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3.2.3.4 Multiple Uses Wildlife 
The following analysis addresses the effects to socially and economically important wildlife and their 
habitat from the suite of plan components and range of alternatives considered in the draft Revised 
Forest Plan. The 2012 Planning Rule directs that plans must provide for ecosystem services and multiple 
uses within Forest Service authority and the inherent capability of the plan area. Plans must include plan 
components for multiple uses and for integrated resource management to provide for ecosystem 
services and multiple uses in the plan area. The responsible official must consider habitat conditions for 
wildlife, fish, and plants commonly enjoyed and used by the public and for hunting, fishing, trapping, 
gathering, observing, subsistence, and other activities in collaboration with federally recognized tribes, 
other federal agencies, and state and local governments. This must be done while meeting requirements 
for providing for the diversity and abundance of wildlife under section 219.9 of the planning rule. 

The spatial scale of this analysis includes the lands administered by the Nez Perce-Clearwater for effects. 
This area was chosen because the Nez Perce-Clearwater only has control of habitat conditions within the 
plan area. For cumulative effects, the spatial scale is the Clearwater Region of the Idaho Department of 
Fish and Game. The cumulative effects analysis area was chosen because the Idaho Department of Fish 
and Game typically has the basic role in fish and resident wildlife management and has primary 
authority and responsibility as trustee over wildlife populations. Therefore, this analysis tiers to the 
state’s game management units, which are bounded by their regional boundaries. 

The forest planning revision team biologist obtained species information from the Idaho Fish and Game 
and Wildlife, which contains data of game species found within the plan area. Idaho Department of Fish 
and Game data represents the best scientific information available for wildlife populations of species 
commonly used for hunting, trapping, fishing, subsistence, watching, ceremonial uses, and other uses. 
The Nez Perce Tribe was also engaged for their expertise in wildlife species important to them to exercise 
their treaty reserved rights. Additional data sources included the Forest Service’s Natural Resource 
Information System database of wildlife observations, migratory bird monitoring data from the 
Intermountain Bird Observatory, and other sources of data held internally. When available and relevant, 
the state provides habitat models for game species, count data, trend data, and other sources of 
information. 

The Nez Perce-Clearwater engaged the Nez Perce Tribe, the Idaho Department of Fish and Game, and 
the Clearwater Basin Collaborative, as well as members of the public, in the development of plan 
components for multiple use wildlife species. Among these government agencies, groups, and 
individuals, there was an almost universal desire to have healthy populations of wildlife species typically 
used by the public, even though they may disagree in how to achieve or maintain this goal on the Nez 
Perce-Clearwater. The Nez Perce-Clearwater leveraged the expertise of these entities and brought in 
experts from the Pacific Northwest Research Station’s Forestry and Range Sciences Laboratory in La 
Grande, Oregon, to help draft plan components to provide the ecological conditions needed for these 
species. These plan components were integrated with other resource areas in order to allow the Forest 
Service to balance the forests’ ability to provide other multiple uses. The plan components underwent 
multiple iterations and changes during this process. 
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The effects of the plan components and alternatives on multiple use wildlife were evaluated under the 
context of 1) how the plan will maintain or improve the wildlife resource, and 2) how the plan might 
affect the ability of the public to continue to use this resource. The ability of the plan area to do this 
depends upon the size of the populations of these wildlife species. The Forest Service does not control 
all the factors that control wildlife populations. The primary factors the Forest Service has responsibility 
and control over is to provide the ecological conditions for these species within Forest Service authority 
and the capability of the plan area. These responsibilities must be balanced with other multiple uses 
while providing for the diversity and abundance of wildlife. 

Affected Environment 
Existing Condition 
The plan area supports 62 species commonly used by the public for hunting, trapping, gathering, 
subsistence, and other uses. These species use a variety of habitats or key ecological features provided 
by ecosystem plan components. Table 1 lists the species commonly used as big game, upland game, 
furbearers, and waterfowl. Tribes may use other species in addition to these species for clothing, 
subsistence, ceremonial purposes, religious purposes, or to exercise treaty reserved rights. 

Table 1 Wildlife typically used by the public, how they are used, and a brief habitat description. 
Common Name Use Habitat Description 

Bighorn sheep big game Rocky steep break lands 

Gray wolf big game 

Ranges in all northern habitats where there is suitable food with densities 
being highest where prey biomass is highest (Fuller, 1989). Food is extremely 
variable but mainly large ungulates, such as moose, caribou, deer, elk, and wild 
boar. Wolves will also eat smaller prey items, livestock, carrion, and garbage. 

Moose big game 

Found in woodland habitats, both coniferous and broad leaved. This species 
prefers a mosaic of second-growth boreal forest, openings, swamps, lakes, and 
wetlands. Forages on broadleaf trees, preferring birch, ashes, and willow, in 
the spring and summer and the twigs of these species, as well as of fir, alpine, 
and juniper, in the autumn and winter. It also eats shrubs, such as blueberry 
and heather, dwarf shrubs, herbs, and aquatic plants. 

Mountain goat big game 

Most occur in high altitude habitats up to the limit of vegetation. Although 
they sometimes descend to sea level in coastal areas, they are primarily an 
alpine and sub-alpine species. Their diet includes grasses, herbs, sedges, ferns, 
moss, lichen, twigs, and leaves from low-growing shrubs and conifers in their 
high-altitude habitat. The most common range feature is steep, rocky terrain. 

Mountain lion 
or cougar big game 

Cougars are found in a broad range of habitats in all forest types, as well as 
lowland and montane desert. Several studies have shown that habitat with 
dense understory vegetation is preferred; however, cougars can live in very 
open habitats with only a minimum of vegetative cover. In North America, 
deer make up 60-80 percent of the diet. In the plan area, cougars are an 
important predator of elk. 

