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UNITED STATFS

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Post Office and Courthouse Building
BOSTON

MASSACHUSETTS 02109

APR 2 - 1976
Division Engineer
New England Division,
424 Trapelo Road
Waltham, MA
02154

Corps of

Engineers

Dear Sir:
This report is a planning aid for the proposed
Reservoirs project in Maine.

Dickey-Lincoln

Dams and

A number of endangered, rare, or unique animal species are known or
suspected to occur in the project area.
This report is a "first cut"
listing of those species and is subject to addition or deletion as
additional information becomes available.
This list divides species into those that have been officially listed as
endangered (Federal Register, Vol. 40, No. 188, Friday, September 26, 1975,
pp. 44417-44423), but those that are rare or unique and deserving of
special attention, but which have not been included on the Federal list.
Under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, PL 93-205, the
Corps of Engineers should investigate and document the presence or absence
of officially listed endangered species, determine the project impacts
upon those species, and develop preservation or mitigation measures.
Species considered rare or endangered by the State of Maine also should be
considered.
The State does not have an official list, but the Corps
should contact Mr. Maynard F. Marsh, Commissioner, Maine Department of
Inland Fisheries and Wildlife, Augusta, Maine for special information on
particular species of interest to that Department.
We have encountered problems in developing this list because of various
points of view.
For example, some species may not be considered unique
or rare in Maine.
However, that species may exist only in Maine and may,
therefore, be considered of special interest in the other New England
states or the eastern United States.
For the purpose of this listing we
have developed the following notations to assist, insofar as possible,
in resolving this problem.
National
Eastern

(Nat):

Those species of national

United States

(E.U.S.):

interest

Those species found in the project
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icinity but never or seldan occur elsewhere

in Eastern United

Local:
Those species which are of special interest
of Maine

States.

within the State

Information you might obtain on the Endangered species should be retained
under administrative confidentiality and provided only to this Service
and the Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife.
At this time we have insufficient information to determine if the existence
of any animal species is threatened by the anticipated impacts of the
proposed project.
Should your investigations reveal such a possibility,
please advise this Service as soon as possible.
MAMMALS
Endangered

Species

Indiana Bat - Myotis

sodalis

Range - eastern and midwestern USA. This species is
not to occur in the project area:
(Nat)
Eastern

Cougar

- Felis concolor

Range - eastern
area.
(Nat)
Eastern

USA.

reported

cougar

Some reports of sightings in

Timber Wolf - Canis lupus

project

lycaon

Range - Minnesota-Michigan,
USA. Project area is within a
larger area that may be considered for reintroduction
depending
upon State acceptance and other factors.
This does not affect
project at this time.
(Nat)
Species

of Unique or Rare

Lynx ~ Lynx

Status

canadensis

Range - project area at southern edge of their range.
Reported
to be uncommon in the project area and declining in Maine.
(E.U.S. and Local)
Moose

- Alces

alces

Common in project area and in Maine but uncommon
New England States except for a small population
Hampshire.
(E.U.S.)
Pine Marten

- Martes

in other
in New

americana

Occurs in project area but population unknown.
Center of
population in Maine apparently is south of project area.
Uncommon elsewhere in east.
(E.U.S.)
2

Northern

Bog Lemming - Synaptomys

boreal is

This species is rare in Maine and may occur in the project
area.
(Local)
Keen Myotis

- Myotis

keeni

Status in project
Eastern Pipistrel

area should be determined.

- Pipistrellus

Status in project
Small-Footed

(Local)

subflavens

area should be determined.

Myotis - Myotis

(Local)

subulatus

Status in project area should be determined.
Longtail

Shrew - Sorex

dispar

Status in project
Maine.
(Local)
Northern

(Local)

area needs to be determined.

Water Shrew - Sorex

Rare in

palustris

Status in project area should be determined.
Maine.
(Local)

Rare in

BIRDS
Endangered

Species

American

PeregrimFalcon

- Falco peregrinus

anatum

Range - Canada, USA, Mexico.
None known to exist in project
area.
Presence of historic breeding sites unknown.
(Nat)
Species of Unique or Rare
Osprey

- Pandion

Probably
Bald Eagle

Status

haliaetus

occurs in project area.

(Northern) - Haliaeetus

(E.U.S. and Local)

leucocephalus

alascanus

Known to occur in project area.
The Fish and Wildlife Service
is reviewing the status of the Bald Eagle, and is considering
including on the Endangered Species list those Bald Eagles
which breed in New England.
(Nat)
Golden Eagle

- Aquila

Status in project

chrysaetos
area needs to be determined.

3

(Nat)

Cooper's

Hawk - Accipiter

Propably
(Local)

cooperii

occurs in project area.

Declining

in Maine.

REPTILES
Endangered

Species
None listed that could occur in the project

Species

of Unique or Rare

Wood Turtle - Cleimys

area.

Status
insculpta

Status in project area needs to be determined.
rare in Maine.
(Local)

Species

is

AMPHIBIANS
Endangered

Species
None listed that could occur in project

Species of Unique or Rare
Mink Frog - Rana
Existence

area.

Status

septentrionalis

in project area unknown.

(E.U.S.)

FISHES
Endangered

Species
None listed that could occur in project

Species

of Unique or Rare

Blueback

area.

Status

Trout - Salvalinus

alpinus

oquassa

Does not occur within project proposed pool elevation but
occurs in nearby Black Lake, Deboullie Pond, Gardiner Lake,
and Pushineer Pond, totalling 752 acres and located on the
Fish River Lake topographic quadrangle.
This species is
found only in the State of Maine.
In Maine it occurs in 11
water bodies totalling 5,046 acres.
Therefore, the four
ponds comprise about 36 percent of its range in number of
water bodies and about 15 percent of its range in acres.
The Deboullie Mountain area was originally proposed as a
borrow area for the project fill, but apparently is no
longer being considered.
There are no other occurrences of

4

this species in the St. John drainage.

MOLLUSKS
Endangered

Species
None

listed.

Species of Unique or Rare Status
None identified

at this time.

INSECTS
Endangered

Species
None

listed.

Species of Unique or Rare Status
None identified at this time.
Sinoerely you

Regional

Director

(Nat)

UNITED

STAlt-S

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
FISH

AND

WILDLIFE

SERVICE

Post Office snd Courthouse Building
BOSTON

MASSACHUSETTS 02109
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Division Engineer
New England Division
Corps of Engineers
424 Trapelo Road
Waltham, Massachusetts

02154

Dear Sir:
In order to aid in planning the Dickey-Lincoln, Maine project, we
have assembled some information on the endangered, threatened
and potentially threatened plant species of Maine. This is an
initial effort to identify the endangered or threatened plant
species that may be impacted by the project.
On July 1, 1975, the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service published
in the Federal Register a list of threatened or endangered species
identified by the Smithsonian Institution for the purpose of reviewing
their status. Because the final official list will be published
later this year, determination of impacts upon the listed species
and other plant species that will be affected by the project is
necessary. Publication of the official list is anticipated prior
to project construction.
The species identified by the Smithsonian as threatened or endangered,
and one species listed as probably extinct, are noted below. In
addition, several species not listed but which may be threatened by
the project are added.
We understand that you are considering a contract with Dr. Richards
of the University of Maine for further work on plants in the project
area.
Under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, PL 93-205,
the Corps of Engineers should investigate and document the presence
or absence of the plant species, determine if the project will have
an impact on the species, determine the impacts, and develop
preservation or mitigation measures.
Species considered rare or endangered by the State of Maine, also
should be considered. The State does not have an official list,

\
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but the Corps should contact Mr. Alec Giffen, Supervisor, Resources
Planning Division, State Planning Office, Augusta, Maine.
Because this list is not complete, especially in reference to species
indigenous to the project area which may be impacted by the project,
and which are not generally considered endangered, additional
investigations are desirable.
The Fish and Wildlife Service has developed a procedure to publish,
in the Federal Register, those species which may be endangered by
projects such as this for the purpose of obtaining more detailed
information. We feel that such publication at this time may be premature
until you have an opportunity to review their status with other
authorities and because there may be other species found to be in the
same category. This is to advise you that this opportunity exists to
assist in determining the status of any species.

BASIC REFERENCE
"Review of Status of Vascular Plants and Determination of Critical
Habitat"; Federal Register, Volume 40, Number 127, July 1, 1975; Part V;
Pages 27824-27924.
List "A" - State list of Endangered and Threatened species
of the continental United States. Maine, Page 27858.
Maine - Endangered - Cyperaceae - Carex Elachycarpa
"Aroostook Sedge"
"Gravelly beaches of Aroostook River, Fort Fairfield, Maine,
July, A Critical Species."
Britton and Brown 1947,; Volume 1, Page 377.
"Springy calcareous shores, Aroostook River, Maine."
Gray's Manual of Botany, Eighth Edition, 1950, Page 316.

