347-1774

DANIEL A. POOLE
Presidtent
L. R, JAHN
VicefReasident
L. L. WILLIAMSON
April 24, 1980

JACKS. PARKER
Board Chaitman

Colonel Max B. Scheider
Division Engineer

New England Division

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
424 Trapelo Road

Waltham, Massachusetts 02154

Attn: NE DPL-IP

Dear Colonel Schedder:

The Wildlife Management Institute has reviewed the Draft Supplement
Environmental Impact Statement, Dickey-Lincolm School Lakes, Maine, New Hampshire
and Vermont, USA and Quebec, Canada. The followimg comments have been coordinated
with our Northeast Representative, Gordon C. Roberitsom.

In general we are pleased to see the Corps, the Maine Departmemt of Inland
Fisheries and Wildlife, and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service utilize a common
procedure based on habitat analysis to attempt to arrive at an equitable mitigation
plan for wildlife. However, we are disappointed to learn that the Corps has rejected
the completed Habitat Evaluation Procedures (HEP) conclusion and recommendations
because mitigation acreage exceeded the Corps' parameters for actual mitigation
aetion. More importantly the Corps has ignored the obvious, i.e., a projeet that
potentially requikes three-fold mitigation acreage is not in the best interest of
environmental quality. Therefore, we oppose the construction of the Dickey-Lincoln

project as now proposed.

In reference to the Corps selected mitigation alternative, we offer tthe
following comments:

1. In addition to the proposed 112,370 acre mitigation lands, the project
terrestrial lands total 13,400 acres. Page 3 volume 1 (1.04.1.2) states
these project lands will also be subject to management, but the report does
not reveal what the objectives and means of management for this area are.
It would seem that these project lands also should be included in the mitigation
offering and specific management plans revealed. This would seem especially
relevant since 44 percent of the traditional deer wintering areas for this

region will be inundated by the project impoumdiment.
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Colonel Max B. Scheider -2- April 24, 1980

2.

The outlined forest management approach is both ambitious and intensive. Our
concern is that the level of intensity is too high for practicality. This
approach may well lead to one or more of the following: a) Small area and

low number stem per acre harvests, especially in small diameter class timber
provide low incentive for forest industries. A large portion of the harvests
in the mitigation area will be viectim of those criteria. Therefore, it may

be difficult to carry out the proposed managememt plan; b) The mitigatiom area
will not be financially self-sufficient, primarily for the reason cited above.
Monies obtained through visitor-use fees are token at best, especially when
the costs of collecting visitor fees are taken into account; c) The frequent
harvests will lead to soil compaction which may in turn adversely affect soil
structure, vegetative reproduction, and stream watee quality. The above
disqualities will generally lower the quality of habitat for fish and wildlife
as well as affecting growth of the forest stands being managed; d) A decrease
in the '"deep woods"™ speeies such as black bear 18 probable because of a higher
disturbanee level; and e) Inadequate staffing for the mitigatiom area. To
adequately manage 100,000+ aeres at the level presented, a larger "on ground"
teehnieal staff 1s needed.

There are a number of conflicts, contradictions, and inadequacies in the
wildlife management plan. The assumption has been made that the mitigation
lands will be managed to 100 percent of their potential. This is umrealistic
and does not display sound management logic. The very complex systems imvolved
with their dynamic numbers and types, both floral and faunal, make the manage-
ment potential of 100 only a projected idealistic goal. A management potential
of 70-80 is considered high under the best comdittiions.

Rather than commenting on each species management plan as outlimed in the

draft, we want to express our concern about the overly ambitious goals the Corps

has set for forest, fishery, and wildlife management in the mitigation area. The
plan has dealt with each species individually but not with the resources cohesively.
The plan does not identify management units or compartments, it does not set manage-
ment priorities for wildlife, and does not offer an acceptable fisheries plan.

In summary, we find the Corps-seleeted mitigation plan as unacceptable as the

proposed Dickey-Lincolm hydro project.

Sincerely

Daniel A. Poole
President

DAP:1bb
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Responses to WMI

General Comments

1. General Comment, Page 1, Para. 1. 1t is incorrect and misleading to
suggest that the Corps has rejected the FWS Habitat Evaluatiom Procedure
(HEP) results because the resulting acreage requirements exceed Corps
criteria for actual terrestriall mitigation. First, the Corps rejects only
the USFWS*' recommended mitigatiom acreage requirement, which is based upon
that agency's use of its HEP. HEP was used as a tool for developing the
Corps' proposed land acquisition, as well. The USFWS and the Corps worked
closely to gather data for the HEP analysis, and to develop the conceptual
approach to mitigationm management. The difference betweem the two agencys'
proposals for land acquisitiom lies in their respective land-use projec-
tions for the future without the project, and future with the project and
mitigation. (These differences in projections over the 100 year project
life are explained in Appendix K, p. 69). The use of alternative land use
projections which have at least as much validity as those used in the USFWS
HEp analysis does not, in our opinion, constitute a rejectiom of HEP. We
feel this statement detracts from the high level of coordinatiom and
cooperatiom demonstrated by the Corps and the USFWS in the development of
the terrestriall mitigationm plan.

Secondly, the Corps' parameters for actual mitigatiom actions' are based
upon the Fish and Wildlife Coordinatiom Act, (16 U.S.C. 661-666c; pi 85-
624) which charges the Corps to develop a plan which includes ". . . such
Justifiable means and measures for wildlife purposes as the reporting
agency finds should be adopted to obtaim maximum overall project benefits
« « «" HEP has been used by the Corps as a tool to identify lands of
similar habitat type compositiom for management, and to determime the
approximate acreage required to mitigate for lost habitat productivity. We
do not believe that HEP is intended to provide the only form of analysis
upon which ". . . justifiable means and measures for wildlife . . ."'are
base.

In short, the proposed mitigatiom plan has been developed utilizing HEP and
our consultatiom with the USFWS throughout its planning stages. 1n the
final analysis, the plan represents the level of land acquisitiom and
management which the Corps feels is justifiable and in the public interest
for wildlife mitigatiom in conjunction with the proposed Dickey-Lincoln
Project.

2. Generall Comment, Page 1, Para. 1. There is no factual basis for the
statement that the Corps has ignored the environmemtall implicatioms of a
project the size of Dickey-Limcolm which undoubtedly requires three-fold
mitigatiom acreage according to the USFWS Conservatiom and Development
Report (C&D Report). The Revised Draft Environmemtall Impact Statement on
the Dickey-Lincolm project was issued in December 1978, pending the
development of a proposed mitigatiom plan. The C&D Report (Supplement No.
3), which recommended the acquisitiom and managememt of 300,000 acres for
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mitigation was not issued until November 1979. Proposed mitigatiom plam,
as well as the USFWS C&D Report, will be included in the Final Environ-
mentall Impact Statement on the Dickey-Limcolm Project. It is at that time
that a decision on the project will be made, taking into account the
substantiall requirements for mitigation.

Specific Comments

1. Page 3, Section 1.04.12, SDE1S. The 13,400 acres of project lands are
to be managed under the mitigatiom plan to increase overall habitat produc-
tivity. These lands are similar in habitat type compositiom to the lands
to be acquired in the mitigationm area, and do not include deer wintering
habitat, the plan proposed that they be managed according to the basic
management scheme described in Sectiom 2.2.2 of Appendix K. Species
management plans would be implemented on these lands, as on lands in the
mitigationm area, accordimg to Section 2.3 of Appendix K. Note, that
implementatiom of this managememt approach on these project lands was taken
into account in determinimg road access and manpower requirements for
management (Appendix K, Sectiom 2.7, 2.8.6).

2(a). The conceptuall basis for the mitigatiom plan is to conduct forest
management practices for the benefit of wildlife, not necessarily to
provide harvestimg incentives to commerciall foresters. 1t is recognized
that the guidelines put forth for wildlife-oriented timber managememt may
Timit the operatiomall feasibility of the managememt plan. It is for this
reason that the mitigatiom plan includes costs for road comstruction,
maintenance, and associated labor, and assumes (for planning purposes) a 25
percent increaes in the cost of timber harvesting on the mitigatiom lamds.
(Timber managememt feasibility is discussed in further detail in Attachment
1, Section 2.2.4 and in Appendix C, Supplememt No. 2 to the EIS). It
should be noted that, although some net stumpage income may be derived from
the mitigation lands, the mitigation plan assumes that all managewemt costs
will be at Federal expense.

2(b). The mitigatiom area is not intended to be financially self-
sufficient, just as most Federall and State wildlife management and refuge
areas are not financially self-sufficient. Both first costs and operation
and maintenance costs of mitigatiom will be financed at Federall expense
(See Fish and Wildlife Mitigatiom Report, p. 55 and Attachment 1, Section
2.8). The plan does presume, however, that with the road access and timber
harvesting subsidies discussed above, incentives to harvest will be suffi-
cient on balance to implement the proposed timber harvesting schedule
without additionall management costs.

2(c). Intensive forest managememt practices will have some adverse impacts
on soil structure, vegetative reproduction, and stream water quality,
though many of these impacts will be greatly reduced through compliance
with guidelines for proper road location, construction, and maintenamce,
and through prescribed skidding and felling practices (Attachment 111,
Section 4.00). At the same time, the proposed selection cutting practices
out overmature and diseased wood, maintainimg vigorous trees, and
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encouraging shrub and herbaceous growth. By providing a diversity of age
classes in forest stands, and by increasing the interspersiom of habitat
types, the quality of habitat for most species of wildlife willl be
enhanced. Finally, selective cutting practices and logging road
constructiom as prescribed in the plan are not expected to result in
appreciable or long-lasting adverse impacts on salmonid fisheries in the
mitigation area.

2(d). As noted in Attachment 1 to the Report, forest habitat management
practices to increase overalll wildlife habitat productivity will
necessarily reduce the uniformity and continuity of large expanses of
mature spruce-fir and hardwood forest, and will require expansiom of the
existing logging road system. As a result, some decrease in populatioms of
certain "deep woods™ species is probably unavoidable. However, withim the
context of a generally intensive management plan intended to replace lost
habitat productivity, severall measures would be implemented to sustain
these populations.

The 32,000 acres of mitigatiom lands located withim the Allagash Wilderness
Waterway, and 14,500 acres of traditiomall deer wintering acres would be
managed to maintain contiguous dense spruce-fir shelter areas while
sustaining a moderate level of habitat productivity and food availability
for “deep woods™ indicator species: black bear, overwintering deer,
marten, and lynx. These lands would be managed without increasing the
major access road system. Increased human interference on secondary access
roads would be minimized on all mitigatiom lands by proper road placement,
construction, and reseeding practices, as well as by vehicular access
restrictions (Attachment 1, Sections 2.2.2 and 2.2.3). 1In addition,
populatiom status and habitat tolerance studies on these indicator species
have been initiated and would be continued under the mitigatiom plan.

Study results identifying locations of high biological importance to these
species, and specific habitat requirememts and tolerances, would be applied
to road construction, timber harvest planning, and species management
practices on the mitigation lands. Finally, species management practices
such as the identification and protection of nesting and denning sites and
the maintenance of cover should also contribute to the maintenance of
population levels of these species.

2(e). Section 2.8, Attach. 1. Based on comments from several sources,
manpower resources for mitigatiom have been increase by five man-years,
increasing the staff to betweem 16 and 26 full-time members; dependimg upon
seasomal manpower requirememts (Attachment 1, Sectiom 2.8). Increases in
manpower are primarily intended to improve the adequacy of the road
constructiom and maintenance program and the wetlands habitat management
plan. We feel this level of staffing is adequate to implement the
mitigation plan over the 125,770 acre area.

2(f). Recognizing the concerns expressed in your comments for potential
adverse impacts of the proposed forest management approach, it should be
pointed out that such impacts would be compounded approximately three-fold
if implemented over the 300,000 acre area proposed in the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife C&D Report.
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3. Our staff has found this comment very difficult to interpret precisely,
and to respond. Both the USFWS and Corps mitigatiom recommendations are
based on the assumption that management potentials determined by the inter-
agency HEP team for each cover type can be achieved. (The management
potential is, in fact, based on the conceptuall management plan presented.)
The management potentials used in both analyses are identical, and
generally range from 63.0 to 88.0, depending on the vegetative cover type.

The mitigation plan does not assuem that management potentiais of 100 wiil

be reached. 1t does, however, assume -- as determimed by the HEP team --

;hatc;203e;f the management potential determined for each habitat type will
e achieved.

4. General Comment, Para. 3, Page 2. The mitigatiom plan has, in our
opinion, dealt with forestry, fishery, and wildlife resources in a cohesive
fashion. The forest habitat management approach was developed, in large
part, by an interagency HEP team of wildlife biologists. The team agreed
early on in the HEP process that the assessmemt of wildlife losses and the
identification of wildlife mitigatiom measures should be based on important
habitat types - rather than on a species-by-species basis. As a result,
the objective of the basic managememt approach is to increase wildlife
habitat productivity for most wildlife species by increasing overall
habitat diversity. Managememt techniques prescribed in specific habitat
types are intended to improve habitat productivity for the commumity of
wildlife which typify that type. The wildlife management priorities put
forth in the mitigation plan are clearly outlined in the Fish and Wildlife
Mitigation Report and Attachment 1 as Mitigatiom Objectives. To spell out
§?ecl§s management priorities would not address the objective of mitigation
p éﬁﬁiﬁg, which is to offset wildlife losses resulting from the project;
except for deer wintering habitat, such losses have been quantified through
HEP in terms of habitat units (habitat productivity).
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NATURAL RESOURCES COUNCIL OF MAINE

335 Water Street Augusta, Maine 04330 207-622-3101

May 5, 1980

Colonell Max B. Scheider
Corps of Emgineers
Division Engineer

424 Trapelo Road
Waltham, MA 02154

Dear Colonel Scheider:

The following comments are provided by the Naturall Resources Council
of Maine, The National Wildlife Federatiom and the Nationall Audubom Society
in response to the draft supplementall environmentall impact statement fish
and wildlife mitigatiom report for the Dickey-Lincollm hydroelectric project.