Mule deer big game 
Adapted to a variety of habitats including temperate forest, desert and semi 
desert, open range, grassland, field, and scrub habitats, as well as mountainous 
areas. Feeds mostly on browse. 

Rocky 
Mountain elk big game 

Mainly coniferous forests interspersed with natural or man-made openings, 
such as mountain meadows, grasslands, burns, and logged areas. Forages on 
grasses, forbs, or browse, depending upon availability. 
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Common Name Use Habitat Description 

Whitetail deer big game 

Whitetail deer inhabit a wide range of habitats from temperate to subtropical 
and semi-arid environments in North America and include rainforests and 
other equatorial associations, such as deciduous forests and savannas of 
Central America and northern South America. Requirements are met in 
practically every ecological type, including grasslands, prairies, plains, 
mountains, hardwoods, coniferous and tropical forests, deserts, and even 
woodlots associated with farmland. 

American 
badger furbearer 

Grasslands, meadows, open forest, brush, and deserts. Prefers grasslands or 
shrub lands, which can include parklands, farms, and treeless areas with friable 
soil and a supply of rodent prey. They may also be found in forest glades and 
meadows, marshes, brushy areas, hot deserts, and mountain meadows. 

American 
beaver furbearer Rivers, springs, and lakes with adjacent woody broad-leaved foods, such as 

willow, aspen, and hardwoods. 

American mink furbearer 

Species is found along streams and lakes, as well as in swamps and marshes. It 
prefers densely vegetated areas. It dens under stones or the roots of trees, in 
expropriated beaver castor or muskrat houses, or in self-excavated burrows. 
Forages on a variety of prey. 

Common 
muskrat furbearer Found in brackish and fresh-water lakes, ponds, streams, rivers, and marshes. 

Coyote furbearer 
Coyotes utilize almost all available habitats, including prairie, forest, desert, 
mountain, and tropical ecosystems. Prey populations are a key feature of these 
habitats. Foods include small mammals, birds, and deer sized ungulates. 

Ermine or 
short-tailed 
weasel 

furbearer 

Often found in successional or forest-edge habitats, scrub, alpine meadows, 
marshes, riparian woodlands, hedgerows, and riverbanks that have high 
densities of small mammals, especially Microtus and Arvicola voles. Coniferous 
and mixed woodlands are preferred. 

Long-tailed 
weasel furbearer 

Found in a wide variety of habitats, usually near water. Associated with non-
forested habitats within forested landscapes. Favored habitats include 
brushland, open woodlands, field edges, riparian grasslands, swamps, and 
marshes. Dens are in abandoned burrow made by other mammals, rock 
crevices, brush piles, stump hollows, or space among tree roots. These weasels 
are usually most abundant in late seral stages or ecotones where prey diversity 
is greatest. Waterways provide access to suitable habitat and are a natural 
avenue for dispersal, particularly in areas that otherwise are unsuitable. Feeds 
primarily on small mammals, occasionally birds, other small vertebrates, and 
insects. They are not found in deserts or thick, dense forests. 
 

Northern river 
otter furbearer 

Found anywhere there is a permanent food supply, such as fish, crustaceans, 
and amphibians, and easy access to water. In Idaho, river otters prefer valleys 
over mountain habitats and they select valley streams over valley lakes, 
reservoirs, and ponds. Woody vegetation and log jams are important habitat 
features. In plan area, most observations are in larger rivers. 

Red fox furbearer Utilizes a wide range of habitats, including forest, tundra, prairie, desert, 
mountains, farmlands, and urban areas. 
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Common Name Use Habitat Description 

Western 
spotted skunk furbearer 

Widespread in many habitats. In Idaho, western spotted skunks occur most 
commonly along streams, especially in the vicinity of basaltic outcroppings and 
rock piles. In southeastern Washington, uses rocky places and riparian thickets 
of willow and cottonwood. Commonly uses canyons, cliffs, rimrocks, lava 
fields, and arid valleys; whereas, in coastal regions it is common in alder, 
salmonberry, riparian alder, riparian hardwood, and tanoak habitats. Known to 
use dens of other animals, such as beavers and woodrats, or under buildings. 
Dens in rock outcrops, road cuts, under shrubs, in crevices, and tree cavities. 

California quail upland 
game 

Found in chaparral, sagebrush scrub, grassland oak, and riparian and foothill 
woodlands. 

Chukar upland 
game 

Steep, rocky, mountainous terrain and a mixture of brush, grasses, and forbs. 
In the plan area, found in dry break lands. 

Dusky grouse upland 
game 

Summer – shrub step, grassland, aspen, or non-forested alpine adjacent to 
conifer forest or open conifer forest, also forest mosaic. Abundant arthropods 
for broods and lush vegetation for adult food. Winter – high elevation conifer 
forest, Douglas fir, and lodgepole important in winter diet. 

Eurasian 
collared dove 

upland 
game 

Found mostly in suburban, urban, and agricultural areas where grain, roost, 
and nest sites available. Trees in urban and suburban habitats provide nesting 
and roosting sites for this species. Although less common in rural habitats, the 
Eurasian collared dove will populate these areas when stored or waste grain is 
available. 

Gray partridge upland 
game 

Agricultural fields and grasslands; in summer, especially with broods, mainly 
fields with cereal grains and row crops but also roadsides and shelterbelts. 

Mountain 
cottontail 

upland 
game 

Occurs in a variety of habitats throughout its range. In the north, it primarily 
occupies sagebrush habitat while it occurs more frequently in forested areas in 
the south. Feeds on sagebrush and juniper all year where this vegetation 
occurs but grasses are preferred when available in spring and summer. Little or 
no habitat occurs in the plan area and the species may be accidental in the 
plan area or not occur. 

Mourning dove upland 
game 

Nests in a wide array of ecological types, usually open woodlands and edges 
between forest and prairie. Foods are seeds of herbaceous plants found in 
early successional habitats. 