Maine - Endangered - Poaceae - Calamagrostis Inexpansa Var. Novae-Angli
"Damp woods and shaded cliffs, local, e. Me. to n. Vt."
Gray's; Page 316.

-2-

Maine - Endangered - Ranunculaceae - Trollius Laxus
"American Globeflower"
"In swamps, New Hampshire (?), Connecticut to Delaware, west
to Michigan."
Britton and Brown; Volume 2, Page 87.
"Spreading Globeflower"
"Rich meadows and swamps, rare or local, in w. Ct. to Mich.,
s. to Pa., by old records, n. to w. New Hampshire and w. Me."
Gray's; Page 667.

Maine - Endangered - Scrophulariaceae - Mimulus Ringens Var. Colpophllus
"Gaping

Monkey Flower"

"Estuaries of the St. Lawrence system, Que. and the Penobscot
R. system, Me."
Gray's; Page 1274.

Maine - Threatened - Asteraceae - Prenanthes Boottii
"Boott's Rattlesnake - Root", (listed as Nabalus Boottii).
"Alpine summits of the mountains of northern New England and
New York."
Britton and Brown; Volume 3, Page 337.
"Alpine regions, northern N. E. and n. N. Y."
Gray's; Page 1274

Maine - Threatened - Brassicaceae - Cardamine Longii
"Tidal estuary of Cathance R., Me.; estab. by the late F. F. Forbes
on the Charles River, Mass.; estuaries confluent with Chesapeake Bay.
Md. and Va."
Gray's; Page 723.
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Maine - Threatened - Caryophyllaceae - Paronychia Argyrocoma Var. Albimontana
"Silverling"
"Bare granitic slopes, mts. (or sandy river-banks) of N.H. and
w. Me.; ledges near mouth of Merrimac River, Mass., local."
Gray's; Page 612.

Maine - Threatened - Cyperaceae - Carex Oronensis
"Orono Sedge"
"Dry open places, Orono and Bangor, Maine."
Britton and Brown; Volume 1, Page 379.
"Fields, meadows and clearings, Penobscot Valley. Me."
Gray's; Page 327.

Maine - Threatened - Orchidaceae - Listera Auriculata
"Auricled Twayblade", (listed as Ophrys auriculata).
"Cedar swamps and wet banks, Quebec, Maine, New Hampshire and Vermont."
Britton and Brown; Volume 1, Page 568.
"Auricled Twayblade"
"Alluvial banks, calcareous silts or crevices, alder - thickets
and arbor - vitae swamps, Nfld. to Ung., and Ontario, s. to
Gaspe Pen., Que., n. N. E. and N. Y."
Gray's; Page 482.

Maine - Treatened - Orchidaceae - Platanthera Leucophaea
"Prairie White - Fringed Orchis", (listed as Blephariglottis leucophaea).
"On moist prairies, Nova Scotia to Minnesota, Kentucky, Louisiana
and Nebraska."
Britton and Brown; Volume 1, Page 558.
"White Fringed Orchis", (listed as Habaneria blephariglottis).

"Wet boggy or peaty soil, S. C. to Nfld., P.E.I., N.B., n.
N.E. and s. Que., thence inland to Muskuka District, Ont. and
Mich."
Gray's; Page 473.

T.ist "A" Modifications of May 21, 1975;
Maine - Endangered - Orchidaceae - Isotria medeoloides
"Small Whorled Pogonia"
"Dry woodland, very rare, local and in small colonies, N.H.
and Vt., s. to N.C.; se. Mo."
Gray's; Page 476.

Maine - Threatened - Cyperaceae - Scirpus longii
"Meadows, swamps and fresh marshes, locally abundant, e. N.C., s.
N.J. to e. Mass.; w. N.S."
Gray's; Page 276.

Maine - Threatened - Orchidaceae - Cypripedium arietinum
"Ram's head Ladies-slipper"
"In cold and damp woods, Quebec to Montana, Massachusetts, New
York and Minnesota."
Britton and Brown; Volume 1, Page 548.
"Ram's head Lady-slipper"
"Damp or mossy woods or bays, s.w. Que. to Man., s., rarely,
to n.N.E., centr. and w. Mass., N.Y., Mich., Wise, and Minn."
Gray's; Page 466.

Maine - Threatened - Orchidaceae - Platanthera flava
"Tubercled Orchis", (listed as Perularia Flava).

-5-

"In moist soil, Nova Scotia and Ontario to Minnesota, Florida
and Louisiana and Missouri."
Britton; Volume 1, Page 552.
"Pale Green Orchis", (listed as Habenaria flava).
"Swampy woods, boltonland, swales and wet shores, Fla. to e.
Tex., n. to Md., Ky., s. Ind. and e. Mo., Yarmouth and Queni
Cos., N.S."
Gray's; Page 471.

List "C" Recently Extinct or Possibly Extinct Plant Species in the
Continental United States:

Pedicularis furbishiae - Aroostook Co., Maine 1943 - PrEx (probably extinct).
"Miss Furbish's Pedicularis"
"In swamps and along streams, Maine and New Brunswick."
Britton; Volume 3, Page 222.
"Banks of St. John R., n. N . B . and N. Me."
Gray's; Page 1299.

Plant Species occurring St. John River, Maine.
serve impact from project construction.)

(Possibly subject to

Carex josselynii (Fern).
"Meadows and damp shores, St. John R., n. Me.; late June, July."
Gray's Manual of Botany, Eighth Edition, 1950, Page 316.
In addition, the "Scope of Work" Volume II, September 1975, prepared
for the Corps of Engineers, New England Division, mentioned six plant
species which should be considered, including Pedicularis Furbishiae
indicated above. The remaining five are:

Goodyera oblongifolia Raf.
"Menzies Rattlesnake Plantian"
Listed as Pesamium docipiens.
-6-

"In woods, Quebec to British Columbia, New Hampshire, Michigan,
Arizona and California, August."
Britton; Volume 1, Page 570.
"Giant or Menzies Rattlesnake Plantain"
"Dry coniferous or mixed woods, n.c.b.; Gaspe Pen. to n. N.B.,
n. Me. and Montmorency lo.; Que.; Brvie Pen to Algoma Distr.,
Ont., s. to n. Mich, and n. Wise.; s. Colo, and se. Utah to
N.M. and Ariz.; nw. Mont, and s. B.C., s. along mts. to Calif.,
July, August."
Gray; Page 481.

Qsmorrhiza chilensis - H. & A.
"Western Sweet Cicily"
Listed in Britton and Brown as Washington divaricata.
"Woodlands, Quebec to New Hampshire; Manitoba to South Dakota,
British Columbia, Utah and California, May - June."
Britton; Volume II, Page 628.
"Woodlands and clearings, Nfld. to Alaska, s. to N.S., n. Me.,
n. N.H., Ont., n. Mich., n. Wise., S.D., Ariz., and Calif.,
late May - July."
Gray's; Page 1092.

Astralagus alpinus (Var. Brunetianus Fern.)
"Alpine Milk Vetch"
"On rocks, Maine and Vermont to Newfoundland and Labrador,
West to Alaska and British Columbia, south in the Rocky Mountains
of Colorado.
Also, in northern Europe and Asia, June."
Britton; Volume II, Page 382.
"Calcareous ledges and gravels, Restigouche R. system, Que.
and N.B. and Me.; Kennebec R., Me., Conn. R., N.H. and Vt.,
June - September."
Gray's; Page 910.
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Oxytropis johannensis - Fern
"Yellow or Field Oxytrope"
"In rocky and gravelly places, Quebec, northern Maine and
New Brunswick to Labrador and Hudson Strait. Also in Europe.
Summer, consists of several races, differing in size and in
color and size of flowers."
Britton; Volume II, Page 390.
"Calcareous rocks and gravels, w. Nfld. to James Bay, s. to
St. Paul's I., N.S., St. John R., N.B. and Me., and Levis Co.,
Que., June - July."
Gray's; Page 913.