We will avoid redundancy by assuming that the comments filed by the
Natural Resources Councill of Maine on November 28, 1979 will be considered
part of our formal response to the EIS. Many of the issues raised by us at
that time have not been modified in this March/February 1980 EIS. All words
bracketed by quotatiom marks are taken from the documents writtem by the
Corps as part of the EIS.

General Comments

1. We believe that Corps of Engineers has not fulfilled its wespomsibility
“to plan for the conservatiom of wildlife resources by preventing loss and
damage to such resources as well as providing for the development and
improvement thereof...™ in connectiom with water resources development in
the Dickey-Lincollm project area. While we agree with the Corps‘' statement
“Many of these losses cannot be avoided or mitigated,“ we cannot accept the
low level of mitigatiom provided in the Corps‘ wecommemdations.

2. In particular, we agree with the statement that "The loss of stream and
river habitat for native brook trout is deemed unmitigable," but we find
this position unacceptable. While some of the fisheries alternatives do not
provide for full mitigation, they provide greater compensatiom to the State
of Maine for the losses incurred by building the project.

3. We are convinced that the mitigatiom plan willl not succeed in imcreasing
the habitat for deep woods, edge, marshland, and other wildlife species by
intensive management on only 112,000 acres. The plan is riddled with imcomsistent

Jon A. Lund, President Chris Ayres, Vice President Elizabeth M. Brown, Seeretary Charles M. Sexton, Treasurer
Robert H. Gardiner, Jr., Executive Director Virginia E. Davis, Counsel



Colonel Max B. Scheider
May 5, 1980

Page 2.

statements about increasing wildlife habitat for various species on the same
limited acres. Such intensive management will work to the disadvantage of

the deep woods species in particular. We anticipate that the seasonal
fluctuation in the level of the Dickey reservoir will greatly reduce the value
of the “artificial wetlands” planned for that area.

4. We believe that the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service method of calculating

the required acres for mitigatiom is more sound than the Corps'. U.S.F. + W.S.

is correct in assuming that the manipulatiom of habitat will take more time

than projected by the Corps. We agree that the socioeconomic impacts of a 300,000
acre mitigatiom plan would be severe, but we believe that a serious attempt at
mitigation would have to set aside such a land base. 1t willl take at least

that much land to compensate for the inundation of 88,000 acres.

5. We call attention to the finding that "the benefits to wildlife (of the
U.S.F. + W.S. alternative) will be significant.” We also agree that the
400-500% increase in the cost of such mitigation plans more accurately reflects
the value of the present fish and wildlife habitat which would be lost by
construction of the project. Other losses such as the value of land and
timber are not even calculated in these costs.

6. We are seriously concerned about the delay in implementation of effective
wildlife mitigation between the time the impoundment is created and the time
the effects of habitat manipullatiom can be expected to take effect.

7. The way the Corps counts the value of timber harvest from the mitigation
lands is inconsistent with its failure to assign value to the forgone timber
growth opportunities within the impoundment area. The timber harvest in the
mitigation lands is taken as a benefit which will offset the costs of mitigation
programs, but no such loss of timber value is calculated for the 88,000 acres

to be inundated by Lake Dickey.

8. The reduced yields of saw timber and pulpwood within the mitigation lands
will hurt the local economy, as described in the mitigatiom report. However,
the calculation of the present harvest as 34,840 cords per year is substantially
below the potential .58 to .8 cords per acre timber harvest for bottom lands.
Although timber harvesting in recent years has been light in the mitigation
Jands, that does not mean that the local economy will not be more adversely
affected in years to come when that timber harvest would otherwise be heavier.

9. The Corps is totally inconsistent in its handling of the effects of spruce
budworm on the terrestriall ecosystems in the impoundment area and the mitigation
lands. 1t discounts the value of the timber volume loss caused by dam con-
struction by 40%, but there is no equivalent loss of value in the mitigation
lands. This not only inaccurately portrays the economic effects of the project,
it seriously distorts the effectiveness of timber management for deep woods
wildlife species. We greatly doubt that management will succeed in maintaining
deep woods habitat as long as the spruce budworm infestation persists.
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10. Fimally, NRCM strenuously objects to the statement that "The environmental
impacts of the plan constitute an overalll improvement in fish and wildlife
habitat conditions in the mitigatiom lands.” There is no evidence of improvement
of fisheries habitat or endangered species habitat.

Social and Economic Impacts

11. The reduced yield of saw timber and pulpwood from the mitigatiom lands
will hurt the local economy as expressed in the impact statement. However,
as mentioned previously, the effect has been underestimated by some 75-250%.
(See comment No. 8)

12. The harvesting operations within the mitigatiom lands are admittedly
"economically impractical”. However, there is no provision for "financial
inducement™ - that is money to be provided to cover the losses in timber
harvesting. The only financiall calculation for timber harvesting is a 250,000
per year profit. This profit is not described elsewhere in the report, so it
is assumed that the "finaneial inducements™ will fall as a further burden to
the taxpayer. There 1s ne indication whether that taxpayer will be the

Maine of U.S. taxpayer.

13. In the social and economic assessment, the lack of hardwood markets will
"definitely affect the success ... of “he pllan.” "A 1004 gosemmertt Swibsicy"

may be necessary to support harvesting operations. This is inconsistent with

the statements elsewhere in the report that a 25% reductionm in the timber harvest
will be necessary to cover the uneconomic nature of harvesting operations.

A three to five cord per acre harvest is fundamentally so uneconomic that it

willl cause ™a huge operating cost and deficit in the annual operating budget

for the area.™ Nowhere have these costs been reflected in the annual operating
expenses provided in the summary.

14. The Corps has admitted that further adjustments for true road maintenance
costs are needed, but these have not been made. This lip service to problems
raised in comments to the original draft wildlife mitigation plan is typical
of the superficiall response to those commemts.

Wildlife Impacts

15. The Corps assumptiom that the present trend of deer populations in the
St. John region is declining is false. Nowhere in the report is there
documentatiom of this change, and nowhere is there documentatiom of the
*climatic trend" which is causing a decline in deer populaitions.

16. The plan calls for only 42-53% mitigation of the loss of deer populations.

This is totally unacceptable to NRCM. This is one of the major deficiencies
in the mitigation of effects on wildlife.
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17. The intensive management practices proposed for wildlife in the mitigation
lands are unrealistic in many ways. They generally fail to appreciate the
impact of the spruce budworm and the threat which it presents to the total
forest. This statement that “uneven age spruce fir forest and climax forests
...are less susceptible to budworm attack™ is misleading. Adjoining lands

may harbor spruce budworm infestations which could wipe out spruce fir
deeryards within the mitigation lands.

18. Another inconsistency in the plan is the statement that there will be

"an increase in permanent hard roads™ and the statement that roads will be
reseeded to improve wildlife habitat. Roads that are used for access on a ten
year harvesting rotation cycle are not likely to be suitable for reseeding.

19. The immediate consequence of constructinmg the dams and flooding 88,000
acres will be to destroy the habitat for more than 2,000 deer. The plan
calls for an extended hunting season to avoid “adverse impact on the
surrounding deeryard.™ The plan goes on to discuss "monitoring deer response
to loss of habitat...possible for techniques for...creating new yards...and
speciall hunting season...". None of these measures should be interpreted as
mitigation of deer losses from the impoumdment.

Fisheries lImpacts

20. NRCM agrees with the statement that “the loss of stream and river habitat
for native brook trout is deemed unmitigable." However, we do not accept the
unavoidable and uncompensated loss to Maine of one of the finest natural brook
trout fisheries in the entire United States. At least the U.S.F. #+ W.S.
proposall attempts to provide some compemsation.

21. The proposed 100 foot buffer along reservoir tributaries will offer no
substantiall improvement to the fisheries habitat. Present timber harvesting
standards already severely rvestrict cutting within that zomne.

22. The five year survey of creels to be undertaken 15 years after commence-
ment of the project is an unacceptable form of mitigation. NRCM is net prepared
to wait 20 years to have the inevitable answer on the fisheries impact of the
dams to be comfirmed.

23. The value of the fish habitat to be sacrificed by the creation of Lake
Dickey is grossly underestimated. We concur that the Dickey Reserveir wiii
offer poor feed, the water level fluctuation will be destructive to plamts,
the low oxygen levels will not support many fish species, and erosion from
drawdown will adversely affect the fishery. We object to the propesaill which
offers a biomass equivalent in such a lake in return for the loss of
magnificent natural St. John River brook trout fishimg.
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Rare and Endangered Species

24. NRCM agrees that the St. John River Valley is "renowned for rare and
unusual plants”. We draw attention to the conclusion that there is no

real mitigation plan for such plants. The proposall for furbish lousewort
preservation in no way compensates for the losses to other plants species.

25, We seriously doubt that the management plan for the furbish lousewort

willl "remove the species from jeopardy". Reducing its natural range by more
than 50% s not going to improve its chances of survival.

Sincerely

ROBERT H. GARDINER, JR.
Executive Director

RHG:cc
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Natural Resources Councill of Maine

General Comments

1. Your comment has been noted and our recommendatiom remains as set
forth.

2. See response to USDOI General Comment #6, State of Maine Governor's
Office General Comment “C" and MDIFW General Comment #6.

3. We cannot agree with your statements pertaining to the efffectiveness

of proposed forest and wetland habitat management measures, and evidence
available to us indicates the opposite of your views. You have not
supplied us with any data or research which would alter our position. We
believe a careful evaluatiom of the management measures should resolve what
may appear to you as imcomsistencies.

4. Your beliefs and opinions are noted and have been placed in the record.
5. See response to Comment #4, above.

6. We have proposed to initiate management of the mitigatiom plan
beginning the first year of construction. This would begin with land
acquistion for both reservoir and mitigation lands. See response to
Wildlife Management Institutes Comments #21(d) for discussiom of deep woods
species management.

7. The wording of the comment is somewhat confusing. However the value of
the timber is included in the negotiated purchase price of the land. Our
policy is to allow landowners to harvest if they so desire and then pay
them for the land at its value after harvesting. 1f they choose not to
harvest, then we pay for the timber and land. All revenues from timber
sales of Federally owned lands would be returned to the U.S. Treasunry.

8. The mitigation land is not entirely bottomland and neither is it
entirely softwood. Therefore, the calculation as it stands is correcit.

9. On pages 42 and 43 of Section 10 of this Attachmemt the opportunity
costs resulting from budworm damage are addressed.

10. Your objection is noted. However, this is the overall assessment and
the following sentences indicate that there are adversities. Fisheries
will be improved from what they would be without management and the
acquisition and protection of Furbish Lousewort is an improvement over the
continual destructiom of its habitat as it now stamds.

11. Sawtimber yield will be reduced due to the frequency of cudttitimg.

However, pulpwood productiom will increase to the point where the overall
production will equal curremt rates. See also response to your Comment #8.
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12. Section 2.8.8 of Attachment 1 explains the calculation. All costs
except those attributable to flood contrel are reimbursed through the sales
of power. Therefore neither the U.S. nor the Maine taxpayer will be
responsible for costs incurred by mitigation of fish and wildlife impacts.

13. These costs are included in the operatiomall and maintenance costs of
the management staff and in the 25% subsidy (mot 25% reduction, as you
state, but rather a 25% deduction).

14. The report has been changed to reflect more accurately the costs of
road maintenance. See response to State of Maine Governor's Office
Specific Comment #15.

15. 1In determining losses to the deer resource, the Corps does not assume
a decline in the deer population, but a maintenance of current population
Tevels. However, the mitigatiom plan references reports from the MDIFW to
support the observation that deer populatioms have, in fact, been on the
decline since the 1950*s, and that this trend is expected to continue. You
have presented no evidence or population data to support your challenge to
an observed population trend which is now acknowledged as valied by the
MDIFW, the Corps, and the USFWS (Conservatiom and Development Report,
Supplement #3), and therefore we cannot concur with your assessmemt.

16. Your position is acknowledged and included in the record. Reasons for
not attempting 100% mitigatiom of deer wintering habitat are presented in
Attachment 1, Section 2.10.2.

17. See response to USDOIL Generall Comment #3, and Specific Comments #11
and #46. Also see response to State of Maine Governor's Office Specific
Comment #2.

18. The recommended increase in the number of permanent gravel roads is in
no way inconsistent with recommended reseeding of secondary access roads
and skid trails. Roads used for access on a 10- to 15-year cutting cycle
will generally be suitable for reseedimg.

19. As clearly stated in the mitigation plan, these measures are intended
to reduce project induced losses to the deer resource by minimizing or
preventing overbrowsing of adjacent deer wintering habitat. These measures
are not intended to offset losses in deer wintering habitat inundated by
the project, they do constitute a very important form of mitigation.

20. There iis no justification to attempt to develop a fishery at the
expense £nd usage levels now projected for the area. We do not deem this
activity to be a prudent Federal !imestmesnt. 1In fact, such a development,
if it. were successfull in attractimg people (which the State and Federal
Recreatiom resource people say it won't) could be viewed by many as an
energy drain because of the fuel used in transportation. See also
responses ¥0 USDOI Generall Comment #G. State of Maine, Governor's Office
Generall Comment "C"”, and MDIFW Gererall Comment #6.
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21. The one hundred foot buffer is maintaimed to protect the remaining
streams.

22. The five year survey is not form of mitigation. It is a tool for
fishery management. Dickey Lake will not be low in oxygen by salmonid
standards once the pool has limnologically stablized. Your objection is
expressed by others and has been included in the record.