Ring-necked 
pheasant 

upland 
game Open habitats, often associated with agriculture lands. 

Rock pigeon upland 
game 

Nest in crevices and caves in rocky seaside cliffs or interior uplands, especially 
near open scrub vegetation or human agriculture. Also, around human 
infrastructure. 

Ruffed grouse upland 
game 

Closely associated with aspen. Most abundant in early-successional forests 
dominated by aspens and poplars. Present in riparian habitat and early-seral-
stage deciduous forest in mountainous regions of Pacific Northwest. Although 
associated with aspen, heavy seasonal use of conifers in Idaho. 

Snowshoe hare upland 
game 

Associated with conifer and mixed deciduous forest of North America. It 
requires dense understory vegetation, which it uses as cover. Diet consists 
mostly of grasses, forbs, sedges, and ferns. 

Spruce grouse upland 
game 

Strongly associated with conifer forest. Fire seres are the typical habitat of this 
bird that prefer relatively young stands over more mature conifer forests. 

Wild turkey upland 
game 

Found in ponderosa pine, aspen/fir, spruce/fir, and oak. Brood rearing habitat 
consists of grassy openings in mixed conifer forests, stands of aspen, and open 
meadows. 

American coot waterfowl Wetland species with heavy emergent vegetation along the shoreline in 
combination with deeper water. 
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Common Name Use Habitat Description 
American 
wigeon waterfowl Shallow, freshwater wetlands: sloughs, ponds, small lakes, marshes, and rivers. 

Blue-winged 
teal waterfowl Shallow ponds with abundant invertebrates 

Canada goose waterfowl A broad range of habitats near lakes, ponds, larger streams, marshes, muskegs, 
and wet hummocky areas. 

Canvasback waterfowl Uncommon visitor in the plan area, only during migration. Uses a wide variety 
of aquatic features during migration, such as ponds, lakes, and slow rivers. 

Cinnamon teal waterfowl Wetlands, ponds, and lakes with emergent vegetation. 
Eurasian 
wigeon waterfowl Wetland or aquatic habitat. 

Gadwall waterfowl 
Breeding habitat – seasonal and semi-permanent wetlands, mixed prairie, 
parkland, shortgrass prairie, and tallgrass prairie. Migration habitat – lakes, 
reservoirs, beaver ponds, and farm ponds. 

Green-winged 
teal waterfowl 

Forest wetlands. Breeds in wetlands in boreal forest and deciduous parklands 
and wetlands adjacent to grasslands or sedge meadows with brush thickets or 
woodlands. 

Harlequin duck waterfowl 
Clear, fast-flowing rivers and streams with boulder substrates, low acidity, 
abundant aquatic insect larvae, midges, caddis flies, stone flies, mayflies, 
and/or salmonid roe. 

Lesser scaup waterfowl Large seasonal and small, semi-permanent wetlands and lakes with emergent 
vegetation. 

Mallard waterfowl Wide variety of wetlands, lakes, ponds, and other aquatic environments. 

Northern pintail waterfowl Open country with shallow, seasonal, or intermittent wetlands and low 
vegetation. 

Northern 
shoveler waterfowl Found in a variety of wetland habitats with nearby grasslands or rangelands for 

nesting. 
Redhead waterfowl Habitat generalist. Uses wide variety of wetlands. 

Ring-necked 
duck waterfowl 

Only a migrant in plan area. Migration habitat includes shallow lakes and 
impoundments with dense stands of flooded emergent or submergent 
vegetation. Mostly documented on large rivers in plan area. 

Ruddy duck waterfowl Prairie pothole region where it nests in wetlands and marshes. No nesting 
habitat in plan area. Only a visitor to large rivers or wetlands in the plan area. 

Sandhill crane waterfowl Open grasslands, meadow, wet meadows, marshes, and shallow wetlands. 
Nests near or in water on floating nests. 

Snow goose waterfowl 

Migrant only in the plan area. Classification based upon migratory habitats. 
Frequents protected freshwater and brackish marshes, slow-moving rivers, 
large and small lakes, impoundments, farm fields, and sand bars; avoids 
forested areas. 

Tundra swan waterfowl 
Migrant only in plan area - Migration habitat shallow ponds, lakes, and riverine 
marshes; also harvested agricultural fields and fields growing winter cereal 
grain. Sego pondweed important. 

Wilson's snipe waterfowl Edges of bogs, fens, willow and alder swamps, and marshy edges of ponds, 
rivers, and brooks. 



Chapter 3. Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences  Wildlife 

Nez Perce-Clearwater National Forests 3.2.3.4 - 6 DEIS for the Revised Forest Plan 

Common Name Use Habitat Description 

American black 
bear big game 

Reported from a broad variety of forested habitats from deciduous forests in 
eastern North America to coniferous forests in the west. Dense forests, 
riparian areas, open slopes, or avalanche chutes during spring green-up. Uses 
snow slides, stream bottoms, and wet meadows in early and mid-summer. 
May concentrate in berry and whitebark pine areas in fall. Hibernates in 
natural cavities, such as in trees or rocks, under logs, and brush piles. Studies in 
north central Idaho show bears select mature grand fir and Douglas fir with 
greater than 60 percent canopy cover and select riparian areas. They also 
select fruiting shrub fields for foraging. 

American 
marten furbearer 

Associated with late-seral coniferous forests characterized by closed canopies, 
large trees, and abundant standing and fallen woody material. It dens in hollow 
trees or logs, in rocky crevices, or in burrows. Diet consists of rodents, hares, 
birds, and seasonal fruit. Voles, squirrels, and hares are the most important 
prey seasonally. 