Tanacetum huronense var johannense Fern.
(This variety not listed in Britton & Brown.)
"Gravels and sands of St. John and Restigouche Rivers and
tributaries, Que., N.B. and Me., June - August."
Gray's; Page 1518.
Sincerely yours,

Acting Regional Director

UNITED STATES

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Post Ottice and Courthouse Building
BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS 02109

JUL 7 1976
Division Engineer
New England Division
Corps of Engineers
424 Trapelo Road
Waltham, MA
02154
Dear Sir:
The information contained in this report is intended to aid you in
your planning for the proposed Dickey-Lincoln project, Maine.
We believe that as complete a list as possible of plant and animal
species found in the project area will be a pertinent part of the Environmental Impact Statement and will help in project evaluation.
The attached partial and preliminary faunal list includes mammals,
amphibians, reptiles, fish and birds. Those species marked for special
attention include endangered, rare, or unique species, and their status
is listed separately.
Some species on the list need to be verified as to their presence
or absence and their status in the project area, especially the birds.
Additional species may need to be added or some deleted if their presence or absence is verified. A draft of this list was reviewed by the
Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife, Maine Audubon Society,
Frank Gramlich, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and personnel of your
Division. Their suggestions were incorporated.
At this time, we have insufficient information to determine if the
existence of any faunal species is threatened by anticipated impacts of
the proposed project. Should your investigations reveal such a possibility, please advise me as soon as possible.
We plan no further action in listing flora or fauna in connection
with this project.
Sincerely

yours

Regional Director

Save Energy and You Serve

America!
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(PRELIMINARY)
MAMMALS PRESENT OR SUSPECTED TO BE PRESENT IN THE
PROPOSED DICKEY-LINCOLN PROJECT AREA
June 25, 1976

Presence
Special
Questionable Attention
Masked Shrew (Sorex cinereus)
Smoky Shrew (Sorex fumeus)
Longtail Shrew (Sorex dispar)
Northern Water Shrew (Sorex palustris)
Artie Shrew (Sorex arcticus)
Pygmy Shrew (Microsorex hoyi)
Shorttail Shrew (Blarina brevicauda)

X
X

Starnose Mole (Condylura cristata)
Hairytail Mole (Parascalops breweri)
Little Brown Myotis (Bat) (Myotis lucifugus)
Keen Myotis (Myotis keeni)
Indiana Myotis (Myotis sodalis)
Silver-Haired Bat (Lasionycteris noctivagans)
Small-Footed Myotis (Myotis subulatus)
Big Brown Bat (Eptesicus fuscus)
Eastern Pipistrel (Pipistrallus subflavus)
Red Bat (Lasiurus borealis)
Hoary Bat (Lasiurus cinereus)

?
?

X
X

?

X

?

X

Black Bear (Ursus americanus)
Raccoon (Procyon lotor)
Marten (Martes americana)
Fisher (Martes pennanti)
Shorttail Weasel (Mustela erminea)
Longtail Weasel (Mustela frenata)
Mink (Mustela vison)
River Otter (Lutra canadensis)
Striped Skunk (Mephitis mephitis)

X

Eastern Coyote (Canis latrans var.)
Red Fox (Vulpes fulva)
Eastern Cougar (Felis concolor cougar)
Lynx (Lynx canadensis)
Bobcat (Lynx rufus)
Woodchuck (Marmota monax)
Eastern Chipmunk (Tamias striatus)
Eastern Gray Squirrel (Sciurus carolinensis)
Red Squirrel (Tamiasciurus hudsonidus)
Northern Flying Squirrel (Glaucomys sabrinus)

?

?

X
X

-

2

-

1_/
Status

Presence
Special
Questionable Attention

Beaver (Castor canadensis)
Deer Mouse (Peromyscus maniculatus)
Southern Bog Lemming (Synaptomys cooperi)
Northern Bog Lemming (Synaptomys borealis)
Boreal Redback Vole (Clethrionomys gapperi)
Meadow Vole (Microtus pennsylvanicus)
Muskrat (Ondatra zibethica)
Meadow Jumping Mouse (Zapus hudsonius)
Woodland Jumping Mouse (Napaeozapus insignis)
Porcupine (Erethizon dorsatum)

?
?

X

Snowshoe Hare (Lepus americanus)
Whitetail Deer (Qdocoileus virginianus)
Moose (Alces alces)

X

3 -

(PRELIMINARY)
REPTILES & AMPHIBIANS PRESENT OR SUSPECTED TO BE PRESENT
IN THE PROPOSED DICKEY-LINCOLN PROJECT AREA
June 25, 1976

Presence
Special
Questionable Attention
Amphibians
Frogs and toads
Mink Frog (Rana septentrionalis)
Northern Leopard Frog (Rana pipiens pipiens)
Pickerel Frog (Rana palustris)
Wood Frog (Rana sylvatica)
Green Frog (Rana clamitans melanota)
Bull Frog (Rana catesbeiana)
Northern Spring Peeper (Hyla crucifer)
Eastern Gray Tree Frog (Hyla versicolor)
American Toad (Bufo americanus)

?

x

?
?

Salamanders
Red Spotted Salamander (Diemictylus viridescens)
Spotted Salamander (Ambystoma maculatum)
Blue Spotted Salamander (Ambystoma _j effersonianum)
?
Dusky Salamander (Desmognathus fuscus)
?
Northern Spring Salamander (Gyrinophilus porphyriticus) ?
Northern Two-Lined Salamander (Eurycea bislineata)
Red-Backed Salamander (Plethodon cinereus)
Four-Toed Salamander (Hemidactylium scutatum)
?
Reptiles
Turtles
Common Snapping Turtle (Chelydra serpentina)
Wood Turtle (Clemmys insculpta)
Eastern Painted Turtle (Chrysemys picta picta)
Midland Painted Turtle (Chrysemys picta marginata)
Snakes
Northern Red-bellied Snake (Storeria occipitomaculata)
Northern Brown Snake (Storeria dekayi)
Northern Water Snake (Natrix sipedon)
Northern Ringneck Snake (Diadophis punctatus)
Northern Black Racers (Coluber constrictor)
Eastern Garter Snake (Thamnophis sirtalis)
Eastern Ribbon Snake (Thamnophis sauritus)
Eastern Green Snake (Qpheodrys vernalis)
Eastern Milk Snake (Lampropeltis doliata triangulum)

?
?
?
?

?
?
?
?
?
?
?
?

X
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(PRELIMINARY)
FISH PRESENT OR SUSPECTED TO BE PRESENT IN THE
PROPOSED DICKEY-LINCOLN PROJECT AREA
June 25, 1976

Presence
Special
Questionable Attention
Landlocked Salmon (Salmo salar)
Brook Trout (Salvelinus fontinalis)
Blueback Trout (Salvelinus oquassa)
White Sucker (Catostomus commersoni)
Longnose Sucker (Catostomus catostomus)
Blacknose Dace (Rhinichthys atratulus)
Fallfish (Semotilus corporalis)
Lake Chub (Couesius plumbeus)
Creek Chub (Semotilus atromaculatus)
Pearl Dace (Semotilus margarita)
Finescale Dace (Phoxinus neogaeus)
Northern Redbelly Dace (Phoxinus eos)
Fathead Minnow (Pimephales promelas)
Common Shiner (Notropis comutus)
Golden Shiner (Notropis crysoleucas)
Blacknose Shiner (Notropis heterolepis)
Brown Bullhead (Ictalurus nebulosus)
American Eel (Anguilla rostrata)
Yellow Perch (Perca flavescens)
Slimy Sculpin (Cottus cognatus)
3-Spine Stickleback (Gasterosteus aculeatus)
9-Spine Stickleback (Pungitlus pungitius)
Burbot (Lota lota)

X

-

5

-

(PRELIMINARY)
BIRDS PRESENT OR SUSPECTED TO BE PRESENT IN THE
PROPOSED DICKEY-LINCOLN PROJECT AREA
June 25, 1976
1/
Presence
Special
Status Questionable Attention
Common Loon (Gavia immer)
Red Throated Loon (Gavia stellata)
Red Necked Grebe (Podiceps nigricollis)
Horned Grebe (Podiceps auritus)
Pied-Billed Grebe (Podilymbus podiceps)
Canada Goose (Branta canadensis)
Snow Goose (Chen hyperborea)
Mallard (Anas platyrhynchos)
Black Duck (Anas rubripes)
Pintail (Anas acuta)
American wigeon (Mareca americana)
Blue-Winged Teal (Anas discors)
Green-Winged Teal (Anas carolinensis)
Wood Duck (Aix sponsa)
Ring-Necked Duck (Aythya collaris)
Greater Scaup (Aythya marila)
Lesser Scaup (Aythya affinis)
Common Goldeneye (Bucephala clangula)
Bufflehead (Bucephala albeola)

B
D
D
D
B
B
D
B
B
D
D
B
B
B
B
D
D
B
D

White-Winged Scoter (Melanitta deglandi)
Surf Scoter (Melanitta perspicillata)
Ruddy Duck (Oxyura jamaicensls)
Common Merganser (Mergus merganser)
Red-Breasted Merganser (Mergus serrator)
Hooded Merganser (Lophodytes cucullatus)

D
D
D
B
D
B

Goshawk (Accipiter gentilis)
Coppers Hawk (Accipiter cooperii)
Sharp-Shinned Hawk (Accipiter striatus)
Marsh Hawk (Circus cyaneus)

B
B
B
B

1/

A
B
C
D
E

-

Winter Range
Summer or Breeding Range
Occurs all year
Migratory through the project area
Occasional visitor

?
?
?
?
?