23. The proposal for the Furbish lousewort was not intended to compensate
for losses to other plant species. However, the acquisition and perpetua-
tion of this habitat will benefit all other faunal and floral associates of
the lousewort. As pointed out in the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service"
Biologicall Opinion, this habitat is currently being destroyed and such
acquisition will preclude further destruction.

24. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has indicated in their opinion:

"< « « if the Corps develops and implements successfully
the following conservation program in consultatiom with
and with the assistance of the Service, the continued
existance of this endangered species is not likely to be
jeopardized as defined in Section 402.02 of the Inter-
agency Cooperatiom Regulatiom ... ."

and we are in concurrence with them.
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SOCIETY
FOR THE
PROTECTION
CF
NEW HAMPSHIRE
FORESTS

5 SOUTH STATE STRE:
e A

8)

April 10, 1980

John P. Chandler, Colonel
New England Division, C.E.
424 Trapelo Road

Waltham, MA 02154

Dear Colonel Chemdiller,

We have reviewed the Proposed Fish and Wildlife Mitiga-
tion Plan for the DBickeytlinnEfliilSchooll Lakes Projectt.
Thank you for the opportunity to commemt.

Replacement or mitigation of the loss of 278 miles of
free flowing streams and rivers with a lake halbitat
is not an acceptable "mitigation" to our Society.

Acquisition of land along the Allagash River to compen-
sate for lost acreage and to accommodate displaced
wildlife populations raises some serious questioms.

-By managing the acquired forests to maximize
wildlife values and not timber harvests, what
plan is there to mitigate the loss of over
100,000 acres of timberlands when demand for
forest products is increasing and the supply
is decreasing?

In order to accommodate the displaced wildlife
populations, the lands acquired along the
Allagash River will have to be imtensively
managed. Group selection cuttings may have
to be on a 10-15 year cycle rather than a

30 year cycle. Aside from potential serious
ecologicall effects of intensive hawrvesting
(e.g. nutrient removal, increased surface
runoff, sedimentation); what impact will in-
tensive harvesting have on the overall
quality of the Allagash River corridor and
its value to displaced wildlife?

Our Society continues its grave concern and opposition
as reflected in previous comments on the Corps' Revised

DEIS and the DOE transmissiom phases of the project. The

121



Colonel John P, Chandler
Page 2
April 10, 1980

proposed mitigatiom plan underscores our feeling that the Dickey-Lincoim project
makes little economic or environmentall sense.

We continue our opposition to the project and request continued informatiom on
its planmimg.

,’

\
gL) Tl

apajl«

Director of Programs and Policy

CK:pc

cc; The Honorable James C. Cleveland
The Honorable Norman D*Amours
The Honorable John Durkin
The Honorable Gordon Humphrey
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Society for the Protectiom of New Hampshire Forests

General Comments

1. General - The 100,000 acres of timberlamd proposed for mitigation will
not be lost, as forest habitat management under the proposed mitigation
plan will require the implementation of an intensive timber harvest
schedule. The current average annual yield in the area (.31 cords/acre/
year) will be sustained under the proposed managememt plan. Further, the
proposed mitigation plan, developed pursuant to the Fish and Wildlife
Coordinatiom Act, is strictly intended to mitigate adverse irpaets of the
Dickey-Limecolm Hydroelectric Project on fish and wildlife reseurees. A
mitigation plan for potentiall losses to comimerciall forest resouress,
specifically, is nelther authorized nor required. 1t should be noted,
hewever, that in developing the mitigation plan; efforst were fmade €6
minimize the impaet of the plan en the commerehal forest based by seleeting
lands within the Allagash Area which were already under seme forhm of
commereial forest land use restrietion by the State eof Maine.

2. General - As explained in consideragell detail in Appendix K, Section
2.2.3, lands acquired within one mile to each side of the Allagash River
will be managed differently than the habitat managememt plan envisioned for
most of the mitigatiom lands. The objective of managememt in the Allagash
River corridor is to maintaim dense spruce-fir cover while sustaining a
moderate level of food availability. Constructiom of new logging roads,
subsequent increases in access, and the adverse environmentall impacts
associated with these activities would be kept to a minimum. Discussions
with the Maine Bureau of Parks and Recreatiom and the Maine Department of
Inland Fisheries and Wildlife indicate that this proposed managememt plan
can be implemented to simultaneouslly increase habitat productivity for
wildlife and maintain, if not enhance, the overalll environmentall guality of
the Allagash River corridor.
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The Qardem Clulb Fedreatom of Miaine

Webber Fond Road
READE/AL

Augusta, ldabire 04330
May 10, 1980

Colonel Max B. Scheider
Divisien Engineer

Corps of Engineers

424 Trapelo Road
Waltham, MA 02154

Dear Colonel Scheider:

The Garden Club Federatien of Maine endorses the positien of
the Natural Resources Council of iHaine relative to the draft
environmental impact statement fish and wildlife mitigatien report

for the Dickey Lincoln hydroelectrie project as put forth in their
cemmunication to you of May 5, 1980,

Sincerely yours,

faiss. Robert 1. Dow
Natural Resources Chegibman
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The Garden Club Federation of Maine
1. No response necessary. Thank you for your veview.
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Ms. Carol McKnight

1. No response necessary. Thank you for your review.
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Elizabeth Umphrey
Castle Hill,
Maime
br. B. E. Da-rett
U.S. Army Corps of Emgimeers (P.0.8x 71
Aatthag ,Mass.

Dear Sir,

T think the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers mitigation project ffor
the proposed DickeydLincoln hydroelectric project on the St, John
River is absuwrd.

In the first place, it does not replace habitat lost by the
fleodimg that would accompany the dam construction; it merely
preserves an existimg area as it is to the detriment of the local
lumber imdwstory.

Second, it falls far short of the land area the U.S. Eish and
WildLife Service says would be needed to mitigate the habitat loss
caused by the dam, if such mitigation is, in fact, possible, and
not just the figment of a bureaucrat's imsgiimattion.

Third, purchase of the land for the mitigation project and its
annual operatimg cost would add millions t- the total cost of the
Dickey-Limceolm dam project. I notice the cost was not added, as of
your latest summar" of the da™ project, to the overall costo 1
suggest it has a significant negative impact on the cost-benefit ratio
of the project, whose benefits alr'ead;” are most questiomsble.

As a residemt of northerm Maine, and a taxpayer, I suggest you find
better things to do with your time and our money than to pursue pork-
barrel projects for an irresponsifble govermmerti, Jurik both projects
before more money is wasted on ttihem.

Sincerely
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Elizabeth Humphrey

No response necessary. Thank you for your review and epini
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Consultants

March 10, 1980

Division Emgiineer

Department of the Army

New England Diivision

Corps of Emgjineers

424 Trapelo Road

Waltham, Massachusetts 02154

ATTN: Environmental Analysis 3ranch
B. E. Barrett, Ph.D.

Re: Forestry Economic Impact
Study for Mitigatiom Lands
Dickey-Lincoln School Lakes
Project, Mmine
Dear Dr. Bamreti:

Herewith enclosed are two (2) copies of the fimal report
for the above referenced project.

Sincerely,

KIMBALL FORESTRY CONSULTANTS

el

Vice President

DEW/dn
Encl.

COMPLETE FOREST RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

Timber Acpraisals ® Forest Mamigemart Pting ® Fesmisiity Studies ® Timberstand improvement ® Asial Phetegraphy
Boundary Surveyi ®  Timter Marketing ®  Forest Inventories ®  Timber Esumates ®  Wildlifs Management
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1.1 Description of the Proposed Mitigation Lands

The area being proposed for mitigatiomn comprises one
hundred percent (100%) of Townships T12 R11, T12 R12, T13 R12,
T13 R13; fifty percent (50%) of Til R13; and forty-nine (49%)
of T12 R13. (See Figure 1, Proposed Mitigation Laiids.) The

following table presents a break-down of the acreages imvolved:

TABLE 1
ACREAGE ALLOCATION FOR MITIGATION LANDS
Total
Total Acreage Acres Allocated
Township In Township For Mitigation
Til R13 22,842 11,433
T12 R11 23,268 23,268
T12 R12 23,293 23,298
T12 R13 22,339 10,981
T13 R12 20,460 20,460
T13 R13 22,931 22,931
Totals 135,138 112,371

Ownership of lands in the mitigatiom area, as is common
in Townships in northerm Maine, is on the basis of common
and undivided interest. Rather than designate specific
parcels of land as being owned by a particular person, cor-
poration, ete.., ownership and a percentage of the total land
area of each Township is based on the original proportiom of
finanelial investment. The property owners are, in efffect,
shareholders who participate proportionately in the profits
(and losses) associated with the economic activities within

the Towmship.



MITIGATION LANDS FIGURE |

DICKEY-LNNCOLN SCHOOL LAKES

MITIGATION AREA MAINE

| "~ 1D MILES

e a8 Ge 5
L T T AR AL RS VA

— b

S




The present distribution of ownership, by percemtage,

in the Townships under consideratiom is shown in Table 2.
1.2 Present Timber Harvesting Activities In The Mitigatieon Area

1.2.1 1dentificatiom of Mills Presently Drawing From

The Mitigation Lands

The data presented in the report regarding the degree
of dependency of both Maine and Canadian based mills on
nitigation lands timber was obtained from the ownees amd/or
managees of the individual mills and the major lamdowners
and/or managees of lands within the mitigation area. The
landowner/managers contacted were Great Northeen Paper Compamy,
International Paper Company, Prentiss & Carlisle and Seven
Islands Land Company. The original selection of mills to be

contacted was determined from the Maine Porest Service list

of Maine Primary Porest Products Manufacturers, April 1979,

and the sawmills that were actually contacted were selected
on the basis of annual production and location. Gemerally,,
the sawmills that were surveyed produced at least 250 MBF
(ihousand board feet) of lumber per year, and were located
within seventy miles of the mitigation area. To insure the
validity of the mill inventory, a limited number of larger
mills located within ninety to one hundred miles of the area
were contacted. 1n addition to these Maine mills, eight
Canadian mills located within seventy miles of the proposed
mitigation area were contacted. A summary of mills contacted

by telephone, personal visits, or survey questionnaire ffollows:
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TABLE 2

DISTRIBUTION OF OWNERSHIP/MANAGEMENT INTEREST IN MITIGATION LANDS BY MAJOR SHAREHOLDERS

Total Acres

Acres (%)

in Seven 1slands
Mitigation Great Northern International Prentiss and J.0. 1rving Pete* Land

Township Lands Paper Comipany Paper Company Carlisle Company Ltd. Sawyer Manageiwent Co. Others**

Til R13 11,433 0 ( W) 9,820 (B6%) 0 ( a%) 0 ( @) 0 ( a%) 0 ( 0%) 1,613 (14%)
T12 R11 23,268 10,240 (44%) 6,010 (26%) 0 ( Q%) 890 ( 4%)) 5,120 (22%) 0 (0%) 1,008 ( &)
T12 R12 23,298 18,507 (79%) 0 (0%) 0 (a®p) 1,338 (&%) O ( Qm)) 2,453 (L1%) 1,000 ( 4%))
T12 R13 10,981 0 ( a%) 5,847 (33%) 3,667 (33%) 396 ( 4%)) 0 ( o) 0 (0%) 1,071 (10%)
T13 R12 20,460 13,331 (65%) 0 ( O%) 0 (%) 4,117 (20%) 0 ( a%) 2,156 (11%) 856 ( 4#))
T13 R13 22,931 V7)) 4,141 (18%) 15,909 (69%) 1,743 (&) 0_¢ 0% 0_( 0%) 1,138 ( 5)
TOTALS 112,371 42,078 (37%) 25,818 (23%) 19,576 (17%) 8,484 ( &%) 5,120 ( X)) 4,609 ( 4%) 6,686 ( 6&%D)

*Managed by Pete Sawyer for the Dunn Heirs

**Unidenttified, may represent one or more ouwmer/management groups



Location Total No. of Mills No. of Mills Comtacted

Maine

Franklin County 17 1

Aroostook County 41 22

Penobscot County 39 10

Piscataquis County 21 4
Totals 118 37

Canada

New Brunswick Province
Quebec Province

© &N

Totals

Of the thirty-sevem (37) Maime mills contacted, three (3)
are reportedly drawing timber from the mitigatiom area, while
three (3) of the eight (8) Canadiam mills contacted also
reported that they are drawimg from this area (Table 1).

Two (2) of the three (3) Maine mills referred to are owned

by Great Northepm Paper Conmpany, the third mill is owned by
International Paper Company. The survey indicated that the
remaining mills within a reasonable travel distance of the
mitigation area are not dependent on timber from these lands.
However, it should be noted that the International Paper
Company mill located in Jay, Maine, is dependemnt on chips from
Canadian mills drawing from the proposed mitigation area.