Bobcat furbearer 

A wide variety of habitats, including boreal coniferous and mixed forests in the 
north, bottomland hardwood forest and coastal swamp in the southeast, and 
desert and scrubland in the southwest. High rabbit and small mammal 
populations are requisite. They seem to prefer shrub, open, or early seral 
habitats over forested habitats. Only large, intensively cultivated areas appear 
to be unsuitable habitat. Areas with dense understory vegetation and high 
prey density are most intensively selected. They sleep in hidden dens, often in 
hollow trees, thickets, or rocky crevices. 

Northern 
raccoon furbearer 

Found almost anywhere water is available along streams and shorelines. Dens 
under logs or rock, in tree cavities, ground burrows, or banks. Most abundant 
in hardwood swamps, mangroves, flood forests, and marshes. Opportunistic 
omnivore, eating fruits, nuts, insects, small mammals, bird eggs and nestlings, 
reptile eggs, frogs, fish, aquatic invertebrates, worms, and garbage. 

Barrow's 
goldeneye waterfowl 

Barrow's goldeneye is a cavity-nesting duck that depends heavily on the 
availability of large cavities. Winters mostly in marine habitats (salt water) and 
a few inland open rivers. Uses open rivers in the plan area during winter only. 
Most observations were during migration or winter time. Prefers alkaline to 
freshwater lakes in parkland areas; to a lesser extent, subalpine and alpine 
lakes, beaver ponds, and small sloughs for breeding. In British Columbia, 
breeding habitat includes aspen parkland, open ponderosa pine forests, 
rangeland, alpine meadows, and subalpine lakes in closed coniferous forest at 
300–1,850 meters elevation. 

Bufflehead waterfowl Ponds, small lakes, and cavities for nesting during breeding season. Uses lakes 
or major river systems during migration. 

Common 
goldeneye waterfowl 

Winter habitat only in the plan area. Winter habitat is usually marine 
environments but inland they use larger lakes and rivers as far north as open 
water is available. Most observations in the plan area are in larger rivers during 
fall, winter, and early spring. Migrates north for the summer. 

Common 
merganser waterfowl Oligotrophic lakes and rivers bordered by mature tree cavities and abundant 

fish. Uses large rivers extensively in plan area during the breeding season. 

Hooded 
merganser waterfowl 

Forested wetland habitats, including emergent marshes, small lakes, ponds, 
beaver wetlands, forested creeks and rivers, and swamps. Only a migrant in 
plan area. 
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Common Name Use Habitat Description 

Wood duck waterfowl 

Wide variety of habitats: creeks, rivers, overflow, bottomlands, swamps, 
marshes, and beaver and farm ponds. Abundant plant and invertebrate food 
bases close to suitable nest sites are essential components of breeding habitat. 
Herbaceous emergent plants, flooded shrubs, and downed timber are 
important. Mature forests are needed for development of trees with suitable 
cavities for nesting. Trees producing suitable nest sites are greater than 11 
inches diameter at breast height but are commonly 23 inches. 

These species were grouped to facilitate analysis of coarse filter ecological conditions and ecosystem 
plan components that would provide for these species. Table 2 identifies the habitat groupings and 
subgroupings analyzed in the Abundance and Diversity of Wildlife section. A total of 32 species that are 
hunted or trapped use aquatic, wetland, water, or riparian habitats, which include mostly waterfowl and 
furbearers. The ecotone, forest edge, or habitat combinations group includes ten species and includes 
mostly upland game and big game. Most of these species use the forest and non-forested interface. Four 
species use forested habitats, including black bears, American martens, Ruffed grouse, and snowshoe 
hares. Eight species use non-forested or early seral habitats and are primarily upland game species but 
include one furbearer, the badger. Five species use resource habitats and are classified as such because 
they are dependent upon prey species but otherwise occupy a broad variety of habitats. Only two 
species, bighorn sheep and mountain goats, use substrate habitats and are dependent upon steep 
terrain or cliff habitats. 

Aquatic Ecosystems and Fisheries plan components provide for all aquatic habitat groups and subgroups. 
Forestwide plan components for forested habitats and non-forested vegetation provide for these 
species, specifically those forested habitat components that describe desired amounts of size classes, 
landscape pattern of patches, and desired conditions of non-forested habitats. Forested plan 
components provide for early seral species, as well as forest dwelling species, because they provide 
larger size classes that provide cover and early seral habitats and small size classes for those species that 
use ecotone or forest edges. 

The non-forested habitats in the plan area are uncommon, making up only a small percentage of the 
land base. Many species that use non-forested habitats can also use early seral habitats and forested 
plan components for early seral size classes help provide for these species. Plan components that 
provide for prey species provide best for predatory species whose primary requirement are prey species. 
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Table 2. Wildlife Species commonly used by the public and their assigned habitat grouping and 
subgrouping as analyzed in the Abundance and Diversity of Wildlife Report 