?
?
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1_/
Presence
Special
Status Questionable Attention
Rough-Legged Hawk (Buteo lagopus)
Red-Tailed Hawk (Buteo jflmflicensis)
Red-Shouldered Hawk (Buteo lineatus)
Broad-Winged Hawk (Buteo platypterus)
Golden Eagle (Aquila chrysaetos)
Bald Eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus)
Osprey (Pandion haliaetus)
Sparrow Hawk (American Kestrel) (Falco
sparverius)
Peregrine Falcon (Falco peregrinis)
Merlin (Falco columbarius)
Spruce Grouse (Canachites canadensis)
Ruffed Grouse (Bonasa umbellus)

D
B
B
B
A
B
B

Great Blue Heron (Ardea herodias)
American Bittern (Botaurus lentiginosus)

B
B

Virginia Rail (Rallus limicola)
Sora (Porzana Carolina)
Yellow Rail (Coturnicops noveboracensis)

B
B
D

American Golden Plover (Pluvialis dominica)
Black-Bellied Plover (Pluvialis squatarola)
Semipalmated Plover (Charadrius semipalmatus)
Killdeer (Charadrius vociferus)
Whimbrel (Numenius phaeopus)
Hudsonian Godwit (Limosa haemastica)
Solitary Sandpiper (Tringa solitaria)
Spotted Sandpiper (Actitis macularia)
Greater Yellowlegs (Totanus melanoleucus)
Lesser Yellowlegs (Totanus flavipes)
Short-Billed Dowitcher (Limnodromus griseus)
Ruddy Turnstone (Arenaria interpres)
Dunlin (Calidris alpina)
Sanderling (Crocethia alba)
Least Sandpiper (Calidris minutilla)
Semipalmated Sandpiper (Ereunetes pusillus)

D
D
D
B
D
D
D
B
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D

American Woodcock (Philohela minor)
Common Snipe (Capella gallinago)
Herring Gull (Larus argentatus)
Ring-Billed Gull (Larus delawarensis)
Bonapartes Gull (Larus Philadelphia)
Common Tern (Sterna hirundo)

B
D
D
C
C
C

?

?

X
X
X

?

X

?

X

?

?
?

?

?
?

?
?

B
B
D
D
D
D

?
?
7
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1_/
Presence
Special
Status Questionable Attention
Rock Dove (Columba livia)
Mourning Dove (Zenaidura macroura)
Black-Billed Cuckoo (Coccyzus erythropthalmus)
Yellow-Billed Cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus)
Great Horned Owl (Bubo virginianus)
Long-Eared Owl (Asio otus)
Short-Eared Owl (Asio flammeus)
Snowy Owl (Nyctea scandiaca)
Barred Owl (Strix varia)
Great Gray Owl (Strix nebulosa)
Hawk Owl (Surnia ulula)
Boreal Cwl (Aegolius funereus)
Saw-Whet Owl (Aegolius acadicus)

C
B
B
B
C
B
B
D
C
E
E
A
A

Whip-Poor-Will (Caprimulgus vociferous)
Common Nighthawk (Chordeiles minor)
Chimney Swift (Chaetura pelagica)

B
B
B

Ruby-Throated Hummingbird (Archilochus
colubris)

B

Belted Kingfisher (Megaceryle alcyon)

B

Yellow-Shafted (Common) Flicker (Colaptes
auratus)
Pileated Woodpecker (Dryocopus pileatus)
Yellow-Bellied Sapsucker (Sphyrapicus varius)
Hairy Woodpecker (Dendrocopos villosus)
Downy Woodpecker (Dendrocopos pubescens)
Black-Backed Three-Toed Woodpecker (Picoides
arcticus)
Northern Three-Toed Woodpecker (Picoides
tridactylus)
Eastern Kingbird (Tyrannus tyrannus)
Great Crested Flycatcher (Myiarchus crinitus)
Eastern Phoebe (Sayornis phoebe)
Yellow-Bellied Flycatcher (Empidonax
flaviventris)
Alder Flycatcher (Empidonax alnarum)
Least Flycatcher (Empidonax minimus)
Eastern Wood Pewee (Contopus virens)
Olive-Sided Flycatcher (Nuttallornis borealis)

?
?
?
?
?

?
?
?

B
C
B
C
C
C
C

?

B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B

?
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1_/
Presence
Special
Status Questionable Attention
Horned Lark (Eremophila alpestris)
Barn Swallow (Hirundo rustica)
Cliff Swallow (Petrochelidon pyrrhonota)
Tree Swallow (Iridoprocne bicolor)
Bank Swallow (Riparia riparia)

A
B
B
B
B

Blue Jay (Cyanocitta cristata)
Gray Jay (Perisoreus canadensis)

B
C

Common Raven (Corvus corax)
Common Crow (Corvus brachyrhynchos)

C
B

Black-Capped Chickadee (Parus atricapillus)
Boreal Chickadee (Parus hudsonicus)
White-Breasted Nuthatch (Sitta carolinensis)
Red-Breasted Nuthatch (Sitta canadensis)
Brown Creeper (Certhia familiaris)

C
C
C
B
B

Winter Wren (Troglodytes troglodytes)
Robin (Turdus migratorius)
Catbird (Gray Catbird) (Dumetella
carolinensis)
Hermit Thrush (Hylocichla guttata)
Swainsons Thrush (Catharus ustulata)
Gray-Checked Thrush (Catharus minima)
Veery (Catharus fuscescens)
Eastern Bluebird (Sialia sialis)

B
B

Golden-Crowned Kinglet (Regulus satrapa)
Ruby-Crowned Kinglet (Regulus calendula)
Water Pipit (Anthus spinoletta)

B
B
D

Bohemian Waxwing (Bombycilla garrulus)
Cedar Waxwing (Bombycilla cedrorum)
Northern Shrike (Lanius excubitor)
Loggerhead Shrike (Lanius ludovicianus)

D
B
A
B

Starling (Sturnus vulgaris)

B

Solitary Vireo (Vireo solitarius)
Red-Eyed Vireo (Vireo olivaceus)
Philadelphia Vireo (Vireo philadelphicus)
Warbling Vireo (Vireo gilvus)

B
B
B
B

Black and White Warbler (Mniotilta varia)
Tennesee Warbler (Vermivora peregrina)
Nashville Warbler (Vermivora ruficapilla)

B
B
B

B
B
B
B
B
B

?
?

?

?

?
?

-
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1_/
Presence
Special
Status Questionable Attention
Parula Warbler (Parula americana) ,
Yellcw Warbler (Dendroica petechia')
Magnolia Warbler (Dendroica magonclia)
Cape May Warbler (Dendroica tigrit,a)
Myrtle (Yellow-Rumped) Warbler (Dendroica
coronata)
Black-Throated Green Warbler (Dendroica
virens)
Black-Throated Blue Warbler (Dendroica
caerulescens)
Blackburnian Warbler (Dendroica fusca)
Chestnut-Sided Warbler (Dendroica
pensylvanica)
Bay-Ereasted Warbler (Dendroica castanea)
Blackpoll Warbler (Dendroica striata)
Palm Warbler (Dendroica palmarum)

B
B
B
B

Ovenbird (Seiurus aurocapillus)
Northern Waterthrush (Seiurus noveboracensis)
Y.iiiowthroat (Geothlypis trichas)
Mourning Warbler (Oporornis Philadelphia)
Wilsons Warbler (Wilsonia pusilla)
Canada Warbler (Wilsonia canadensis)
American Redstart (Setophaga ruticilla)

B
B
B
B
B
B
B

House Sparrow (Passer domesticus)
Bobolink (Dolichonyx oryzivorus)
Eastern Meadowlark (Stumella magna)

B
B
B

Red-Winged Blackbird (Agelaius phoeniceus)
Rusty Blackbird (Euphagus carolinus)
Common Grackle (Quiscalus quiscula)
Brown-Headed Cowbird (Molothrus ater)

B
B
B
B

Scarlet Tanager (Piranga olivacea)
Rose-Breasted Grosbeak (Pheucticus
ludovicianus)
Evening Grosbeak (Hesperiphona vespertina)
Pine Grosbeak (Pinicola enucleator)'
Purple Finch (Carpodacus purpureus)
Hoary Redpoll (Acanthis homemanni)
Common Redpoll (Acanthis flnmmea)
Pine Siskin (Spinus pinus)
American Goldfinch (Spinus tristis)
Red Crossbill (Loxia curvirostra)
White-Winged Crossbill (Loxia leucoptera)

B

B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B

B
C
C
B
A
A
B
B
C
C

?
?
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1_/
Presence
Special
Status Questionable Attention
Rufous-Sided Towhee (Pipilo erythrophthalmus)

B

?