The locatiom and related data relevant to the six (%)
using mills is preseated in Table 3. Complete iimfflormation
regarding employment parameters could not be obtained. As
indicated in Table 3, approximately forty-four percent (@4d%)
of the present harvest is going to Maine mills and fhiffty-six

percent (56%) is going to Canadiam mills. The survey also



Location

Maine
Masardis
Portage

Ashland

TABLE 3 - MILLS LOCATED OUTSIDE MITIGATION LANDS DRAWING FROM MITIGATEON AREA

Type of
Processing

Lumber
Chips

Lumber

*Total Quamtities

Canada

St. Pamphile

St. Pamphile

St. Juste

Lumber
Shingles
Chips

Lumber
Chips

Lumber

*Total Quantities

Employment Parameters

Yearly From Number Salary/Yr. or
Capacity Mitigation Lands Seasonality Oeccupation Employed Wage/Hr.
60,000 MBF 1,500 MBF/yr. yr. round Not Obtained
180,000 cds 8,500 cdis/yr. yr. round Not Obtained
90,000 MBF 2,000 MBF yr. round Not Obtained 400 $7,500,000
(annual payroll)
480,000 cds 15,500 cds
45,000 MBF 8,000 cdis/yr. yr. round Mgt. & Proff. 4 $ 20,000/mnr..
7,000 MBF 1,490 cds/yr. Skilled 100 $ 7. /A
4,000 tons Unskilled 120 $ 6..00)/ ..
50,000 MBF 1,950 MBF yr. round Mgt. & Proff. 15 $  20,000/pr..
100,000 cds Skilled 90 $ 8. 00/t
Unskilled 70 $ 6.. 50/t ..
30,000 MBF 5,950 cds yr. round Not Obtained
*%364,000 cds 19,340 cds

$Agsuming one cord = 500 board feet » 2 tons

**Does not include 4,000 tons of chiiips, since they are a by-product

NOTE: Although the International Paper Co. mill in Jay, ME, does not draw direetly from the Mitigation Lamds,
it is dependent on chips purchased from Canadian mills that draw from Mitigation Lands.



revealed that the three (3) Maine mills are dependent on
timber from the mitigatiom lands for approximately three
percent (3%) of their yearly production needs: the three
(3) Canadian mills draw approximately five percent (5%) of
their yearly needs from the proposed mitigation lamds.

Based on the present harvesting activities reporied,
Table 4 was prepared to relate these activities to each of
the six (6) Townships involved. As with Tables 2 and 3,
harvest volumes for Townships Til R13 and T12 R13 have been
adjusted to reflect the appropriate percentage of these
Townships allocated for mitigation. Table 4 indicates that
the average harvest per acre is .34 cords. However, if
Townships T12 R11l and T12 R12 are excluded, this figure
increases to .45 cords/acre. The lower figures for T12 R11
and T12 R12 can be attributed primarily to the following cir
cumstances; T12 R1l was harvested in the late 1950's and
is just now about ready to be harvested again; approximately
7,000 aeres within T12 R12 were burned over in 1968. Allow-
ing for these considerations, the average annual harvest
figure for lands within the mitigatiom area has been estab-
1ished at .40 cords/acre. This appears to be a reasonable
average, and will be used throughout this studly.

The marketing of timber from the mitigatiom area is
quite complex. This is due to an unusual combinatiom of
related factors that are unique to northern Maine. These
factors inelude: (1) The availability of markets for timber

in both Maine and Canada; (2) The common and undivided l1and



TABLE 4

*PRESENT TIMBER HARVEST IN MITIGATION AREA

Township Yearly Volume
**T11l R13 5,950 cds
T12 R11 3,000 cds
T12 R12 2,000 cds
**T12 R13 3,900 cds
490 cds
T13 R12 10,500 cds
T13 R13 8,000 cds
1,000 cds
TOTAL 34,840 cds

Avg. Cords/Acre Market Location Speciesg#:
.52 Canada Spruce/Fir
.13 Maine Spruce/Fir
.09 Maine Spruce/Fir
.36 Canada Spruce/Fir
04 Canada Cedar
.51 Maine Spruce/Fir
.35 Canada Spruce/Fir
.04 Canada Cedar

*Based on information provided by land owner/managers, mill owners, and field

personnel.

**Calculated on the followimg basis:

Township

Acres Proposed

for Mitigation

Present Avg.
cds/acre Harvested

Estimated
Yearly Volume

Til T13
T12 R13

11,443
10,981

5,950 cds
4,390 cds

***Although some hardwood is included in the harvest figures presemtted,
hardwood has not been separately identified since the volume is relatively
small and exact market locations could not be estzlhllisied.



ownership mix in each town and the fact that both Maine based
forest industries and private landowners often commonly share
in the ownership and economic operability of a given town;
(3) The majority owner (or collection of owners under a
management firm) of a given town is oftem, but not always,
responsible for managing the forest lands and distributing
profits and expenditures to other minority owners according
to thelir proportionate shares:; (4) The availability and
competition of both Canadian and American labor and industry
to both harvest and process timber from the area; (5) The
trading, buying and selling of timber, primary and secondary
forest products and manufacturihg by-products betweem American
landowners and forest industey and Canadian industey at con-
stantly changing dollar exchange rates; (6) The owmership,
construction and maintenance of unresteicted weight 1imit

on timber haul roads by American landowners and forest in-
dustries; and (7) Reasonable rail transportation between
sawnills in both Maine and Canada and pulp and paper mills

iA Maine and wholesale and retail outlets in New Englamdl.

Figures 2 through 4, Hypothetical Timber Marketing

Situations #1, #2 and #3, are provided to illustrate some

of the potential interplay betweem the above described factors.

1.2.2 Present Management Practices In Mitigatiom Area
Great Northerm Paper Company, International Paper Company
and Prentiss & Carlisle Company, the major lamdowmers/managers

for the six townships located within the proposed mitigation
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Pigure 3

Hypothetical Timber Marketing Situation #2

Township X, Range Y

Aroostock County, Haine
Common -and undivided ownership Landowner A
being the Sole Owner/Forest Mamager and a
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area indicated that essentially the management practices
presently in effect in these towns will continue for at least
the next five to eight years. Their primary management ob-
jective is to manage the timber resources on a siustained yield.
This basis, which will insure a never ending and constant swpply
of quality sawtimber and poletimber. However, market and
spruce budworm infestatiom largely control the intensify of
their management practices and priorities. Currently there

is a considerable demand for spruce-fie sawtimber and pole-
timber. 1In addition, the spruce budworm infestation is very
serious in these towns. However, .tHhe present market for
hardwoods is limited primarily to the grade sawtimber and
veneer markets. Consequently, the spruce-fir stands are

being intensively managed primarily in salvage operatioms,

and the hardwood stands are receiving little, if any, manage-
ment atdention.

The harvestimg practices to be incorporated in any given
stand is determined by on-site inspection and amalysis,
Accessibility, species composition, stand vigor, age distrib-
ution and stocking are some of the parameters that govern
how the stand will be harvested. Selective harvesting or
uneven-aged silviculture is used when access and stocking
are good and the chances of windthrow are minimal. This
practice allows the manager to maintaim better control over
the species composition of the stand and helps minimize the

likelihood of stand degradation from insects or disease.
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Currently the selective timber harvest operations emacted

by the land managing companies in the area have set a 3 to

6 inch DBH limit on fir and a 10 to 12 inch DBH 1imit on
spruce. However, the spruece limit fluetuates up to 20 inches
DBH in some areas. (7)

Drawbacks to selective harvesting is that harvesting
operations are more costly due to a more frequent cutting
cycle and lighter volume removal per acre. Also, the l1ogging
operations may cause damage to trees not desighated for re-
moval .

Clearcutting or even-aged management is used when access
and stocking are poor, the age distributiom of the stand is
uniform and/or there is a high risk of windthrow, insect or
disease damage. The advantage of this method is that mechan-
ical harvesters such as the feller bunchers and the fleller
forwarders can be iused in the harvesting operations. These
fmachines not oenly enable the eompanies to reduce their har-
vesting eest per unit volume removed, but alse inerease the
ameunt ef utilization of each tree Narvesded.

Table 5 provides a breakdown by town regarding the recent
harvesting practices of the various landowners and managers
within the mitigation area.

As discussed in section 1.3 present management practices
in the spruce-fir habitat type are being disrupted and largely
controlled by the severity of the spruce budworm imffestattiom.

Chemical spraying, clearcutting, salvage cutting and the

14



TABLE 5

RECENT HARVESTING PRACTICES OF LANDOWNER AND/OR MANAGING COMPANIES
WITHIN TEE MITIGATION AREA, BY OB

Landowner/Manager Range

Great Nerthern T12 R11

T12 R12

T13 R12

Prentiss and Carlisle= T13 R13

International Paper Til 313
T12 R13

Recent Harvesting Practices

2400 Acres of regeneration representing clear-
cutting (1/10 of township) (30-150 acre cuts).
Still high percentage of mature (60-100 years
with 90% crown cover) and selectively cut
stands.

6050 Acres of regeneration indicating clear-
cutting (26% of area). Clearciits generally
from 30-500 acre bloecks with one evenaged
regeneration tract of 2200 acres. Low per-
centage selective cutting. Still high per-
centage of mature types.

3676 Acres of regeneration or 16% of area
clearectit recently. (30-300 acre clearcuts).
High percentage of selectively cut and mature

types.

12% of area in small clearcuts (3%-200 acre
cuts). High percentage of mature types and
selectively cut stands

Total selective harvesting - no clearcits

991 acres of regeneration. 1In small clear-
cuts (9% of area) (30-80 with one 200).

Source: Attachment 1 Fish and Wildlife Report March 1, 1980
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encouragement of more spruce regeneratiom are some of the
silvicultural treatments being employed to alleviate present
and future budworm related problems.

Even though the majority of the mitigatiom area is under
private ownership and management, there are mandatory state
land management regulations which must be complied with at
all times. The Maine Land Use Regulation Commission (CL.W.R.C.)
and the Maine Department of Conservation, Bureau of Parks
and Recreation are the two principal state agencies respon-
sible for implementing these regulatioms.

L.U.R.C. regulations require .the landowner/manager to
file for a permit prior to the harvesting of timber in areas
specifically zoned as Protectiom Districts which imclude
mountain areas, steep slopes, important historic sites and
natural areas (such as deer yards). Harvestimg permits that
are filed by landowners/mamagers must consider and address
special harvesting guidelines for each specific timber harvest
operation.

The Department of Conservation is concerned with the
management practices on land located withim a one mile limit
of the Allagash Wilderness Waterway (@.W.W.), a protected strip
of land ranging from 400' to 800' in width, on either side of
the Allagash River. The section of the A.W.W. that is in the
mitigation area represents approximately 3700 acres of lamd.
As for the one mile zone, the A.W.W. requires that a permit
(Cutting Plan) must be filed by land managers explainimg in

detail their proposed harvesting plans. (See Appendix 1 & 2.)
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The main purpose of the permit is to assist the Department
of Conservatiom in controlling the type and number of clearcuts

and access roads within the one mile zone of the A.W.W.

1.2.3 Management Resources

As stated earlier, the ownership of the land in the
mitigation area is on a basis of common and undivided inmterest
by Township. As such, normally multiple owners share all
economic gains and expenditures on a percentage basis.

Profits realized from the sale of timber within a particular
Township are distributed according to the fractional share
held by the various owners whether they be individuals or
companies. Taxes and maintenance costs and other expemnditures
are also shared in a similar mamner.

Usually, the majority shareholder (owmer) within a
Township assumes the management responsibilities. Howewer.
Township owners frequently share management respomsibilities
when it is expedient (e.g. if a minority landowner in T12 R12
has a forestry management crew working in T12 R11, and the
majoeity landownee of Tl2 R12 does not have a crew in the
immediate area, the minority owners' crew may assume tHemporary
fianagement responsibilities in T12 R12).

There are six major landowners/managers within the pro=
posed mitigatiom area; Great Northerm Paper Company, Imiter=-
national Paper Company, Prentiss & Carlisle Company, J. 0.
Irving Limited, Pete Sawyer*, and Seven Islands Land Compamy**.

sManages primarily lands owned by the Dunn Heirs.
**Manages primarily lands owned by the Pengree Heirs.

17



Table 2 indicates the percentage distributiom of ownership/
management within the Townships that comprise the potential
nitigation area.

Management responsibilities within the mitigation area
are distributed among three major owners. Great Northern
Paper Company assumes management responsibilities in T12 R11,
T12 R12 and T13 R12; International Paper Company in R1l R13
and T12 R13:; and Prentiss & Carlisle Company in T13 R13.

Great Northern Paper Company is one of the major timber-
land owner-managetrs in the north Maine weods region. They
have management responsibilities for both company owned and
jointly owned land. A professional staff of qualified
foresters, land managers and marketing specialists provide
management services that include silviculture, sumveyimg,
mapping, planning and supervisiom of harvesting, road con-
struction, marketing and related forest management activities.
The land in the proposed mitigatiom area is managed out of
the Portage, Maine, office. The firm employs approximately
forth (40);foresters and approximately 250 support persommel.

International Paper Company is reported by the Maine
Forest Service as holding ownership and/or joint owmership
in approximately 1.25 milliom acres of timberland in the
State of Maine. Within the proposed mitigatiom area they
have management responsibility for approximately 25,818 acres,
as indicated in Table 2. The firm employs approximately
fifty professiomals in the foresty and land management

fields. Personnel operating out of Ashland and Claytom Lake
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are responsible for all forest management activities within
the proposed mitigation lamds.

The firm of Prentiss & Carlisle Company of Bangor, Maine,
manage approximately 800,000 acres of woodland in Aroostook
County of which an estimated 19,576 acres are within tthe
proposed mitigation area. Management of the timiberlands.is
the responsibility of the firm's chief forester, who works
out of Ashland. Services include silviculture, mapping, sur-
veying, stumpage sales, harvesting sequence and methods,
inventories and consulting, road layout, line work, account-

ing activities and check scalimg.

1.2.4 Existing Road Network

The basis used for estimating the miles of road that
now exist in the mitigatiom area, was the informatiom provided
by International Paper Company. The miles of gravel road and
bulldozed winter roads for Til R13, T12 R11 and T12 R13 were
furnished by international Paper Company. Using these figures,
an average was ebtained fer the two road types; gravel, 0.6
miles per sgquare mile; bulldezed winter reads, 1.1 miles per
sguare mile, tsing these values, estimates were established

fer the féﬁaiﬁiﬁ@ three Tewnships as follews:
Miles of Bulldozed

Township Miles of Gravel Road Winter Roads

Til R13 21 48

Ti2 RI11 39 9

T2 R12 29 1%

T12 R13 17 47

T13 R12 38 9

T13 R13 22 40
Totals 166 168
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The above two road types would be considered major roads,
with an estimated present value of $15,000 per mile for gravel
roads and $6,000 per mile for winter roads. It has been esti-
mated that the cost of constructing a 28 foot standard gravel
road today would range from $25,000 to $35,000 per mile (@n-
eluding bridges and culverts). 1nformation obtained from
Appendix K, Fish & Wildlife Mitigation Blan (Frelimiinary)
indieates that road maintenamece eests average $0.05 per #heusand
beard feet per mile per year. The read iAventery presented
here dees net inelude an undetermined ameunt of permanent and
teriperaky skid reads.