Species Name Habitat Grouping Habitat Subgroups 

Sandhill Crane Aquatic, wetland, water and riparian 
habitats 

Aquatic non-forested interface or non-forested 
wetlands 

Bufflehead Aquatic, wetland, water and riparian 
habitats 

Aquatic and forested habitats or forested 
wetlands 

Common 
Merganser 

Aquatic, wetland, water and riparian 
habitats 

Aquatic and forested habitats or forested 
wetlands 

Hooded 
Merganser 

Aquatic, wetland, water and riparian 
habitats 

Aquatic and forested habitats or forested 
wetlands 

Wood Duck Aquatic, wetland, water and riparian 
habitats 

Aquatic and forested habitats or forested 
wetlands 

Common 
Muskrat 

Aquatic, wetland, water and riparian 
habitats Aquatic generalist 

Canada Goose Aquatic, wetland, water and riparian 
habitats Aquatic generalist 

Mallard Aquatic, wetland, water and riparian 
habitats Aquatic generalist 

American 
Mink 

Aquatic, wetland, water and riparian 
habitats Aquatic generalist 

American Coot Aquatic, wetland, water and riparian 
habitats 

Depressional wetlands, ponds, wetlands, marsh, 
emergent vegetation 

American 
Wigeon 

Aquatic, wetland, water and riparian 
habitats 

Depressional wetlands, ponds, wetlands, marsh, 
emergent vegetation 

Blue-winged 
Teal 

Aquatic, wetland, water and riparian 
habitats 

Depressional wetlands, ponds, wetlands, marsh, 
emergent vegetation 

Cinnamon Teal Aquatic, wetland, water and riparian 
habitats 

Depressional wetlands, ponds, wetlands, marsh, 
emergent vegetation 

Eurasian 
Wigeon 

Aquatic, wetland, water and riparian 
habitats 

Depressional wetlands, ponds, wetlands, marsh, 
emergent vegetation 

Gadwall Aquatic, wetland, water and riparian 
habitats 

Depressional wetlands, ponds, wetlands, marsh, 
emergent vegetation 

Green-winged 
Teal 

Aquatic, wetland, water and riparian 
habitats 

Depressional wetlands, ponds, wetlands, marsh, 
emergent vegetation 

Northern 
Pintail 

Aquatic, wetland, water and riparian 
habitats 

Depressional wetlands, ponds, wetlands, marsh, 
emergent vegetation 

Northern 
Shoveler 

Aquatic, wetland, water and riparian 
habitats 

Depressional wetlands, ponds, wetlands, marsh, 
emergent vegetation 

Redhead Aquatic, wetland, water and riparian 
habitats 

Depressional wetlands, ponds, wetlands, marsh, 
emergent vegetation 

Ring-necked 
Duck 

Aquatic, wetland, water and riparian 
habitats 

Depressional wetlands, ponds, wetlands, marsh, 
emergent vegetation 

Wilson's Snipe Aquatic, wetland, water and riparian 
habitats 

Depressional wetlands, ponds, wetlands, marsh, 
emergent vegetation 

Canvasback Aquatic, wetland, water and riparian 
habitats 

Open water-Lakes, large rivers, open water 
within wetlands 

Lesser Scaup Aquatic, wetland, water and riparian 
habitats 

Open water-Lakes, large rivers, open water 
within wetlands 

Ruddy Duck Aquatic, wetland, water and riparian 
habitats 

Open water-Lakes, large rivers, open water 
within wetlands 
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Species Name Habitat Grouping Habitat Subgroups 

Snow Goose Aquatic, wetland, water and riparian 
habitats 

Open water-Lakes, large rivers, open water 
within wetlands 

Tundra Swan Aquatic, wetland, water and riparian 
habitats 

Open water-Lakes, large rivers, open water 
within wetlands 

American 
Beaver 

Aquatic, wetland, water and riparian 
habitats Riparian habitats 

Northern 
Raccoon 

Aquatic, wetland, water and riparian 
habitats Riparian habitats 

Northern River 
Otter 

Aquatic, wetland, water and riparian 
habitats Riverine 

Harlequin 
Duck 

Aquatic, wetland, water and riparian 
habitats Riverine 

Barrow's 
Goldeneye 

Aquatic, wetland, water and riparian 
habitats Riverine 

Common 
Goldeneye 

Aquatic, wetland, water and riparian 
habitats Riverine 

Western 
Spotted Skunk 

Ecotone, forest edge, or habitat 
combinations 

Aquatic or riparian habitats and substrate 
habitats, such as soil, rocky outcrops, cut banks, 
rocks, logs, or leaf litter habitats 

Rocky 
Mountain Elk  

Ecotone, forest edge, or habitat 
combinations 

Forested and non-forested habitats interface, 
forest edges, open habitats with scattered 
trees, or open woodland 

White-tailed 
deer 

Ecotone, forest edge, or habitat 
combinations 

Forested and non-forested habitats interface, 
forest edges, open habitats with scattered 
trees, or open woodland 

Dusky Grouse 
Ecotone, forest edge, or habitat 
combinations 

Forested and non-forested habitats interface, 
forest edges, open habitats with scattered 
trees, or open woodland 

Mourning 
Dove 

Ecotone, forest edge, or habitat 
combinations 

Forested and non-forested habitats interface, 
forest edges, open habitats with scattered 
trees, or open woodland 

Wild Turkey 
Ecotone, forest edge, or habitat 
combinations 

Forested and non-forested habitats interface, 
forest edges, open habitats with scattered 
trees, or open woodland 

Ermine or 
Short-tailed 
Weasel 

Ecotone, forest edge, or habitat 
combinations 

Forested and non-forested habitats interface, 
forest edges, open habitats with scattered 
trees, or open woodland 

Rock Pigeon Ecotone, forest edge, or habitat 
combinations Rock outcrop and non-forested 

Moose 
Ecotone, forest edge, or habitat 
combinations 

Forested and non-forested habitats interface, 
forest edges, open habitats with scattered 
trees, or open woodland 

Mule deer 
Ecotone, forest edge, or habitat 
combinations 

Forested and non-forested habitats interface, 
forest edges, open habitats with scattered 
trees, or open woodland 

American 
Marten Forested habitats Closed forest, higher density late seral or old 

forest, or large tree habitat with closed canopy 
Ruffed Grouse Forested habitats Early seral forest 
American 
Black Bear Forested habitats Forest generalists. Uses multiple forest types or 

size classes. 
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Species Name Habitat Grouping Habitat Subgroups 
Snowshoe 
Hare Forested habitats Forest understory 

Chukar Non-forested or early seral habitats Meadow, grassland, and forbland or scrubland 
American 
Badger Non-forested or early seral habitats Meadow, grassland, and forbland or scrubland 

Eurasian 
Collared Dove 

Non-forested or early seral habitats Meadow, grassland, and forbland or scrubland 

Gray Partridge Non-forested or early seral habitats Meadow, grassland, and forbland or scrubland 
Mountain 
Cottontail 