Savannah Sparrow (Passerculus sandwichensis)
Sharp-Tailed Sparrow (Ammospiza caudacuta)
Vesper Sparrow (Pooecetes gramineus)
Slate Colored (Dark-Eyed) Junco (Junco
hyemalis)
Tree Sparrow (Spizella arborea)
Chipping Sparrow (Spizella pastierina)
White-Crowned Sparrow (Zonotrichia leucophrys)
White-Throated Sparrow (Zonotrichia
albicollis)
Fox Sparrow (Passerella iliaca)
Lincoln's Sparrow (Melospiza lincolnii)
Swamp Sparrow (Melospiza georgiana)
Song Sparrow (Melospiza melodia)
Lapland Longspur (Calcarlus lapponicus)
Snow Bunting (Plectrophenax nivalis)

B
D
D

?

C
A
B
D
B
D
B
B
B
A
A

?
?

?

?

UNITED STATES

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
IN H U M v k i r > «

One Galeway Center, Suite 700
ro
N E W T O N C O R N E R , M A S S A C H U S E T T S 02158

1120-305-44

Division Engineer
New England Division
Corps of Engineers
424 Trapelo Road
Waltham, MA
02154
Dear Sir:
This report is intended to aid you in your planning for the DickeyLincoln School hydroelectric project, Maine, which is now in advanced
planning stages.
It provides you with the results of appraisals conducted jointly by
this Service, the Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife,
and your agency concerning bald eagle, osprey, peregrine falcon, and
great blue heron.
The investigation consisted of three aerial surveys of the project area,
consultation with local people, and observations made while engaged in
other duties. Representatives of this Service, the State of Maine, Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife, and your agency were involved
in the survey flights. The purpose of these flights was to locate nests
(eyries) or rookeries of these species and determine the presence of individuals.
A routine U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service flight on April 15, 1976 was
directed into the St. John River area. Two experienced observers
accompanied the pilot on this flight. No bald eagle nests were found,
but one roosting bald eagle was seen.
On June 15, 16, and 17, 1976 flights were made by helicopter throughout
the project area. Observers on the flights consisted of Corps of Engineers and State personnel. The June 15 flight included the Little Black
River and Rocky Brook drainages from their mouths to the Canadian border.
No nests were seen, and only one osprey was observed near the mouth of
the Little Black River. On June 16 a flight was made over the St. John

a
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River from Fort Kent to Nine Mile Brook. Four osprey nests, of which
two were active, and one inactive great blue heron rookery were located.
On June 17 two flights were made which covered the Big Black River drainage, from its mouth to the Canadian border and the north and south shoteline of the St. John River from the Big Black River upstream to Nine M:Lle
Brook. Two active osprey nests and one heron rookery, consisting of two
active nests, were found in the Big Black River. One inactive osprey
nest was found on the St. John River.
In summary, the June 15-17 flights observed a total of nine ospreys and
four active osprey nests during flights of about 8.5 hours. Two heron
rookeries were observed. No bald eagles or peregrine falcons or their
nests were seen.
Information as to possible nests were graciously provided by Mr. John
Sinclair of the Seven Islands Land Company. On October 19, 1976 personnel of the Corps of Engineers and the Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife investigated the six sites where nests or eagles were
reported. Dates of observations, back to 1939 were provided and special
attention was paid to 1975 and 1976 sightings. No nests were located in
five and one-half hours of flight time. A Great Blue Heron nest is known
to be located within one-half mile of the location of a reported eagle
nest and could have been mistaken for an eagle nest; at another site a
large ball of spruce and mistletoe could be mistaken for a nest from a
distance. An area up to one mile from each reported location was checked.
A new location of a Great Blue Heron nest was found.
In addition to the above specific searches for birds or nests, Corps of
Engineer personnel during the past two years have reported observations of
several eagles and ospreys in the project area.
As a result of the investigations it is felt highly probable that peregrine falcon, an endangered species, is not found nesting within the area
to be inundated. Transient birds may use the area during spring and fall
migration, but there is no direct evidence that this occurs. During the
Summer of 1976, three Great Blue Heron nesting sites were found within
the proposed impoundment area, as were four active osprey nests. No
effort was made to search out other heron nests, therefore, the three
rookeries must be considered as a minimum. Occasional observation of
eagles, which appear to be visitors to the area, were reported during the
summer. Since the eagle is of outstanding interest, a few additonal notes
about the eagle population in Maine are in order.
Maine's eagle population is concentrated along the southeast coastal and
east central section of the state. Only two nesting territories are
known to exist in the northern third of the state, despite the number of
large lakes and river systems. Eagles are seen infrequently throughout
northern Maine during the summer and a few unknown nests may exist in the
Fish River chain or the Allagash waters. The closest known active nest
is on Eagle Lake, T8R12, Piscataquis County, about twenty miles from the
boundary of the proposed project. We conclude that as of this time, there
is no evidence of bald eagle nesting in the proposed impoundment area or
its vicinity.

-
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The following is taken from the article by Marshall, David B. and Paul R.
Nickerson, for further explanation of the national status of the bald
eagle*.
"With many people working for eagle preservation and with
eagle decline apparently checked, the question must be asked
whether the bald eagle should be called an endangered species. To understand this issue, both the bald eagle's taxonomic classification find legislation pertaining to endangered
species passed by Congress must be understood. Even before
the turn of the century it was recognized that bald eagles
from Alaska averaged 10 to 15 percent larger than bald eagles
from Florida. There is no clear breaking point between the
smaller birds in the south and larger ones in the north because the size change is gradual. Nonetheless, as allowed by
biological classification systems, the southern birds were
designated southern bald eagles (Haliaeetus leucocephalus leucocephalus) and the northern birds as bald eagles (Haliaeetus
leucocephalus alascanus). The boundary between the two subspecies was vaguely defined but followed approximately the
Maryland/Pennsylvania boundary in the East and the Oregon/
California line in the West.
The Endangered Species Preservation Act of 1966 called for a
formal list of endangered species for the United States. Subspecies were recognized for the list, and the southern bald
eagle was listed. The fortieth parallel for want of a more
definitive boundary, was set as the northern edge of the southern bald eagle's range. This boundary actually split a population in northern California. The northern bald eagle did not
qualify for the list because of large numbers in Alaska and
Canada.
The Endangered Species Act of 1973 changed the criteria for
listing and provided for listings within any significant part
of an animal's range. Thi6 change opens the way for possible
listing of the bald eagle south of Canada, or in certain other
geographical areas regardless of taxonomic status. The biologically unsound fortieth parallel can now be replaced with a
more practical boundary.
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is currently reviewing the
bald eagle relative to just such a reclassification under the
new Endangered Species Act. It could list some populations as
"threatened", a new category under the act that means "likely
to become endangered". Certainly the Maine population, which

*

Marshall, David B. and Paul R. Nickerson; 1976; "The Bald Eagle:
1776-1976"; National Parks and Conservation Magazine, July 1976
(reprint).
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is not currently listed, deserves special consideration. The
Fish and Wildlife Service will be seeking and reviewing scientific data on possible reclassification of the bald eagle
throughout its range. Although this discussion considers only
federal endangered species actions, some states have endangered
species acts that recognize both southern and northern bald
eagles under various labels, depending upon the state."
Without-the-project (a period of 100 years from the date of construction
of the dams) it is expected that generally the project area will remain in
forest management for forest products. Moderately increased human use is
expected, however. Osprey and Great Blue Heron populations will remain
about at the current level with possibly some fluctuations from year-toyear .
With-the-project the area will be dominated by the two large reservoirs,
the dams, pool fluctuations, and with great increases in human activity.
We believe that the osprey numbers can be expected to increase slightly,
as will heron breeding numbers. The magnitude of the increase of these
species will be dependent upon the presence or absence of suitable nesting
sites and food conditions.
The impact of the proposed pool upon bald eagle is controversial. It is
our considered estimate that the project, if constructed, will not enhance
the eagle population; at least for many years to come, if ever. The existing scarcity of nesting eagles in northern Maine, in spite of large natural lakes, is a negative indication. Ospreys and eagles are water-orientated and include fish as a major part of their diet. The new lake is not
expected to develop adequate populations of fish for some time, therefore,
any increase of fish-eating birds will be slow. Addition of another lake
is not expected to change eagle breeding habits or numbers.
The above conclusions are based upon limited available data and are subject to reevaluation and modification if new information is provided.
Before any clearing is done, should the project be constructed, investigations are necessary from elevation_910 upwards to locate trees or groves,
having a potential as nest sites for osprey or eagles. Such trees should
be protected including an adequate buffer zone. There is no certainty
that the trees would be used, but this is the only way to encourage such
use. If this is not accomplished, such potential nesting sites could be
cut for timber or during land clearing. The object is to preserve what
appears to be the best potential nest sites.
We believe that flights over the project area by trained observers should
be continued. The studies should consist of at least two flights annually
and the purpose is to determine presence and utilization patterns of
eagles, osprey, peregrine falcons, and herons. Nesting and production survey flights should be made in April and June respectively. The flights
should be continued until the project is abandoned or for at least five
years after the pond is filled. This Service and the Maine Department of
Inland Fisheries and Wildlife is conducting a raptor study of this nature
and coverage of the project area can be included at little cost.