1,2.5 Present Harvesting and/or Operators in Mitigation

Lands

information regarding wood harvesting companies and oper-
ators was obtained from two of the three major siareholders
in the proposed mitigation lands; Great Northeem and Inter-
natienal Paper.

Great Northern Paper is the largest timber harvesting
company presently operating in the proposed mitigation area
and uses their own logging crews to harvest approximately
375,000 cords per year. 1n addition, the company contracts
serviees from a number of private logging contractors for
about 300,000 cords per year. As noted in Table 4, approxi-
mately 12,500 eords of this harvest comes from the proposed
mitigatien lands. Great Northeen Paper Company reportedly
eploys over 400 people iIn mine company operated camps im

Maine.
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International Paper Company, the second largest owner/
manager in the mitigation area, uses private loggers, on a
contractual basis, to conduct their harvesting actiwvities.

The Company reportedly has two contractors, employing 40
people, operating in Township Tlil R13, and one comtractor,
employing 30 people, operating in Township T12 R13.

Due to the limited amount of informatiom obtained relative
to the number of people presently employed in harvesting activ-
ities on mitigation lands, an estimate has been made based on
information provided by private logging contractors, area
foresters, and forest managers. Production estimates for a
two man logging crew ranged from 20 to 30 cords per day de-
pending on weather conditions, terrain and type of harvesting
being done (selective cut or clean-cut). The average two man
crew reportedly works four to five days per week, 25 to 30
weeks per year. Averaging these figures, one two man crew,
eutting 25 cords per day, 124 days per year, would cut 3,100
cords per year. Based on the reported annual harvest in the
mitigation area of 34.340 cords (Table 4), an estimated 11 to
12 man crews (22-24 people) would be required to harvest this
guantity of timber. However, this does not take into consid-
eration the time required to move from one harvesting location
to another, equipment failure, acecidents, etc. Also, it does
Aot consider support personnel employed in the logging camps,
truek drivers and field supervisory personnel. Therefore, it
is estinated that approximately 70 people are presently employ-
ed in logging activities within the mitigamltticor, area.

21



Logging crews, consisting of two men, average about
$40,000 per year (mssuming a 25-30 week work year). This

includes the fee for skidder remtall.

1.2.6 Timber Flow Into Canada

The informatiom presented in Table 3 indicates that approx-
imately 19,340 cords per year of timber from the mitigation
area is presently going to three Canadian mills in Quebec
Province. These mills produce construction lumber, cedar
shingles and wood ehips, sofie of which is marketed in the
United States. Based on avalilable data, Table 4 was prepared
to more speecifieally identify the present timber flow froem the
fmitigation lands. As indicated, the predominant species har-
vested is spruce and fir. All of the cedar from these Town-
ships reportedly goes te Canada. A limited amount of veneer
frem these lands gees e Presgque isle. This has net been
identified separately in the table beeause the guantity is
minimal.

Although the present flow of. timber from the proposed miti-
gation area is not expected to change drastically within the
next eight to ten years, the recent acquisition of the Masardis
sawmill by international Paper Company will most likely de-
orease the volume of sawtimber now going to Canada from Imter-

national Paper lamds.
1.j Loruce Budworm

1.3.1 Extent of Imffestation
Of all the diseases and parasites destroying the commercial
22



forests of Maine, the Spruce Budworm, Choristoneuwra fumiferama,

has had the greatest economical and silvicultural impacit.

The budworm is cyclic in nature with the populatiom reach-
ing severe epidemic levels when large areas of spruce and fir
reach maturity. There is evidence of outbreaks occurring in
1770, 1806, 1878, 1910, 1949 and from the mid-1960"s until the
present time. The first epidemie of real economic conceen was
the 1910 outbreak in which 27,500,000 cords of spruce and fir
were destroyed. 1In some towns mortality approached 90% of
the spruce fir growing stock. The latest outbreak has caused
severe levels of mortality and produced large economic losses.
The results of a 1976 survey show that 400,000 million board
feet of standing spruce-fir timber have been killed during
the current outbreak (QU).

The budworm population has been fluctuatimg over the past
several years as is evident in Figures 5, 6, 7, 8 and 9. The
area of northwest Maine in which the mitigatiom lands are
located have a moderate to severe rating with regards to de-
foliation and thus were considered for spraying as part of
the 1979 program. Figure 10 outlines those areas which were
ineluded in the proposed spray project. (See Section, Spruce
Budworm Spray Program as a Control Measure, for detailed in-

formation spaying.)

1.3.2 Timber Losses
As a result of the budworm infestation, timber guantity

and quality will be greatly affected. These losses will occur

23






||n

—— PROPOSED
MITLGATLON
LAND

rigmire 6 AREAS OF SPRUEE BUBWORM
INFESTATION

SCALE: 1"e30 miles 1876

. TO LICHT 0=20% Source; Spruce Budwerm in
NEGL Maine 1910-1876
MEDIUM 212-502

HEAVY TO SEVERE 512-100%

—
Z6




PROPOSED IMPOUNDMENT AREA

PROPOSED
METIGATLON
RAND <

W S G RGP B D P A UNED o T GAD GO € G AP W Gk 9 6F Cuned

Figure 7
AREAS 7 SPRUCE BUDWORM
ISFESTATION
1976
SCALE; 1"=30 miles
NEGL. TO LIGHT 0-20% Source: Spruce Budworm in

MEDIUM 21%=-50% Maine 1910-1976

HEAVY TO SEVERE 512-100%

e

26



ﬁi e
PROPOSED IMPOUNDMENT AREA

e b . . . - . . S o W Om h Ao

N>

-

Negligible: Zero-Lawj
Spotty: Low=High
Med Lum-High

. e 53 Y GRO WG
e AR T D i o A SN S G MR~ Em e ma e W e -

Pigure 8

Areas of moderate-severe defoliatiom in
1977 as determined from the aerial survey
made to decact foliage browning at the
en? of the budworm feeding period.

Source: Spruce Budworm in Maine-1977




PROPOSED

— =
Pigure 9

joreci buthera dofol fatlerr, 1373 WF/8Y

Cooperative Spruce Bucverra Suppression Preject Maine, 1878
Final Efi trommertal 3tatement

28




PROPOSED
MITIGATION LAND

PROPOSED
IMPOUNDMENT
AREA SR
1___1.__..
. |
i{ — |
o
Figure 10
SPRUCE BUGWORM
SRRAY_PRDIECT

Sra«s  jat&sm
Raed e BR0B

"B8Dd *m am

Sources Cooperatilx - Spruce Budworm Suppression Prejest Maine, 1978
Final Environmental Statement

29



in three caftegories.
1) Growth loss
2) Volume and degradation loss
3) Mortality loss

Growth lLoss

Detailed studies being conducted by Rea and Houseweart
in Maine regarding budworm impact on growth are :inconclusive
and as a restlt guantitative volumes of timber losses are
unavailable @).

Studies have shown that a tree which is attaclke=dl' by
budworm, but not severely defoliated (i.e. loses less than
75% of the current year‘s growth) suffers little growth
loss. Even under heavy attack (75-100%) little change can
be noticed for two years. 1t has been found that 25-50% of
the old foliage must he losk, before a ehange in yearly growth
is detectable. 1t does appear that the effect of defoliation
is ecumulative, and evident in the third year, even if defolia-
tion for that year is slight or non-existant ((3)-

In reviewing the levels of budworm activity over the past
several years in the mitigatiom area (Figures 5-9) it must be
assumed that the spruce-fir is growing at a very Tuppressed
rate, if at all. As a result of the decreased growth rates,
the future harvest yields from these lands willl, be reduced.

=“w=re comprehensive studies are necessary to produce
valid figures on actual growth losses occurrimg in the study area.
Volmm? ind Degradatiom_ loSses
In many instances tree death may not be the direct yesult
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of budworm infestation. Defoliatiom may make the tree sus-
ceptible to other insect and decay fungi, however, the exact
relationship between budworm attack and subsequent imvasion
by other agents have yet to be eoneclusively determined (3).

A large proportion of volume reduction occurs as a result
of top damage. The tree is opened up to fungi invasion with
an alteration in tree form resulting. This ehange oceurs as
a result of the lateral branches competing to achieve domii-
nanece as the main leader (3). As a result,the tree develops
sweeps and erooks in the bole whieh will affeet its potential
to make guality sawtimber, but Raving little or no effeet eén
its usefulness as pulp material.

In addition to changes in tree form, fungi invasion.will
cause discoloration in the wood fiber in the form of blue and
red stain. Blue stain will result in some lumber degrade and
ninor pulpwood degrade due to brightness and bleachimg prob-
lems. Red stain indicates wood with lower strength values.

As the stained sapwood becomes a white pitted rote, it becomes
useless for most woed prodiuets. Although the heartwood is
still usable, the diffieulty of separating the two makes con-
version unptofitable ((3).

The exact loss of volume will depend upon the extent and
severity of degradation, the time remaining for salvage, the
intended use of the tree and the specific sawmill and pulpmill
conversion process used. Studies have shown that the longest
time a tree can remain salvagable is five years, but complete

investigations in this area need to be conducted (@)).
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Mortality Losses

The area within the mitigatiom lands contains approxi-
mately 68,000 acres offspruce—fir and mixed forest timber
type. A severe budwerm infestation epidemic wowld have a
major silvicultural impact on the area as well as the rest
of the spruce=fir regiom.

The spray program has played an important role in limit-
ing mortality from budworm but has not eliminated it. Although
there are no figures relating directly to the mitigation area,
the recently published draft Environmental Impact Statement
for the 1980 spray project has estimated that mortality on
treated acreage averaged 0.40 cords per acre. Applying this
figure to the mitigatiom area, approximately 27,200 cords have
been lost on an annual basis. Discounting for salvagability
(25%) and merchantability (30%), the estimated volume loss of
the commercial forest resources approaches 14,300 cords. At
$11.00/c0rd, the economic loss is valued at approximately
$157,000 (@)-

Without a spray program, however, the rate of mortality
would greatly increase. 1In the final Environmental Impact
Statement dealing with the 1979 spray program, it was sttated
that without spraying a mortality rate of approximately 0.8
cords/aceke could be expected. At this rate, roughly 55,000
cords would be destroyed within the mitigation area in the first

year. Discountimg for salvagability and mortality, approx=
imately 29,000 cords worth approximately $320,000 would be

lost. 1in addition, if no further spraying was conducted to
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control the budworm population, it is expected that 70% of
the fir and 25% of the spruce growing stock would probably
be lost within 5-10 years. With this loss, a period of 30
or more years would be required before the trees would reach

merchantable pulpwood size again and longer for sawtimber (@4)).

1.3.3 Spruce Budworm Spray Program as a Control Measure

Since 1954 the spruce budworm populatiom has been control-
led to a large degree with the use of aerial spraying of imsect-
iecidbes: Spraying has taken the form of a cooperative program
between the United States Porest Service, the Maine Forest
Serviece, private industry and other landowners. Table 6
depiets the annualized cost of the program for eaech spray
year By partielipates contribuetion.

From 1954-1964 all spray programs used DDT as the sole
insecticide. Pollowing public pressure to ban its use, several
alternative sprays were selected including Sevin 8 oil,

Dylox 4, Orthene Porest Spray and Thuricide (1). Table 7
provides a history of the sprays used since the program’s
inception.

BEach of the above mentioned sprays is utilized in specific
areas. Sevin 8 oll is recommended for use in those areas where
tree condition is eritiecal and expected budworm population
levels indieate early defoliatien. Dylex 4 is sprayed in
areas containing bee hives due to its low toxicity to bees.
Orthene Forest Spray is utilized .in areas where aquatic inver-
tebrates and fish are sensitive. Thuricide is recommended
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TABLE 6

SUMMARY OF AERIAL SPRAYING FOR SPRUCE BUDWORM CONTROL IN MAINE

YEAR INSECTICIDE ACRES TREATED
1954 DDT 21,000
1958 DDT 302,000
1960 DDT 217,000
1961 DDT 53,000
1963 DDT 479,000
1964 DDT 58,000
1967 DDT 92,000
1970 Fenitrothion (@oowtihiom) 210,000
1972 Mexacarbate (Zectram) 500,000
1973 Mexacarbate (Zectiram) 470,000
1974 Mexacarbate (Zectram) 430,000
Fenithrothion (Gumditthion) 1,499,000
Mexacarbate (Zectram) 238,000
1976 Carbaryl (Sevin 4 0i1) 3,460,000
Trichlorfon (Dylox 4) 40,000
1977 Carbaryl (Sevin 4 0il) 808,000
Trichlorfon (Dylox 4) 55,000
Acephate (Orthene Forest Spray) 58,000
1978 Carbaryl (Sevin 4 0il) 967,000
Trichlorfon (Dylox 4) 54,000
Acephate (Orthene Forest Spray) 96,000
Bacillus thirimgiensis
(Thuricide 16B) 21,000
1979 Carbaryl (Sevin 4 0il1) 2,479,000
Trichlorfon (Dylox 4) 97,000
Acephate (Orthene Forest Spray) 110,000
Bacillus tghurimgiensis
(Thuricide 16B,24,32,32B) 41,000

Source: Proposed Cooperative Spruce Budworm Suppression Project Maine
1980 Draft Environmental Impact Stattement
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TABLE 7

SPRUCE BUDWORM SPRAY PROJECT FINANCIAL HISTORY 1954-1979
Contributions to Project Cost

(% in parems.)