Non-forested or early seral habitats Meadow, grassland, and forbland or scrubland 

Ring-necked 
Pheasant 

Non-forested or early seral habitats Meadow, grassland, and forbland or scrubland 

California 
Quail 

Non-forested or early seral habitats Shrubland, thickets, woodlands, and early seral 
forest 

Spruce Grouse Non-forested or early seral habitats Shrubland, thickets, woodlands, and early seral 
forest 

Gray wolf Resource habitats – nectar, fruit, seeds, 
plant forage, or prey Carrion or prey populations 

Mountain Lion 
or Cougar 

Resource habitats – nectar, fruit, seeds, 
plant forage, or prey 

Carrion or prey populations 

Red Fox Resource habitats – nectar, fruit, seeds, 
plant forage, or prey 

Carrion or prey populations 

Long-tailed 
Weasel 

Resource habitats – nectar, fruit, seeds, 
plant forage, or prey 

Carrion or prey populations 

Bobcat Resource habitats – nectar, fruit, seeds, 
plant forage, or prey 

Carrion or prey populations 

Coyote Resource habitats – nectar, fruit, seeds, 
plant forage, or prey 

Carrion or prey populations 

Mountain 
Goat 

Substrate habitats – rock outcrop, soil, 
downed wood, cliff, talus, or cave 
habitats 

Cliff or steep terrain 

Bighorn Sheep 
Substrate habitats – rock outcrop, soil, 
downed wood, cliff, talus, or cave 
habitats 

Cliff or steep terrain 

 

A total of 17, or about 27 percent, are species commonly used by the public for hunting or trapping and 
use snags or downed trees as important habitat characteristics. Ten species use snags while eleven 
species use downed wood. Four species use both downed wood and snags. These are composed mostly 
of furbearers and waterfowl species. 
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Table 3. Commonly used wildlife that are known to use snags, downed trees, or both. 
Common name Uses Snags or Decayed live trees Uses Downed Trees 
American Mink N Y 
Coyote N Y 
Ermine or Short-tailed Weasel N Y 
Long-tailed Weasel N Y 
Northern River Otter N Y 
Western Spotted Skunk N Y 
Harlequin Duck N Y 
Barrow's Goldeneye Y N 
Bufflehead Y N 
Common Goldeneye Y N 
Common Merganser Y N 
Hooded Merganser Y N 
Wood Duck Y N 
American Black Bear Y Y 
American Marten Y Y 
Bobcat Y Y 
Northern Raccoon Y Y 

Big game populations attracted the attention of the public and provide some of the largest economic 
and social benefits. The Nez Perce-Clearwater developed appropriate species-specific plan components 
and these species are discussed in more detail below. 