- 5 -

VJe recommend that:
(1)

Potential nesting sites for eagles and ospreys be protected; and

(2)

Investigations of raptor and Great Blue Heron nesting
areas be continued to the fifth year after the pool is
filled or until the project is abandoned.

Regional Director
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UNITED STATES

D E P A R T M E N T O F T H E INTERIOR
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Ono Gateway Center, Suite 700
N E W T O N C O R N E R , M A S S A C H U S E T T S 02158

Colonel John P. Chandler, Division Engineer
Corps of Engineers
Department of the Army
b2b Trapelo Road
Waltham, Massachusetts 0215*4Dear Colonel Chandler:
In response to your request for consultation about the effects of
Dickey-Lincoln School Lakes Project on the Eastern Cougar (Felis
concolor cougar), our biological opinions are:
1.

The proposed project will not affect either the existence or
the continued survival of the Eastern Cougar.

2.

Obviously the habitat will be impacted, but measuring the
extent of impact other than by indicating acres lost would
be impossible. The key question here is, "To what extent do
cougars inhabit and use the area?" In our judgement the
area is used little, if at all, by them; thus they would not
be impacted if it were modified.

3.

The habitat is not now considered critical to the survival
of the Eastern Cougar, nor is it likely to be so designated
within the foreseeable future.

I believe these opinions satisfy the consultation requirements under
Section J. If we can be of further service, please let us know.

ACT'NC

Regional Director

Exhibit No. 232

UNITED STATES

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

INREPLYREFERTO

One Gateway center Suite 700
N E W T O N C O R N E R , Ml A S S A C IH U S E T T S 02158

1972
may 1771977

Colonel John P. Chandler, Division Engineer.
Corps of Engineers
Departmentofthe army
424 Trapelo Road
Waltham, Massachusetts 02154
Dear Colonel Chandler:
In response to your bitten
April 28, 1977 detailing your proposed
fieldwork on Pedicularis furbishiar, we offer the. following comment*:
(1)

N Endangered Species permit is necessary for the work now
on when the plant is Luted.

(2)

Based on the material you have attached and the project
discussions at a planning session we attended -in Orono,
Maine, we beLieve the scope of, work is biologically
feasible
and should provide much of the information needed for a
better impact assessment. However, because we are dealing
with a potential Endangered Species, we ask that you specify
in the contract exactly how many plants can be taken for the
physiological studies, and that someone in your office keep
track of the locations that these plants are taken from.

Thank you fan the opportunity to review the scope of work. Please
keep us appropriately advised as the fieldwork proceeds.
Sincerely yours

Exhibit No. 6

A D D R E S S ONLY THE DIRECTOR
FISH A N O WILDLIFE SERVICE

United States Department of the Interior
FISH A N D WILDLIFE SERVICE
WASHINGTON, D C.

20240

In Reply Refer To:
FWS/OES Sp

Colonel John P. Chandler
Corps of Engineers
Department of the Army
New England Division
424 Trapelo Road
Waltham, Massachusetts 02154
Dear Colonel Chandler:
I have received your correspondence dated April 28, 1977. The
studies you have proposed should add considerably to our knowledge of the biology of the Furbish lousewort, Pedicularis
furbishiae, and I most certainly would approve your initiation
of these studies.
I would caution you, however, to insure that during the course
of these studies that taking of the plants be held to an absolute
minimum. Although there are no taking prohibitions for plants
in Section 9(a)(2) of the Endangered Species Act, excessive
taking might jeopardize the continued existence of this species.
If the species is determined as an Endangered species or a
Threatened species, excessive taking under the direction of
ycur agency may be in conflict with the directives of Section 7.
You are correct in your understanding that no Federal permit is
required for the kind of activities you have described.
Our Service would encourage efforts to establish new populations
of the Furbish lousewort in suitable habitat within the historical
range. However, we would recommend that such efforts be made
using only seeds or appropriate cultivated plants. As there are
few of these plants left in the wild, they should not be used for
transplanting experiments.
Sincerely yours,
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UNITED STATES

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
One G a t e w a y Center. Suite 700
IN RFP1 V KFFF.R TO

NEWTON CORNER, MASSACHUSETTS 02158

JUL 2 6 197/
Colonel John P. Chandler, Division Engineer
Corps of Engineers
Department of the Army
424 Trapelo Road
Waltham, Massachusetts
02154
Dear Colonel Chandler:
This correspondence is part of the continuing coordination between our
respective agencies about the proposed endangered plant, Pedicularis
furbishiae, the Furbish Lousewort.
'
As mentioned during previous discussions among members of our staffs
and as discussed at your December meeting with Regional Director
Larsen, the Fish and Wildlife Service cannot begin formal consultation
under auspices of the Endangered Species Act until the species in
question is officially designated Endangered or Threatened. No plant
species have been listed pending finalization and promulgation of the
appropriate administrative regulations and permit procedures. These
regulations were published in the Federal Register June 24, so plant
listings will be forthcoming soon.
When the lousewort is officially designated as an Endangered species,
we will initiate formal consultation procedures upon receipt of your
written request.
The information being generated this summer by your team of consultants
will greatly expedite the consultation process.

AClfeK*

Regional Director
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UNITED STATES

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
One Gateway Center
IN

RF PI V

KFFF.R

Suite 700

TO:

NEWTON CORNER, MASSACHUSETTS 02158

JUL 2 8 1977
Colonel John P. Chandler, Division Engineer
Corps of Engineers
Department of the Army
424 Trapelo Road
Waltham, Massachusetts
02154
Dear Colonel Chandler:
In response to your letter of 14 July 1977 requesting consultation
about the effects of the proposed Dickey-Lincoln School Lakes
Project on the Peregrine falcon, (Falco peregrinus), our biological
opinions are:
1.

The proposed project will not affect either the existence
or the continued survival of the Peregrine falcon.

2.

Although the area to be impacted is within the Peregrine
falcon's flyway, to our knowledge there is no historical
record of this species nesting within the project area.

3.

The habitat in the project area is not now considered
critical to the survival of the Peregrine falcon, nor
is it likely to be so designated within the foreseeable
future.

I believe these opinions satisfy the consultation requirements under
Section 7. If we can be of further assistance, please let us know.

Regional Director
ACTIttf
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IN RE PI Y KFFER TO

AUG

4 W?

Division Engineer
New England Division, Corps of Engineers
424 T r a p e l o Road
Waltham, M a s s a c h u s e t t s 02154
Dear Sir:
Attached is our planning aid report concerning the impact of the DickeyLincoln School, Maine, project upon whitetail deer, and providing withand without-the-project data on deer numbers and deer yards as well as
recommended mitigation measures.
This report has been reviewed by your staff and we appreciate their
comments.