Year Private State Federal Total
1954 § 10,045 (44) $ 3,482 (24) 8§ 7,314 (32) § 22,841
1958 88,054 (37) 88,270 (37) 58,612 (26) 234,936
1960 71,834 (37) 71,750 (37) 47,750 (26) 191,334
1961 23,189 (37) 23,309 (37) 15,459 (26) 61,957
1963 179,805 (37) 183,552 (38) 125,777 (25) 489,134
1964 28,018 (36) 28,017 (36) 21,667 (28) 77,702
1967 35,953 (30) 35,953 (30) 45,955 (40) 117,861
1970 84,263 (31) 80,926 (30) 105,119 (29) 270,308
1972 385,943 (29) 385,943 (29) 538,001 (42) 1,309,887
1973 360,000 (30) 228,748 (20) 588,745 (50) 1,177,496
1974 360,000 (36) 143,078 (14) 503,078 (50) 1,006,156
1975 2,361,372 (38) 745,696 (12) 3,107,068 (50) 6,214,137
1976 3,964,590 (46.5) 298,410 (3.5) 4,263,000 (50) 8,526,580
1977 1,865,055 (61.5) 77,286 (2.5) 1,082,000 (36) 3,034,341%

1978%% 2,211,120 (59.2) 179,280 (4.2) 1,344,600 (36) 3,735,000

1979 6,600,000 (60) 400,000 (4.0) 4,000,000 (36) 11,000,000

*1977 costs include indirect costs, federally oostt-shared.

**In 1978, outlays exceeded true project cost by 262,500. This was the cost
of 3 tank cars of Sevin-4-oil purchased in 1978 but stored for use in 1979.
The data shown here represent the cost of the project and not the total
outlays made.

Source: Maine Forest Serxvice
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for very sensitive areas with fish, wildlife and human
habitation. It is a micro-organism which is pathogenic
only to certain insect larvae and therefore particularly
desirable for environmental reasons. 1t is however quite
expensive compared to the other insecticides (@)).

In order to protect sensitive zones from any adverse
effects resulting from the above mentioned sprays, buffer
zones have been established within which no spraying will be
conducted. Spraying is avoided over all open water and
marshes. 1In addition all lands in the Allagash Wilderness
Waterway have been withdrawn from sprayindg.

The extent of the buffer zone will depend upon the in-
secticide used, the form of aircraft utilized in the applica-
tion, and the area being sprayed.

The justificatiom for spraying has switched from reducing
budworm population to innocuous levels (pre-1970) to preserv-
ing foliage to prevent tree mortality (post-1970). A spraying
project is considered successful when the following criteria
have been met: (1) a 90% reduction of the budworm populatiom,,
and (2) protectiom of 35% of the current year's foliage. The
long-term objective is to accomplish over several years a
reduction of budworm population thereby regulating the florest
and stabilizing the wood-using industry (#).

In 1978 these objectives were not met; primarily due to
weather conditions which inhibited spraying and a hudworm
larvae population which developed more rapidly than the fir

foliage. As a result, all of the areas sprayed within the

36



Allagash-St. Johns region required additional treatment in
1979.
Figure 10 outlines the spray blocks for 1979. tnlike #he
1978 spray program, the 1979 project has been termed a success
in meeting population reduction and foliage protection require-
ments .
Presently the draft Environmental Impact Statement for
the 1980 project is being reviewed in public workshops and
by administrative personnel. The preliminary altermative
selected by the U. S. Porest Service is to provide no ffederal
assistance for the 1980 spray program. This decision is based
on the following comclusions:
*1) Previous chemical insecticide spray projects have
not stopped tree mortality, prevented stand deter-
ioration, halted the spruce budworm outbreak, or
altered forest conditions which favor budworm outthreak.

2) 1Insecticide spraying may be prolonging the oufhreak.

3) Wood supply and demand data are not available to
support the assumption that the spruce and fir
stands proposed for treatment should be protected.

4) Economic analyses supporting the other action altern-
atives are valid only if all the wood receiving pro-
tection is required to maintain the Maine florest
economy -

5) Long-term effects associated with temporary reductions
in population of some aquatic and terrestrial imsect

species are wrilkmauwm.

37



In addition, the economic effects of insecticide treat-
ment in any one year are short term with all costs and bemefits
occurring within two years. Long-term economic effects occur
only when treatment is applied annually. 1nsecticide #reat-
ments prolong tree life and provide additional time for forest
landowners to market budworm damaged or budworm-susceptible
stands™ (12) .

Should this become the final decision of the Forest
Service, the future of the spray may be in serious jJeop=udhy.
At the moment, private industry and the state of Maine have
made no decisions as to what their future activities would
be should federal aid be withdrawn. 1t is likely that the
program would continue, but on a much more limited basis
with only the extremely critical areas receiving treatmemt.

The townships in which the nmitigation lands are situated
presently have a 1-5% mortality rating as a result of budworm
infestation. Approximately 82,300 acres have been sprayed
over the past five years with areas again being recommended
for future spraying.

1.3.4 Use of Preventative/Salvage Cuttings and Imttegrated

Pest Mamagement

As a result of the moderate to severe rating of defolia-
tion within the mitigation area, the managers of the towns
involved have taken steps to reduce the volume and economic
losses resulting from the infestation. These actions are
presently taking place in the form of prevemtative/salvage

cuttings in conjunctiom with on-going spraying programs.
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The resulting form of treatment can be characterized as inte-
grated pest mamagememt.

One selective harvest method being utilized involves the
removal of the mature and overmature spruce and fir along with
the selective reduction of fir in favor of spruce. Additional
selective operations, including shelterwood and seed tree
harvests, involve maintaining a spruce overstory in order o
encourage spruce reproduction and reduce fir regeneratiom.

Another form of silvicultural treatment being utilized
is clearcutting. This practice is normally instituted in
mature spruce-fir stands. 1In the mitigatiom area, clearcutting
is mainly being used as a salvage tool in those stands which
already have, or are bhegimming to suffffer from sawere Hudieanm
attack.

Should the spray program be reduced or discomtimeed,
the above mentioned forms of management in a much more inten=
sified form may become the primary tool for combating the
budworm infestatiom of the area.

Combining preventative/salvage cuttings with spraying
operations results in a form of management known as iimtegrated
pest management. This form of management would allow a large
portion of the existing volume in mature and overmature spruce
and fir to die and remain unsalvaged. In turn, all management
efforts would be concentrated on those stands which were de-=
termined to be the most productive and accessible:. Direct
control with insecticides, particularly Thuricide; would be

required on those targeted lands until the budworm imfestation
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ran its course on the unprotected lands and budworm reimnvasion
pressures decreased ((12).

Conversations with personnel from the majoe forest imdus-
tries in the area indicate that the directiem of iImtegrated
pest management is expected to change in the coming years firom
that of spraying to silvicultural technigques for the control
of spruee budworem (7).

1.3,5 Economic Impact of Preventative Cutting and

Integrated Pest HManagement

The state and private landowners are beginning to imnsti-
tute long-term silvicultural practices on a limited basis to
reduce the susceptibility of spruce fir stands to budworm
attack. While the long-term economic effect may be bemeficial,,
these practices are quite expensive to implement iimiithiialllly.
Large quantities of acreage cannot receive treatment in time
to avoid damage and loss resulting from budworm attack. At
the present time, area mills could not process the large wvolume
of timber which would be removed in such operations due to
their limited capacities. However, over the long term,in-
creased productivity and reduced susceptibility to budworm
should result from these treatments (@)).

1t may be necessary to conduct some treatments on a mon=
commercial basis. To help owners offset the high cost of
treatment, Maine offers landowners who develop and implement
an approved silvicultural treatment plan a deductiom in the

state's budworm excise tax ((%).
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An on-going study to determine the economic demand for
the spruce-fir resource would be required before the expanded
use of integrated pest management as a control tool can be
evaluated. The initial step would involve a complete amalysis
of the timber supply and demand throughout the state. It is
expected that a long-term stabilizatiom of budworm population
is possible if such management is applied to the entire spruce-
fir resource (4). However, the use of Thuricide and other
insecticides with the initiation of integrated pest management
is marginally cost efficient in the short term and decreases
as the volume of acres treated, the discount rate, and the
number of years in which treatment is necessary increase. Due
to the high cost of Thuricide, only the most valuable stands
can receive treatment (12). Additional research is mecessary
before this practice can be instituted on a large scale in

the state.

1.3.6 1Impact on Timber Supply

The future timber inventory of Maine is very much in
question as a result of the budworm infestation. From 1958
through 1970, approximately 36 percent of the state's spruce-
fir growth was harvested. While current growth to harvest
ratios have not yet clearly been determined, there are indi-
cations that it may be nearly equal. A recent study has con-
cluded that "no latitude exists for sustainimng large tree
growth or mortality losses without impacting directly upon

the present economic base". (12)
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An accurate estimate of supply-demand data regarding the
Maine forest industry is also currently lacking. As a result
a precise evaluation pertaining to the degree of protection
needs and economic losses from a severe budworm inmffestation
is hard to predict (U2).

It is safe to assume however that any continued or future
budworm outbreak will adversely affect the spruce-fir invemtory

and the region's forest imdustry.

1.3.7 Opportunity Costs Resulting from Budworm Damage

With or without the implementatiom of the mitigatiom plam,
there will be a mortality loss resulting from budworm imfesta-
tion. This level of mortality will exist even with the contin-
uation of the spray program. The assumed base mortality rate
will be the previously mentioned 0.40 cords per acre. "The
rate is assumed to be constant for years 1-25 and then under-
goes abatement of 50% in yeaks 26-50 and 51-100 comsecutively
as a result of natural or manipulated population controls.”™ (5)
This of course is only an estimate as the future levels of
budworim as well as future control methods are virtually impos-
sible to prediet. A hundred year period was chosen since this
is the projeet 1ife of the impoundment area. Table 8 illus-
trates the less that would eeeuk withih the hundred year tinme

frame.
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TABLE 8
ESTIMATED LOSS IN THE MITIGATION AREA DUE TO
BUDWORM AND RELATED MORTALITY

Years Annual Loss (M Cords) Total Loss (M Cords)
1-25 27.2 680.0
26-50 13.6 340.0
51-100 6.8 340.0
1360.0

Total Loss = 1,360,000 cords

Mortality losses without the spray program would be
much higher. There is a potential loss of up to 70% of the
fir and 25% of the spruce growing stock withim 5-10 years
should spraying be discontinued. Assuming an average spruce-
fir stand density of 16 cords per acre and the eventual
mortality of 9.9 cords per acre within ten years (4), approx-
imately 675,000 ecords would be destroyed within the mitigation
area. Discounting for salvagability (299F and merchantability
(30%), the estimated volume lo6ss approaches 355,000 cords.
At the present day priee of $11.00 per cord, the loss is
valued at $3.9 millien. The ecenemie 16ss however must be
eonsidered eonservately low whea reviewing the reeent escal-
ating stumpage priees. 1A addition this priee does net take
inte aeeeunt the sawtimber velume present which would greatly
inerease the priee. The lesg fer the remalning 90 years weuld
Be very diffieult te sstimate, but i1t will guite likely exeeed
the lesses whieh weuld Be experieneed threugh a centinued
spray progka.
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In addition to the forest resource which may be lost,,
another major component which may be drastically changed is
the wildlife habitat potential of the forestland. (See Section
2, Evaluation of the Mitigatiomn Plan, for detailed iimformation.)
Should this occur,the possibility of lost hunting license
revenue exists and should be considered as an opportunity
cost. A quantitative value of this lost revenue is however

quite difficult to estimatte.
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2.0 Evaluation of the Mitigatiom Plan

The successful implementation of the mitigation plan
will depend upon a variety of factors which are disecussed in
this section. Shortcomings in any one of these factoes may
be of an adverse enough nature to seriously limit attainment
of the desired mitigation goals. 1In additien to the factors
mentioned below, additional areas conecerning plan implemen-

tation are covered in Sectien 2.2.4 of the mitigation plam.

2.1 Site Selection

The townships designated for acquisitiom were selected
according to their overall value for wildlife mitigatiom.
Habitat type composition, forest maturity, deer wintering
habitat, stream valley habitat, public ownership, site
accessibility and cohesiveness of mitigation management
units were the parameters used to evaluate a towmship's
potential for wildlife mitigation. Of the various sites
studied, those towns along the Allagash Wilderness Waterway
and southeast of the impoundment area were found to provide
the greatest potential in meeting the above mentioned needs
and thus have been designated as the proposed nitigation
area. 1Ineluded in this area are townships T13 R13, T13 R12,
712 Ri2, and Ti2 Ri3 and Til Ri3 fret the Allagash Wilderness
Wateeway beundaky te the easd.
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2.2 Acquisition of the Mitigation Lands

It is recommended that proceedings to acquire the land
take place immediately following project approval as there
may be delays in acquisitiom should the landowners refuse to
accept the proposed compensation payments. Their refusal may
result in lengthy court condemnation proceedings and delay
implementatiomn of the plan. 1n addition, it may be mecessary
to impose regulatory constraints on the landowners to prevent
overcutting and destruction of the forest land before it is
acquired for mitigation. Any severe overcutting may reduce
the habitat potential for portions of the land and tihereby

render elements of the plan inmeffffecttive.
2.3 Implementatiom of the Mitigation Plan

2.3.1 Economic Operability of Initial Plan Implementation

The plan presently calls for management measures to begin
concuerently with project construction. 1Included in these
measures is the initiation of timber marketing in designated
areas. Successful implementatiom of this phase of the plan
from an economic viewpoint however is gquestionsible.