Bighorn sheep 
An in-depth evaluation of bighorn sheep was provided in the Multiple Use and Ecosystem Services 
portion of Assessment (U. S. Department of Agriculture, 2014a). A brief summary is provided here, as 
well as new information about this species. The Assessment outlines bighorn sheep populations, 
distribution, trends, biology, and threats. In Idaho, bighorn sheep exist in both small isolated populations 
and in interconnected metapopulations. The largest native populations of Rocky Mountain bighorn 
sheep are in the Salmon River drainage, largely within the plan area. Bighorn sheep habitat on the Nez 
Perce-Clearwater is generally associated with the Idaho Batholith break lands in the Salmon and Selway 
River basins. 
Bighorn sheep typically inhabit rugged, rocky grasslands and open forests from low elevation river 
canyons to alpine areas. Although elevational migrations are generally common with bighorn sheep, 
most bighorns in the planning area remain in the river canyons year-round, except for bighorns in the 
Selway drainage. Four bighorn sheep population management units contain a total of approximately 400 
bighorn sheep on lands managed by the Nez Perce-Clearwater. The population management units 
include the Lower Salmon, Lower Panther-Main Salmon, Selway, and Hells Canyon. The primary limiting 
factor for Rocky Mountain bighorn sheep in the plan area is disease. Domestic sheep, goats, and other 
exotic relatives of bighorn sheep carry diseases that are lethal to bighorns and can have lasting effects on 
population performance. Bighorn sheep in the Salmon River and Hells Canyon population management 
units experienced high rates of mortality in pneumonia outbreaks in the 1980s and 1990s, likely 
originating from contact with domestic sheep. Those populations have not recovered, and bighorn 
populations are currently limited by low lamb survival primarily due to pneumonia-caused mortality 
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(Idaho Department of Fish and Game, 2010). Disease transmission to bighorn sheep can be controlled by 
maintaining separation between bighorn sheep and domestic sheep and goats. Although disease is 
currently thought to be the primary reason for low bighorn sheep numbers, other factors may 
contribute, including vegetation changes caused by fire suppression and increases in noxious weeds. 
Frequent fires have had beneficial effects by reducing conifer encroachment and rejuvenating grasses 
and forbs; however, fire and other disturbances may also have the negative impact of facilitating the 
invasion of noxious weeds. Other than disease transmission, noxious weeds are the largest threat to 
bighorn sheep populations in the plan area. Bighorn sheep are discussed as a potential Species of 
Conservation Concern in the 2014 Assessment (U. S. Department of Agriculture, 2014b), with the 
primary concern being disease transmission. 
Between 2007 to 2013, bighorn sheep in the lower Salmon River canyon were studied using radio 
telemetry to assess the population status of bighorn sheep along the Salmon River in central Idaho 
(Mack, Kasprzak, & Luiz, 2017). The conclusions of this study follow. First, the study found that the 
Salmon River bighorn sheep populations have undergone previous assumed pneumonia-caused die-offs 
and are thought to be disease limited. Habitat modeling identified continuous bighorn sheep habitat 
within the project area and the larger Salmon River drainage. Habitat distribution was dendritic, closely 
associated with the rugged canyon breaks of the Salmon River and its main tributaries. Lesser amounts 
of more fragmented habitat were identified at higher elevations associated with mountain and ridge 
tops. Bighorn sheep within the Lower Salmon River population were distributed within an estimated 990 
square kilometer population range encompassing an 84-kilometer reach of the main stem Salmon River 
and the lower 21-kilometer reach of the South Fork Salmon River. 
The population consisted of five female and four male social groups. Female groups used discrete use 
areas that were distributed sequentially and continuously along the Salmon River main stem and South 
Fork Salmon and either shared or slightly overlapped adjacent group boundaries. Female groups did not 
display seasonal space use, such as summer versus winter or lambing versus non-lambing, and used the 
same general area year-round. Female and male groups displayed strong site and group fidelity. Male 
groups were also distributed sequentially and continuously within the project area. Male use areas were 
discrete and disjunct during the non-rut season but overlapped extensively during the rut season. Spatial 
analysis and probability modeling established a high level of connectivity among main stem groups, 
primarily through male movements during the rut season. During the rut season, males along the main 
stem abandoned site and group fidelity and traveled long distances in search of female groups, resulting 
in a high level of connectivity as they interacted with multiple female and male groups. 
Proximity of domestic sheep in the western portion of the project area, coupled with a high degree of 
connectivity among bighorn sheep groups, raised concerns over potential disease transmission 
throughout the population. Summer lamb survival and recruitment were low but increasing trends in 
these parameters and population counts provided evidence for a growing population during the term of 
the project. Adult survival and annual female reproductive rates remained consistent through the project 
period and were within the ranges reported for stable to declining populations. Annual summer lamb 
survival was low, indicative of a pneumonic population. Recruitment rates were low from biological years 
2000 to 2012 and were in line with those estimated for declining populations. Disease was manifest 
through lamb mortality. Population counts accounted for substantially more bighorn sheep (250%) than 
previously estimated. The maximum count of 347 bighorn sheep should provide for a greater degree of 
resiliency against demographic and environmental stochasticity than previously thought.  
The project evaluated the risk of contact with domestic sheep both before and after the decision prior to 
the 2010 forest plan amendment of the Payette National Forest and estimated bighorn sheep in the 
Lower Salmon River population had a high probability (100%) of annual contact with active allotments 
and a high probability (37-100%) of extirpation. The 2010 Record of Decision (U.S. Department of 
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Agriculture, 2010) finalized the forest plan amendment and implemented new management direction for 
domestic sheep grazing. The Payette National Forest projected new management direction would 
decrease the risk of contact to 4 percent and probability of extirpation between 2 to 29 percent. The Nez 
Perce National Forest has more potential for contact and disease transmission than the Payette National 
Forest had prior to their revision because of one sheep allotment located within the Lower Salmon River 
within the core home range of this bighorn sheep herd. 
The Payette National Forest concluded the Lower Salmon River population would have a low probability 
of persistence without a regional effort to address risk of contact across Bureau of Land Management, 
Nez Perce-Clearwater National Forests, and Payette National Forest administered allotments. The Bureau 
of Land Management Cottonwood Office conducted a similar analysis while amending their 
management plan. Under grazing management conditions prior to the amendment process, their 
analysis predicted a 113 percent chance of annual contact between bighorn sheep on at least one of four 
Bureau of Land Management allotments analyzed, primarily due to close proximity between occupied 
bighorn sheep range and the Partridge Creek allotment. The amended management plan was adopted in 
2017. New management direction discontinuing domestic sheep grazing on the Partridge Creek 
allotment was projected to reduce the risk of contact to less than one percent. 
Within the Nez Perce-Clearwater forest plan revision, two actions were proposed to address threats to 
the lower Salmon River bighorn sheep populations. First, the Nez Perce-Clearwater only has one 
remaining sheep allotment across the whole planning area, which is located within the heart of the 
Lower Salmon River bighorn sheep home range area. This allotment is vacated currently. This allotment 
is proposed to be unsuitable for sheep grazing and would be closed under the plan. Second, in the event 
that any new sheep allotments are initiated within the Nez Perce-Clearwater under the plan, a standard 
was adopted to disallow domestic sheep grazing within 16 miles of core herd home ranges, which is a 
similar distance to those identified in the 2010 Payette National Forest decision to maintain a low risk of 
contact (U.S. Department of Agriculture, 2010). These measures should reduce the chances that new 
disease transmission events will occur from Forest Service allotments. Sheep grazing operations exist 
outside of Nez Perce-Clearwater lands and may continue to pose a threat to disease transmission to the 
bighorn sheep populations within the plan area. These operations are outside of the Forest Service’s 
control. 

Black Bear 
Black bears are found throughout the planning area, although suitable and occupied habitat is patchy in 
some areas. Black bears are important as both a target species for hunters and as a predator that may 
influence populations of large ungulates, like elk and deer, which are also popular hunted species. Black 
bear distribution in Idaho corresponds closely to the distribution of coniferous forests. Black bear 
populations respond to low berry production and hunting pressure. Black bears prey upon deer and elk 
fawns but rarely adults. Black bear populations are related to changes in birth rates associated with the 
availability of nutritious foods, especially late summer and fall berry production. Long-term trends are 
directly related to changes in habitat quantity and quality. Forest management practices, wildfires, and 
plant succession influence black bear habitat quality. Black bear populations are thought to be stable but 
the Idaho Department of Fish and Game has been using long hunting seasons and liberal harvest to try 
to reduce black bear predation on elk, particularly in the Selway and Lolo Game Management Zones. 
Hunting of black bears includes baiting, hound hunting, and stalking. Most bears taken are over bait in 
the spring, followed by hound hunting, and the least effective method is stalking or still hunting. Some 
bears are taken opportunistically as people are hunting other species. 
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Elk 
North American elk (Cervus canadensis) are among the most popular and iconic of wildlife species in 
North America. A broad spectrum of public land users places strong cultural, social, economic, and 
ecological importance on the species (Mary M. Rowland et al., 2018). Native American tribes in the 
western United States focus much of their cultural and first foods traditions on elk, and tribal hunting 
depends on abundant elk populations on public lands for tribal uses. The 2014 Assessment estimated 
that, in Idaho, elk hunting generates more than $70 million annually in direct hunter expenditures like 
fuel, meals, and lodging. The combined economic impact of elk hunting in Clearwater County and Idaho 
County alone was in excess of $27.6 million in 2007 (U. S. Department of Agriculture, 2014a). These 
benefits are largely sourced from public lands where recreational uses of elk compose a major land use. 
Rural communities throughout the western United States not only benefit economically from hunting 
and viewing but have social and cultural networks built on elk as part of rural lifestyles. Conversely, elk 
use of private lands is increasing, is often undesired, and can have substantial economic costs from crop 
depredation, competition with livestock forage, and damage to reforestation efforts. Maximizing elk use 
on public lands while minimizing use on private lands meets the desires of land use stakeholders 
because the vast majority of recreational uses of elk occur on public lands and many private landowners 
are intolerant of resident populations (Mary M. Rowland et al., 2018). 