AdiNG

Regional Director

Attachment

Exhibit No. 10

DICKEY-LINCOLN HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT, MAINE
Planning Aid Report of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service and the Maine Department of Inland Fisheries
and Wildlife concerning the impact of the proposed
project upon Whitetail Deer.
July 14, 1977
This Planning Aid Report is intended to aid in planning for the DickeyLincoln project, Aroostook County, Maine. It depicts the estimated impacts of the plan upon the Whitetail Deer (Odocoileus virginianus) and
associated resource values.
This report has been prepared in coordination with the Maine Department of
Inland Fisheries and Wildlife, under the authority of the Fish and Wildlife
Coordination Act (48 Stat. 401, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 661 et seq.).
The data on which this report is based has been obtained from a report
on the terrestrial resources prepared by Environmental Research and Technology, Inc., a contractor to the Corps, and reports of the Maine Department
of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife. Information on the general resources and
habitats of the project area will not be depicted here. This information
is available in other reports.
Deer yards are areas of special ecological significance because, in northern
Maine, they are required for survival of deer populations. Yards normally
consist of areas of dense coniferous cover, with some shelter from wind, and
with peripheral browsing areas. The size of the yards are known to fluctuate from year to year, depending upon variations in snowfall and temperature. Investigations were conducted between 1968 and 1974 during which
period all the yards were surveyed once. In 1976 a complete survey of all
the yards was made. This was repeated in 1977 with no significant differences
in deer yards observed. After another survey in 1978 this report will be
modified, if necessary, by this Service.
PROJECT PLAN
Only those aspects of the project plan expected to impact deer yards will
be presented, except that Table 1 provides general data.
Construction of the proposed project would result in inundation of a maximum
of 86,024 acres at the Dickey Pool and 2,619 acres at the Lincoln School
Pool, In addition, 896 acres will be taken up by the five dikes, the two
dams, and developments associated with both the dikes and the dams, including 100 acres for recreation areas. The numbers of acres that will be taken
up by new roads resulting from the project are not known. About 2,561 acres
will be cleared above the maximum Dickey Pool.
WITHOUT-TKE-PROJECT
The best estimate of the current deer population is contained in the contractors' report to the Corps concerning terrestrial resources. The data

Table 1:

Pertinent Data; Dickey-Lincoln School (Excluding Transmission Lines)
Dickey
Acres

Total Area
Area of Pools
Maximum
Shoreline
Average Annual
Minimum
Guide Taking Elevation 4/
Clearing above max. pool 5/
Dikes and assoc. devel.
Dams and assoc. structures
Recreation Areas
New Roads
Streambed Elevation

Elev • 1/

123,915

?

___

Exposed Areas:
Average Summer Drawdown
Average Winter Drawdown
Max, Daily Fluctuation

1,612
17,705
N/A

Max. Annual Fluctuation

32,344

Total

Acres

Acres

Elev.

3,465

86,024
910
390 mi.3/
77,992
900
53,680
868
89,986
915
2,377
125
645
100

Lincoln School

913

1
585

127,380

2,619
620(ult.) 88,643
32 mi.
422
N.A.
1,426
590
55,142
2,926
625
92,912
184

623

126
0
?

2,561
125
771
100
?

1
540

2 ft.
22 ft.
2-3 in.

N/A
N/A
2,000 +
3,500 +
42 ft.6/1,193

N/A
N/A
6'+ init.
10'+ ult #
30 ft.

*

Total Area Within "2-Mile
Limit" TJ
Total Capacity of Max. Pool
7.7 million AF
Usable Capacity of Max. Pool
2.9 million AF
Average Depth
78 feet
Maximum Depth
325 feet
Drainage Area at Dam
2,725 sq. mi.
Average Discharge at Lincoln School Site

390,118.8
86,354 AF
59,090 AF
33
80
4,086
6,600

feet
feet
sq. mi.
cfs.

1/ Feet, MSL
2/ Includes 5,700 acres in Canada:
buffer zone

4,046 acres surface area and 1,654 acres

3/ Including 41 miles of island shoreline
4/ Or 300 feet horizontally from maximum pool elevation, whichever is greater
5/ Between el. 910 and 913 for Dickey Lake and between 620 and 623 for
Lincoln School Lake
6/ Once in 41 years of record
JJ Study area generally extending two miles beyond maximum pool levels and
does not include Canadian land.
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contained therein were obtained from the Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife.
The "Impact Area" of 92,200 acres is that area where deer habitat will be
lost due to flooding and construction. Almost all of this area is summer
deer range and 36,893 acres are deer winter yards. Deer winter habitat in
surrounding areas also will be impacted so that a remaining area of 37,187
acres is included in the analysis. This area is designated as the "surrounding area". These deer yards are included in the St. John Region of
684,544 acres as used in Hutchinson's report. 1/
A study of deer yards in the project area reveals that there is a total
of 53 yards encompassing 36,893 acres below the 910 elevation. An unknown,
but probably a small, acreage lies above elevation 910 and below elevation
913, the clearing limit, and within areas to be disturbed or occupied by dams,
dikes, roads, etc. There is a negligible acreage of deer yards in the
Lincoln School site.
Because project construction may not commence until 1978, at the earliest,
the resources it will impact are those of 1978 and succeeding years, not
those of 1976. Therefore, projections of the resource values are necessary,
with- and without-the-project, to adequately evaluate them and to obtain equal
consideration of the resources in comparison to other project effects. These
projections are made for the same period as the primary project benefits,
namely 100 years.
Without-the-project, the whitetail deer resource is expected to increase
in the future (Table 2). The State Land Use Regulation Commission has
zoned deer yards to protect them. We can project that the carrying capacity
of yards will be increased through management by the Department of Inland
Fisheries and Wildlife in coordination with landowners. The Department's
planning guide, "Planning for Maine's Fish and Wildlife Resources", 1975,
Volume 1, Big Game, indicates that the deer density and current hunting
pressure in WMU2 (western Aroostook County and northern sections of Piscataquis and Somerset Counties) is the lowest in the state. The deer
management goals in WMU2 are to maintain deer numbers in balance with normal winter carrying capacity and to increase the hunting pressure by an
additional 10,000 hunters to reduce pressures in southern areas of the state.
For analysis, projections are made for the following target years. Year "0"
is estimated to be 1978 when construction could start, year "10" is 1988,
year "30" is 2008, and year "100" is 2078. Table 2 shows the expected
supply and demand should the project not be constructed. Of course, year
"0" may not be 1978 if the project construction is delayed. In Table 2,
the demand for deer hunting was increased by about 1.0 percent per year
over the project life.

1/ Hutchinson, Allen. 1976. "Deer Wintering Survey of St. John River ~~ Dickey-Lincoln Project Area". ME Dept. of Inland Fisheries & Wildlife.
Unpubl.
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Table 2.

Whitetailed Deer. St. John Region - Wlthout-the-Prolect

Deer Yards (Acres)
"Surrounding Area"
"Impact Area"
TOTAL
Numbers of Deer (Fall Population)
"Surrounding Area"
"Impact Area"
TOTAL
Supply (Man-Days)
"Surrounding Area"
"Impact Area"
TOTAL
Average Annual

Year 0

Year 10

Year 30

Year 100

37,187
36,893
74,080

37,187
36,893
74,080

37,187
36,893
74,080

37,187
36,893
74,080

3,381
3,354
6,735

3,381
3,354
6,735

4,132
4,099
8,231

5,312
5,270
10,582

19,220
19,065
38,285

24,707
24,521
49,228

19,900
24,300
31, 865
$497,500
$607,500
$621, 693

48,700

15,717
15,593
31,310

Demand (Man-Days)
TOTAL
18,000
Average Annual
Value ($ @ $25/MD)
$450,000
Average Annual Equivalent Value

15,717
15,593
31,310
40, 721

$1,217,500

Changes in deer yards are expected. Decreases in the acres per deer from
11 at year 0 to 7 at year 100 is an attempt to approximate anticipated improvements in yard carrying capacity due to intensive forest management.
A figure of 31 man-days per deer taken, and an estimated harvest of 15
percent of the deer herd is used in the calculations. 2/
The above changes result in an increase of supply at year 100, measured in
potential man-days of hunting of a fall population of 10,582 deer of which
15 percent can be harvested resulting in 49,228 man-days valued at $1,230,700
by year 100. The $25.00 value per man-day is derived from a value of $17.47
per day as determined in the 1970 National Survey of Hunting and Fishing and
adding 43% to allow for the Consumer Price Index increase between 1970 and
1975. On the other hand, the meat value, at $1.25 per pound, is $23.34 when
allocated to all hunters in Wildlife Management Unit 2. Nineteen thousand
hunters took 2,838 deer having an estimated dressed weight of 125 pounds
each. The meat value of $443,437.50 divided by the number of hunters,
19,000, equals an average meat value of $23.34. This is a potential value
of the deer.
For the purpose of this analysis the estimated demand curve is used because
the demand appears to be less than the potential supply throughout the analysis period. The average annual demand is expected to be 31,865 man-days
which has an average annual equivalent value of $621,693.
2/ Rounding of figures used in calculations on which tables in this report
~~ are based results in slight discrepancies if calculations are made
directly from the Tables.
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WITH-THE-PROJECT
If the project is constructed it is expected to eliminate, through inundation, construction, clearing, and development activities, at least 92,200
acres of summer habitat for deer and at least 36,893 acres of deer yards
(Table 3).
Table 3:

Acreages of Deer Habitat to be Inqpacted by the Project - Estimated
Dickey

Lincoln School

Total

Acres

Acres

Acres

86,024

2,619

88,643

871

125

996

Summer Habitat
Destroyed
Perm&nent Inundation (Pools)
Dams, dikes, buildings,
recreation areas, other
associated activities
Temporary inundated area
Cleared area above el. 910
Minimum Area where impacts
will occur from road building,
and land use changes

( 8,000, part of above pool)
2,561

2,561

89,456

2,744

92,200

36,893
37,187

negligible

36,893
37,187
74,080

Winter Habitat
Estimated acreage of deer yards
"Impact Area"
"Surrounding Area"
TOTAL

Loss of these lands will eventually eliminate the population of deer wintering in the "Impact Area", and reduce the deer population in the surrounding
area. How far distant from the pool area deer will be affected is not known
Necessary studies have not been undertaken. It is known, however, that deer
will travel for long distances to reach winter yards. It is important to
note that the "Impact Area" of 92,200 acres has a concentration of deer yardi
amounting to 36,893 acres, while the remaining St. John Region of 592,344
acres has 37,187 acres of yards. That the yards are concentrated along the
streams is shown by the fact that 49.8 percent of the yards are concentrated
in only 13.5 percent of the total St. John Region and are located in the
project impact area.
During the filling period deer will be forced away from the rising waters.
Some deer will find themselves on islands or future islands and these will
be able to swim, or travel across winter ice, to the mainland. There will
be abundant habitat during spring, summer, and fall in the forests around
the pools. During the winter these deer will be forced into remaining yards
already supporting mavinmrn numbers of deer. The excess deer will eventually
be lost.
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The carrying capacity of remaining deer yards outside the project area is
expected to be reduced due to overuse by deer that normally would use the
yards to be inundated (Table 4). Once the remaining deer yards are overused
and overbrowsed it will take many years to recover. Most of those yards
that intersect elevation 913 and extend up the slopes will have an additional reduction in carrying capacity due to exposure to winds sweeping
across the reservoir pool.
Table 4 depicts the estimated deer yard acreages and man-days use with-theproject. The average annual man-days supply with-the-project will be
19,236 in the St. John Region.
Table 4. Whitetailed Deer, St. John Region - With-the-Project
Deer Yards (Acres)
"Surrounding Area"
"Impact Area"
TOTAL

Year 0

Year 10

Year 30

Year 100

37,187
0
37,187

33,468
0
33,468

35,141
0
35,141

36,898
0
36,898

3,381
_0
3,381

2,231
0
2,231

3,195
0
3,195

5,271
0
5,271

10,385
_0
10,385
19,236

14,849
0
14,849

29,171
Q
29,171

19,900
31,865

24,300

48,700

Numbers of Deer (Fall Population)
"Surrounding Area"
"Impact Area"
TOTAL
Supply (Man-Days)
"Surrounding Area"
"Impact Area"
TOTAL
Average Annual

15,717
0
15,717

Demand (Man-Days) (Same as W/0 Project)
TOTAL
18,000
Average Annual
Beneficial Impacts

There will be no beneficial impacts upon the whitetail deer.
Adverse Impacts That Cannot be Avoided
Adverse impacts that cannot be avoided include the loss of habitat through
inundation, construction activity such as roads, construction of dams, dikes,
etc., development of recreational areas and increased human activity in the
project area.
The degree to which mitigation recommendations are met also determines the
extent of the unavoidable loss. The total supply of deer will be reduced,
which, without-the-project, could eventually support 49,228 man-days by
year 100, and an average annual 40,721 man-days of hunting.

6

Only a part of the resource loss can be mitigated because of the 100-year
period of analysis. For most of that period, the supply exceeds demand
and the average annual demand (31,865 man—days) is less than average annual
supply (40,721 man-days) (Table 2). Only that portion of the projected demand, based on average annual figures, that will not be satisfied because
of the project can be used to estimate mitigation requirements. This figure
is the difference between the demand (31,865 man-days) and the supply withthe-project (19,236 man-days) which equals 12,629 man-days. The remaining
loss of 8,856 man-days cannot be mitigated (40,721 man-days - 31,865 man-days).
An adverse impact that cannot be avoided is the anticipated loss of approximately 3,300 deer within a short period of one to two years. Deer forced
out by rising waters will seek winter shelter in the remaining yards already
being used to capacity. This overcrowding of yards could have significant
long-range repercussions through reduced winter carrying capacity for many
years. The summer season should present no problem to displaced and resident deer.
Adverse Impacts That Can be Mitigated
Anticipated losses that can be mitigated are projected levels of demand minus
projected levels of supply. This amounts to an estimated man-day use of
12,629 man-days representing about 407 deer at 31 man-days per deer harvested.
This is based on the difference between annualized supply with-the-project
and anticipated demand. Since only 15 percent of the herd can safely be
harvested every year, this represents a herd of 2,713 deer in the fall.
Summary Assessment
The relationship between short-term use and long-term productivity in the
project area appears to be negative should the project be constructed. Longterm production of a nigh quality recreational endeavor with a possible reward of an edible product wi.ll be lost over an indefinite period of time.
Without mitigation the project will cause unavoidable losses of the whitetailed deer resource (Table 5). The estimated loss will amount to 92,200
acres of summer habitat and a maximum loss of 36,893 acres of deer yards.
In addition, the carrying capacity of surrounding deer yards will be reduced
through overutilization. Without-the-project the project area would be
capable of supporting a fall population of 5,270 deer at a rate of one deer
per seven acres of deer yard at the end of the 100-year evaluation period.
Unfortunately, some of these losses cannot be used for mitigation calculations because the demand is not expected to reach the supply during the
analysis period. This loss will occur beyond the 100-year period.
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Table 5. Estimated Losses of Whitetail Deer, St. John Region
Year 0

Deer Yards (Acres)
Without Project
With Project
LOSS
Deer (Fall Population)
Without Project
With Project
LOSS
Potential Man-Days Use
Without Project
With Project
LOSS

Year 10

Year 30

Year 100

74,080
- 37,187
36,893

74,080
- 33,468
40,612

74,080
- 35.141
38,939

74,080
- 36.898
37,182

6,735
3,381
3,354

6,735
- 2,231
4,504

8,231
- 3,195
5,036

10,582
- 5,271
5,311

31,310
- 15,717
15,593

31,310
- 10,385
20,925

38,285
- 14,849
23,436

49,228
- 29,171
20,057

-

Average Annual Man-Days
Without Project (Demand)
With Project (Supply)
LOSS

40,721
- 19.236
21,485

Construction of the project would cause losses of a portion of the whitetail deer resource and associated 8,856 man-days of use which would be essentially irretrievable and irreversible, assuming recommended mitigation is
achieved. We cannot assume that the resource would be restored over a long
time period should the project be constructed, then abandoned. This opinion
is based on the severity of the climate, the remoteness of duplicating
without-the-project conditions due to changed soil conditions on the floor
of the abandoned reservoir.
The measure used to determine mitigation requirements is the loss of a minimum
of 12,629 man-days use. At. 31 man-days per deer harvested, 12,629 man-days
represents about 407 deer. To support this magnitude of harvest a fall
population of 2,713 deer is necessary. To mitigate wintering capacity for
deer we assume that, through intensive management (which is essentially
forest management) the carrying capacity of existing yards elsewhere could
be doubled. This would increase the capacity from 11 acres per deer to 5.5
acres per deer. The same area of deer yard would then carry twice as many
deer, those already present, and those replacing some of the deer lost.
At 5.5 acres per deer, 25,366 acres would be required to support an additional
2,306 deer (based upon project area populations and subtracting the 407
deer harvested). An additional area, amounting to an additional 25%, would
be needed for buffer and food growing areas surrounding the 25,366 acres
of deer shelter area. The total area would be 31,708 acres. At an estimated land cost of $100 per acre, a purchase price of $3,170,000 is estimated. The annualized value of this sum is about $107,438 at 3k percent.
In addition to this first costj an annual amount of $2.00 per acre for
forestry and wildlife management costs, amounting to $63,416, is required,
plus $25,000 per year for salaries and equipment. The costs of management
should be annually adjusted based upon the Consumer Price Index. The total
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average annual cost would be $195,854. The land and management funds are
to be provided to the State for management by the Department of Inland
Fisheries and Wildlife. The location of these lands has not yet been determined .
We recommend that:
1. The loss of deer yards be mitigated by purchasing and providing to the
State of Maine 31,708 acres of deer yards and buffer zone and provision of $88,416 annually to the State Department: of Inland Fisheries
and Wildlife for management and operation.
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