Current project plans call for the clearing of 34,700
acres of the impoundment during the first four years of
eonstruction (13). This short harvest schedule would place
an enormous amount of timber on the market. 1In addition to
this volume, landowners throughout the region may be conduct-

ing salvage cuttings of budworm infested stands to prevent
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economic losses. These two sources of raw material may push
area mill capacities to their 1limits, leaving timber being
removed not only from the mitigatiom lands, but from other
area lands with no marketplace.

The area being cleared in the impoundment area will in
all likelihood be of the clearcut nature. This will allow
for a totally mechanized form of harvest to take place. 1n
comparing this to the selective harvests or very small
cleareuts proposed for the mitigation area, there exists the
possibility that most woeds crews may have little or no
desire to work in the mitigatiom area. This stems from the
fact that they are paid on a production basis and dherefore
would probably realize a greater economic benefit from har-
vesting in the impoundment area or elsewhere in the St. Johns/
Allagash basins. 1f a marketplace could be found for the
material, large subsidies may be required to entice workers
into the mitigation area. 1t must therefore be assumed that
most if not all harvest operations which take place in the
mitigation area during the first four years of dam comstruction

may be of a non-commercial mnatwure.

2.3.2 Effects of Present Harvesting on Plan Implementation

Harvesting is presently taking place according to the
guidelines mentioned in Section 1.2 with regards to diameter
limits and type of timber being removed. Of the total acreage

within the mitigation area, approximately 44,000 acres have
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been designated as mature spruce-fir. This timber type
furnishes the greatest wildlife management potential. How-
ever, harvesting practices are continually reducing this
eomponent. As a result, the overall wildlife management
potential may be declining. To compensate for this' loss,,
additional land acquisition may be necessary to achieve the
desired wildlife mitigation. The possibility of additional
land acquisition should be carefully reviewed and presented

in the finalized mitigation plam.

2.3.3 Effects of Spruce Budworm on Plan Implememtation

The present spruce budworm epidemic may make implememtation
of the mitigation plan, both from wildlife management and
timber management prospectives extremely difficult. As sHatted,
the towns within the mitigatiom area presently have a critical
rating with regards to mortality. An annual net volume
loss of up to 27,000 cords is likely oceurring. sShould
spraying be discontinued, muech higher losses could be expected,
with up to 70% of the fir and 25% of the spruce component
being destroyed within 5-10 years. As a result, any antici-
pated harvest scehedule would be upset as massive salvage
eperations would be reguired. A reduetion of the forest resource
base will eeeur as a result of the infestatiomn and salvage ép-
eratien. This reduetien in guantities of seftweed available
for marketing weuld plaee inereased emphasis eh the hardwesed
eefipenent whieh as previeusly stated; has a very 1imited marked.
1f this market is net expanded and impreved te allew imereased

48



marketing, the annual income from harvesting would be greatly
reduced. This would result in an increased operating deficit
for the area.

Presently the landowners and managing companies are con-
ducting salvage operations in the area to alleviate the bud-
worm epidemic. It would be advantageous from an ecomomic
and silvicultural viewpoint to continue these operations
without interruption during and following land acguilsitiiom.

With regards to wildlife management potential, the spruce
budworm will both positively and adversely affect the flutture
habitat potential of the area.

It may serve as a silvicultural tool in some areas by
thinning or removing spruce-fir stands and providing a diver-
sified stand composition. This will serve to promote a habitat
suitable for a variety of species.

The adverse effects of budworm are, however, quite
pronounced. Currently there are approximately 14,540 acres
of deer wintering yards within the proposed mitigation area.
As a result of the present infestatiom a reductiom of yards
will likely occur. Without preventative cuttings the loss
may reach 7,000-11,000 acres (). These losses may also be
somewhat reduced in those yards which have a siigmifficant
component of white cedar and/or black spruce (13). The exact
volumes of cedar and spruce present is unavailable and sttudies
to determine an accurate estimate of possible deer wintering

yard losses is recommemded.
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Along with the loss of wintering yards, heavy imffestation
and defoliation and mortality will affect the spruce-fir
bottomlands which have been zoned in the mitigatiom plan for
deep woods species. As a restult, management measures to
maintain and enhance the habitat potential for stch species
as spruce grouse, marten, lynx and black bear may be reduced.

The loss of the habitat units may drastically reduce the
potential for successful implementatiom of the mitigation
plan. 1t is therefore quite essential that the ffimalized
nitigation plan discuss and carefully consider the potential
impact of spruce budworm infestatiom and spruce~fir mortality

on plan immllenemtattiom.

2.4 Peasibility of Hardwood Marketing

The present and future demands for low quality hardwoods
will definitely affect the success of implementimg the mitiga-
tion plan. 1In this area the past and present hardwood market
has been restricted to veneer and higher quality logs. The
historical absence of a low quality hardwood market and the
high-grading of the quality timber has resulted in residual
stands that are now largely comprised of damaged, defective
and low grade timber ().

Information obtained from mills drawing from the mitiga-
tion area indicates that approximately 34,840 cords are amnual-
1y harvested. (See Table 4.) Hardwood volumes, though not
separately ineluded in Table 4 represent a small percentage

of the total velume. An average timber sale size for this
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area is approximately 450 acres and contains approximately
4,000,000 board feet (14). The hardwood compositiom repre-
sents approximately 4% or 150,000 board feet (14). Therefore
by using the 4% hardweed harvesting ratie it can be assumed
that 1,394 cords of hardwoods are presently being harvested
from the mitigation area.

According to the mitigatiom plan, there are approximately
34,149 acres of pure hardwood stands present in the mitiga-
tion area. (See Table 9.) Assuming that a harvest rate of
.31 cords/acre/year  is maintained, as proposed, then 10,586
cords of hardwood would be annually harvested. Comsequently,
a harvest increase of 9,192 cords of hardwoods can be amti-
eipated. 1f the present hardwood market remains comstamt,
then this additional volume may not be marketable.

As a result, a 100% government subsidy may be required
just to cut, lop and pile this timber. A two-man crew is
capable of harvesting roughly 25 cords per day (9). Therefore
approximately 368 crew days or 74 crew weeks will be mecessary
to cut this timber. With the present crew salary (Skidder
rental included) being approximately $1,400.00 per week, the
harvesting cost will be approximately $103,600.00 or $11.27
peE €ord.

The deficit for harvesting hardwoods can be reduced or
elininated by the development of a viable low grade market.
The utilizatiom of lower guality timber for firewood and

wood pellet productiom and as biomass for steam and electric
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TABLE 9
COVER TYPE COMPOSLTION WLTHIN THE MITIGATION AREA, BY ACRES

Softwood Hardwood Total

Cover Type (acres) (acres) Acreage
Softwood Mature 38,481 5,497 43,978
Softwood-Hardwood Mature 13,191 7,915 21,106
Hardwood Mature 1,950 13,650 15,600
Poplar Birch Matuxre = === 595 595
Hardwood-Softwood Mature 3,089 5,148 8,237
Hardwood Regemeration ——— 1,344 1,344
Softwood Regemeration 1,482 —— 1,482
Totals 58,193 34,149 92,342

Figures were obtained by multiplyimg the average percent cover type
given in the Mitigation Plan times the total acreage
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energy production may be possible future markets. However,
until these or other markets are made available, the har-
vesting of low grade timber within the mitigation area will
require substantial government subsidies. A study examining
the feasibility of developing future low grade hardwoed mar-
kets is strongly recermended.

2.5 Evaluation of Proposed Subsidies

The proposed 25% subsidy may not sufficiently offset
the cost of achieving desired management objectives. As
previously discussed, in order to initiate harvesting in
hardwood stands, considerable subsidies may be required.
in contrast, harvesting practices prescribed for spruce-fir
stands may be economically feasible without sibsidizing. The
accessibility, sale size and volume per acre will determine
the eeonomic operability of each timber sale. Assuming maxi-
fauf aeeessibility, the minimuih sale size which is considered
commerecially feasible is approeximately 2,000 eords ().
Therefore, timber sales net eentaining this velume will
likely require some degree of subsidizing. Hewever, a real-
istie estimate determining the amount of subsidizing reguired
te inaet the mitigatiom plan eannet be made until a detailed
harvest plan is develeped.

2.6 Cost of Achieving Desired Mitigatiom Results
The mitigationm plan presently envisions an ammualized
cost for project implementatiom of $1,535,400 at the author-

ized 3-1/4% and $2,725,800 at the current water resource
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rate of 7-1/8%. The minimum yearly potential income result-
ing from stumpage sales and visitor user fees is stated to
be $256,900, thereby creating a possible yearly budget
deficit of §$1,278,500 - %2,468,900.

54



3.0 Economic and Forestry Impacts of Plan Immlememtation

3.1 Marketability

Implementation of the mitigatiom plan may adversely affect
the marketability of the forest resource. The severity of tthe
impact can only be rationally analyzed once a specific harvest
schedule is compiled. The plan states generally how areas will
be managed for certain wildlife species requirements. However,
there is no reference made to where and how much of each manage-
ment technique is going to be applied. For example, the plan
calls for small clear-cuts 2-4 aeres in size, but gives no
indieation of where they are going to be located, how freguently
they will oeceur, of how elose they will be to other areas
designated for harvesting. All of these factors will directly
affeet the stumpage priee and eeonomic operability withian the
fmitigation area.

The main objectives of the harvest plan are to decrease
the uniformity of the evenaged timber types and to create a
mnore diverse age (umevenage) distribution throughout the miti-
gation area. To accomplish these objectives, single and
group tree selection, small patch-cuts and a more imtensive
eutting eyele are reconmended .

In theory these recommendatiomns are sound, however, the
actual execution of these requirements may cause some market-
ing diffieulties. First of all, the 10-15 yeaFr cutting cycle
which is proposed for the mitigation area is more imtemsive

than is presently being utilized. The forest imdwstry/land
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managing companies are maintaining a 20-25 year cutting cycle
in areas being selectively harvested and are harvesting approx-
imately .4 cords/acre/year.(7). (Refer to Table 4.) By main-
taining this cutting eyecle and harvest rate, the companies

are removing 8-10 cords/acre/harvest. Assuiming that, with

the enactment of the mitigatiem plan, the harvest rate will

be .31 cords/acre/year, then the 10-15 year eutting syele

will deerease the volume refoved te 3-5 cords/scre/Madvesd.
Sinee additional time and aereage will be necessakry to harvest
a partieular veluime, an inerease in Rarvesting ee6st ean be
antieipated. Furthermere, legging eentractoks paid on a
production basis will be reluetant te werk in these areas
unless they are paid a prepertienally Righer unit predustien
priee. Gensequently, lewer prefits per unit eof harvested
timber will prebably feree the ferest industky te purchase

the timber at-lower stufmpage priees. Also sefe timber sales
faay preduee an unreal ecehemic situations requiring free
stufpage and/er geverament subsidies.

As previously explained in Section 2, accessibility,
species compositiom and volume removal will regulate sttumpage
prices and economic operability. Therefore, wildlife manage~
ment objectives and maximum economic operability may be ob-
tained with the careful consideratiomn and coordinatiom of these

factors.

3.2 Supply

The proposed mitigatiom lands are presently being managed
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for timber productiom by the forest industry or proffessional

land management firms. Past and present management objectives

and monetary expenditures have been made on the assumiption

that this land would remain under current ownership and €on-

tinue to yield a reasonable finaneial return in the fudure.

However, with the publie aeguisition of this preperty, returns

from priok expenditures fer Budwori Sprayifg, market and forest

mahagement plan develepment, taxatien, and read sonstruetion

and maintenance would net bBe realized by the present ladPIAEFS.
In addition to these expenditures, the landowners will

suffer a large monetary loss in terms of annual income. Using
4

the present harvest rates for the mitigatiom area shewn in
Table 4, along with a value of $33 per theusand beard feet for
sawtimber and $11 per cord for pulpweed. appreximately $443,000
could be lost on an annual basis.

One final loss that the landowners may suffer is the
permanent loss of the land and the right to all potential
benefits derived from the land; including the previously
mentioned annual income of $443,000.

A lag time of 1 to 2 years from authorization of the miti-
gation plan by Congress to the time of land purchase may reduce
these losses somewhat as the landowner would have time to
conduct last minute harvest operations. Care must be taken
however to ensure that overcutting of the lands do not take
place during this time. As previously mentioned, overcutiting

may reduce the success of plan impllememttattiom..
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Forest industries that are also landowners will be adverse-
ly affected by the potential loss of this timber source from
thelr inventory. This loss, however, will probably not be
eemmplete as they will be able to preeure sefie timber under
a cempetitive bid situatien whieh fay 6F may net preve te be
feasible depending on the various eeoenomic faeters imvelved
in gevernmental management of the land. €Censequently, the
toetal veluime of this lest iAventery wmay be guite large. 6f
the 112,370 aeres desighated for mitlgatien, approximately
83,900 acres contains mature sawtimber. Neaely half ef dhis
tetal aereage is in mature spruee=Fir whieh is presently iA
great demand fer pulpweed and Jumber. Sinee the ferest in@ustry
will ne lenger bBe able te antieipate an annual supply frem
these tewns, intensified managemeRt will be reguired eR #heir
remaining land heldings. As a result, existing management
plans will be disrupted and evereuwtting Mmay be regulred iR
adiacent areas te optain npeeessary velumes for en=-geing in= °
dustries: 1t pay take several yeaks until management plans
ana harvesting sehedules are realigned te cempensate for the
1sss oF the mitigatien lands. The forest jndustey may &veA=
tually Be able ts intensify management 8R tHelt remadining
1anas te offset the 1gss of this speclfic area. Hewever, as
adaltienal lands are withdrawn from commercial fsrest pre-
duetion for such uses as dam impeundments, the Appalaenian
TEall; scehle FlveE waterways, ana tribal indlan cofipedsadion,
the future aBility of the forest industey te satisky inereas-
1Rg market demands may becehe &riddcad:
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3.3 Potential Impacts of an Expanding Road System

The frequency and quality of the roads throughout the
mitigatiom lands will play an important role in plan imple-
mentation. On the lands outside of the Allagash Wilderness
Waterway, present plans ecall for additional major aceess roads
to compliment the existing roads. These roads will be laid
out to facilitate practical manageiment on a 10 to 20 year
eyele. Major access roads will be eonstrueted at imdervals
of not less than one mile. 1n additien, seeondary aeeess if
the form of permanent and temperary skid trails will be in-
ereased to provide access toe partieular foerest stands ((13).

No new major access routes will be constructed on lands
within the Allagash Wildermess Waterway. However, one new
major road, parallel to the Allagash River at or near the one
mile zone perimeter, may be constructed to aid planned manage-
ment. Additional access would be available through temporary
roads and skid trails (@3).

The current plan presently calls for all road construction
and maintenance costs to be borne by the federal govermmemt.
This will enhance the feasibility of more profitable timber
sales as prospective purchasers will not be required to invest
fmoney inte road construction. 1nstead they may direet their
dollars towards paying a higher stumpage price for the timber.
Regardless of whether the government or the timber buyers
pay for the necessary road work, it must be realized that a
huge operating cost and defieit will exist in the amnual
eperating budget for the area.
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Current expansion plans call for approximately 200 miles
of new road to be constructed at a cost of between $30,000 to
$45,000 per mile. Main haul roads are presently being con-
structed for approximately $25,000 per mile (9). As a resuld,
the proposed budget for new road construection should be more
than adequate to accomplish the desired goals.

The finalized plan should however re-evaluate the money
budgeted for annual road maintenance. Currently, $31,000 per
year has been designated for this operation. However, conver-
sations with personnel from Great Northern have revealed that
approximately $7,000 per mile is currently being spent on
maintenance (®). Assuming this figure to be valid, only
roughly 4.5 miles could be properly maintained on an amnual
basis. The correct appropriation for road maintenance must
therefore be based on a realistie cost per mile times the
Aumber of miles being treated annually. The total mileage
treated will depend upon the location of acres being treated
and utilized in any given year.

It is possible that the present landowners may comttinue
to construct new roads and maintain existing ones during the
ownership transition period. Their decisions will be viewed
from a totally short term economic prospective. 1If they are
able to realize their expenditures, they would likely comtinue
construetion and maintenance. 1f, however, expenditures exceed
realized revenues, most if not all constructiom and maintenance
operations would cease. 1t would therefore be quite advan-
tageous for the government to provide incentives of some form
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to the current landowners to continue maintenance operations
during the transitiom period. As a result of continued main-
tenance, the government would receive a road system that is
in far greater condition than it would be in if maintenance

operations were diiscomtinued.
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4.0 Cumulative Impacts of the Dickey-Limcolm Project
and the Mitigatiom Area

4.1 Loss of the Present Landowners Forest Resource Base

As previously discussed in Section 3.2, the proposed
shifting of land from private to public ownership will ad-
versely affect the present landowners/managers. Approximately
234,051 acres will need to be acquired in order to implement
the entire project. Therefore, finaneial returns from prior
expenditures (Investments) will noet be realized by the present
owners. Furtherfiore, the present owneks may perfanently lese
a eonsiderable amount of annual revenue derived frem the
property. As earlier caleulated $443,000.00 of annual iAneeoie
fnay be lest due to the implementing of the mitigation plam.
in additien €e this, an annual revenue less of $458,095.00
te $553,861.00 is antieipated fer the impeundfent area due
te the fleeding of 80,455 aeres of ferest land. This figure,
hewever, is prebably exeeedingly lew as ne sawtimber velume
and values have been ineluded. 1n additien, the government
aeguisition oF appreximately 33,030 aeres will be required
te malRtain 3 360 feet herizental strip abeve maximum pesl
elevatien (i5): 1ineeme l8st te present landewners eR #his
1and is diffieult fe aetermine as A8 velume estimates are
avallable:

In summation, a minimum annual income of $901,095.00
to $996,861.00 may be lost by forest landowners with the

cumulative enactment of the project and the mitigation area.
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The private sector would also be adversely affected
by the loss of this land from the commercial forest base.
Management practices developed for this property were based
on the assumption that a eentinual supply of timber weuld
be obtainable fromm this preperty. Hoewever, with the preject
implementatien, 80,455 aeres of timberland will autematically
be withdeawn frem the reseuree base. 1h addition te this, it
is net likely that future substantial timber velumes will Be
harvested frem the 33,030 aeres (needed for the 300 fest
herizental strip) and the 38,000 aeres (prepesed for deep
weeds management). Theugh timber yieldas will eentinue frem
the mitigatien area, forest industries will net be able &8
antieipate future yields as the timber will mest likely Be
seld sR a cempetitive Basis te the highest bldder: Eense=
guently, the forest industries will Rave te intensiky tneir
management practices on thelt remaining Reldings, iaitially; a
Eimber Fevemue 18ss may Be fgorseeable due e the time and
expenaltures reguired I8 change 1sRg Letm management practices
and g8 derive Benefits From IAe resulis. 1f; However, Reces-
sary vBlukes caRust Be aBtalned By 1Atensitled Management,
ERen Bvercukting IR some areas may resulf. fhis weuld cause
g decline 1A the Fyture gvallaplility of merchaptaple didpss.
AS 3 resylt oF the degcreased avallable grawing sdosk,
SEUMBaYe BEIGES &aR Be &ypected I8 F4sé.

4.2 Volume Losses Resulting from Project Implementation

The Dickey-Lincolm Environmental Impact Statement has
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estimated that as a result of project implementatiom there
could be an annual growth loss of 41,645 to 50,951 cores.
Translating this into the 100 year 1ife span for the impound-
ment, there may be a total projeet loss of 4,164,500 to
5,035,100 eords. The real loss directly attributable to
Dickey-Lincolnh would not however total this volume. The
Porestry Economie 1impact Study for the projeet has siated
that budworm mortality in the impoundment area may total
1,577,500 cords. As a result, the wvolume loss directly
attributable te dam eenstruction weuld be 2,582,500 to
3,452,500 eords (5). 1t is antieipated that no real volume
less will eeeur within the mitigation area (sutside of the
previeusly mentioned budwerm mertality) if the harvesting
volumes eutlined in the plah are strietly adhered #66.
therefere, the velume lesses resulting frem prejeet imple-
mentation will be limited te the timber reseuree lest in the
impeundment area. At the preseat day rate of $11 per cord,
the eeconemie 18ss will tetal appreximately 628.4 te $38.0
millien. This of eeurse is a very eenservative figure as
the base rate fer pulpweed was used and the sawtimber volume
and value was net eensidered. 1n additien, normal imflation
will esealate the value eof the timber resouree over the 100
year peried at an unknewn rade.

Along with these losses, there will be additional mortality
throughout the rest of the spruce-fir region as a result of
budworm infestation. While the exact losses are exitremely

difficult to predict, any further reduction in growing stock
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volumes will adversely affect future timber supplies and
the forest industries of northern Maine.

This reduction will place increased demands on the re-
maining resource base and escalate stumpage prices throughout

the regiom.

4.3 Effects of Salvage Schedule

Following project implementation, one of the imittial
impacts on timberland management will result from activities
relating to harvesting the timber within the impoundment
area. A detailed analysis conducted in the Forestry Economic
Impact Study has determimed that an eight (8) year harvesting
schedule would be most advantageous. Using this schedule,
the impacts on markets, forest management and labor would be
redueed. 1in additien, this extended timeframe will allow for
a greater sucecessful initial implementation of the wildlife
mitigation plan. As previeusly stated, the economic success
of initial timber marketing operations would be guestionable
it a shert salvage sehedule was adepted.

1t is therefore quite essential that the salvage operation
be carried out over the longest possible timeframe in order to

minimize impacts on the forest industry of the regiom.

4.4 Disruptiom in Road Access

As a result of project implementation,; access problems
will be created to varyimg degrees. With regards to the miti-
gation area, several criteria must be met to insure minimal

impact. Unobstructed thru travel, continuatiom of present
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haul load limits on major roads and year round travel must
be assured. 1If these conditions are met, publiec acquisition
of the mitigatiom lands should have virtually ne impaet on
aceess throughout the regiom.

Following construction of the impoundment, existing
transportatiom routes will however be drastically chamged.
Approximately 73 miles of existing roadway will be inmumdsted..
An additional 231 miles of road will be made inaccessible to
the United States via the present road system (5). 1In order
to make these areas accessible, new roads and crossways will
need to be constructed at considerable cost. Compensation will
be provided in the real estate estimate to enable the land-
owneks to construet new roads for conneeting these areas
whieh would otherwise be inaceessible. Possible future routes
and erossways are shown on the attached Wildlife Mitigation
and impeundment Area Location Map. As additional travel is
reguired te reaeh established marketplaees, inereases in
transportation eests will eeeur. The exaet rise in costs
will depend upen the additienal miles traveled, aleng with any
asseeiated inereases in gasoline and egquipment maintenance

66sts.,

4.5 Changes in Timber Flow

Following impoundment construction, a redistributiom of
the timber flow will occur. Timber from those areas which
will be made inaccessible to the United States without new

road and erossway construction, will undoubtedly move imto
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Canadian markets. This timber, however, will probably be
sold at deflated prices as competitiom from Maine mills would
be restricted or elimimatded.

By the same token, timber located in the mitigatiomn area
and east of the impoundment would likely flow almost entirely
to Maine mills. The high cost of construction for crossways
over the impoundment would greatly hamper the ability of
Canadian mills to competitively bid on timber within the
mitigation area.

Overall, project implementation will have a greater ad-
verse affect on the Maine forest industry. Recent timber
marketing reports have shown a definite trend towards im-state
utilization of the timber resource within the project area ()
Aleng with international Paper Company's purchase of the
former Levesgque sawmill in Masardis, Maine, and John Simclair's
purehase of the former Arnold Fornier sawmill in Ashland, Maime,
several ether major firis have made additiens and/or irprove-
ments te their preecessing facilities. ALL of these signs
indieate ehange in the flew ef timber away from Canadian and
tewakds Malne markets. Hewever, if the prejeet is iniplefended,
inereased utilization of the ferest resouree by Maine indus-
tries will likely Be retarded as appreximately 182,224 acres
8t timber will pe iselated te the nerth ef the ihipounament
and will Be readily aeceessable enly te Canadian markeds.
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APPENDEX 1
COTIG PLAN FOR
ALLAGASH VILDERNESS MWATERWAY OPERATIONS

Subniitted Yy (Compeny) Great Northern Paper Company

Yesr & Operstion f 1979-80

Location _ T13 R12 (East of A.W.¥W.) in North East portion of wvaship
(map enclosed)

Contractor _Great Northern s Rocky Brogk Operaticm

Cutting Period _5/21/79 $8 S/1/80 Beulling Period ___Same

Vood Volume to be removed 25.000 cords Spruce § Fir

Plan for Reforestation

Natural reproduction

Marking or Cutting Diameter Limits by Species

Combinatiom of diameter limits of 22" on Spruce and 8" gm Fir in stands
wvith sufficient SBgucc basal area to remain windfirm and clearcyts @R
steep areas with high Fir percentages: Budwerm damage 33 severe QVeF
entire area.

Comments on Haulroads, Camp Locstions, and Waterway Crossings akhacih Bap)

From GNP camps located on T13 R11, this operation willi be cuttimg iR the
North East portiom of the township. East of the A.W.¥W. maintepance of
roads built previously will be necessary. Products will be havied %o
Nashville and Pontage.

Area Superintepdemt: 0. K. Tripp, Portage Stereheuse, Pertage, Maipe 04768
Telephome Number: 435-3681

Prepared by E. -E. Chase
May 8, 1979
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T WRI12

GREAT NORTHERN PAPER COMBIRATION
~""" CLEARCUT & DIAMETER*LIMIT

ROCKY BROOK OPERATION
DIAMETER LIMIT

1979 - 80 Season
TOWNSHIP RANGE 12

ARODQOSTOOK  CO

Scale 172 t Mite
249
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APPENDIX X1
CUTTING PLAR POR
ALLAGASE WILOER\ESS WATERWAY GPERATIONS
Internstional Paper Co.

tted by (Coepsny)

Y M.tioa ) 1878 Harvest Cut
Temaids . lake 8 Glazier brook, with read rirht-of:
Centrxttor Ste _Poml lymber Coe
Cutting Pariod 8/28=-3/780 Sauling Pariod 41783 /78

¥Wood Volusie to ba RamomedtAlz 1,500,000 34 F%. spruce and fir plug associated specias
30,000 3d Ft. rosd right-of=- way. #2, 750,000 84 Pt. spfuee md flzi- alus asseetatea sneeies

Plan for Reforestetion
The operstions are located in an ares highly susceptible to future budworm
Seeding. Our cutting operations will remove as much fir in the stands as possible
dennto a sfx inch DSH. so 8s to encourage more spruce regemexaitiom. These sscond
growth standa are the results of heavy lacroix cuts in the 208 and 30s and our cuts
will open up these stamiis. The cuts will act as a thinning and wild allow natural
regeneration to become established, creating a acre uneven age s¥uth

Marking or Cutting Diameter Limits by Species
Fir =" D3H and up

Spruce = Defective, defoliated, and over 13" D3H as rarked
Cedar - 12" stump diameter
Fine = 18" stunp diameter

Hardwood = o~ gtump diazeter

nta on Haulroads, Tamp Locatlions, and Waterway Crossimgs (attachmmp)
1. Namked wood cuife
2, No camps to be located within one mile Allagash Wilderness Waterway zew.
3. Roads will be located as shown on the attached map.
Y. Areas within 250" of either shore of tributary brooks to the Allagash R¥RF
will be marked so thet no more than i@ of the volume will be remeveds
5. A1l roads and trail crossings will have suitable bridges or celeIiz.
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