Elk herd numbers are influenced by a combination of forage availability, habitat quality, predation, and 
hunter harvest. Their distribution is influenced by disturbance from roads and hunting pressure. The 
Assessment (U. S. Department of Agriculture, 2014a) for the Nez Perce-Clearwater described the 
condition and trend of elk populations in the plan area, the economic impacts that elk have in Idaho, 
threats and stressors to elk, factors that influence vulnerability to hunting, and detailed information 
about the effects of roads on elk. Identified threats and stressors included invasive weeds, departed fire 
return intervals and forest succession, timber management and associated roads, loss of hiding cover, 
livestock grazing, human development, energy development and mining, reduced winter forage, 
disturbance, roads and motorized trails, and vulnerability to hunters. Within the last few years, several 
publications using large datasets from multiple study areas have been analyzed together and been 
published. This existing condition section focuses on new publications since the 2014 Assessment was 
produced. This section recaps the population trends and describes the effects and need for change from 
management direction in the 1987 Plans. 

Historically, elk herds on the Nez Perce-Clearwater were much lower than today. Lewis and Clark 
reported elk in limited areas and early accounts thereafter recorded that elk were rare. During the late 
1800s and early 1900s, elk were rarely reported on the Nez Perce-Clearwater. The causes of these low 
numbers could be a combination of use by people, predators, and lack of forage. Beginning after the 
1910, 1919, and 1934 fires, which burned vast areas of the Nez Perce-Clearwater, elk herds began to 
increase rapidly until in the 1930s when herds developed that were large enough to raise concern that 
they were damaging the winter ranges (Space, 1981). This increase in numbers was presumably because 
of a combination of high amounts of forage created by the fires, intensive predator control of bears and 
lions, the institution and enforcement of hunting regulations between 1897 to 1903, and the 
establishment of a game preserve where hunting was not permitted (Parsell, 1990; Space, 1981) 
(Cochrell, 1970). Between 1954 and 1957, the first helicopter flights to count elk were conducted on the 
Clearwater National Forest. A total of 8,577 elk were counted on winter range by helicopter. Estimating 
that 80 percent were counted, the total population in the Clearwater National Forest alone was 
estimated at 10,700 (Space, 1981). On the Nez Perce National Forest, the elk herd in the Selway-
Bitterroot was considered the largest in the United States at one time. 
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Following a decline in early seral habitats, elk populations declined through the 1970s. Increased timber 
management in the 1970s and 1980s, along with changes in game regulations, once again led to an 
increase in elk populations during the 1980s through early 1990s. Decreases in timber harvest beginning 
in the late 1980s and early 1990s correspond to a decrease in elk populations since that time when 
herds again began to decline in response to increasing loss of early seral habitat. These declines started 
before wolves were introduced into the plan area in the 1990s. Elk herds have continued to decline or 
have remained lower since. 
Figure 1. Elk analysis units used in 1987 Plans for Nez Perce and Clearwater National Forest 

 
Light green = elk analysis units that require maintaining a minimum of 25 percent habitat security 

Yellow = elk analysis units that require maintaining a minimum of 50 percent habitat security 
Orange = elk analysis units that require maintaining a minimum of 75 percent habitat security 
Purple = elk analysis units that require maintaining a minimum of 100 percent habitat security 

Dark green = wilderness 
Light blue = elk winter ranges 
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Elk habitats under the 1987 Forest Plans, under the No Action Alternative, consisted of an emphasis on 
enhancing winter habitats though active management and managing elk habitat effectiveness and elk 
vulnerability through road density management. The plan required analysis of factors, such as road 
building and livestock grazing, with elk habitat preferences, considering quality, quantity, and 
distribution of cover, forage, and security areas and the density of open roads and livestock. The 
Clearwater Plan was later amended and emphasized elk habitat effectiveness and reducing elk 
vulnerability. The 1987 Plans from both forests used elk analysis units as the scale for which effects were 
analyzed. The plans also required that elk analysis units maintain a minimum amount of elk habitat 
effectiveness of 25 percent, 50 percent, 75 percent, or 100 percent. These correspond to roughly 4.2 
miles per square mile for 25 percent, 1.8 miles per square mile for 50 percent, and 0.8 miles per square 
mile for 75 percent habitat effectiveness. An elk habitat effectiveness (EHE) model computed habitat 
effectiveness using the density of open roads quality; quantity and distribution of cover, forage, and 
security areas; and livestock use. The number and acres of elk habitat effectiveness objectives in the 
1987 Plans are shown in Table 5. Elk Analysis units are not delineated within wilderness nor within elk 
winter range. Elk habitat effectiveness is calculated using only open motorized roads and trails. The elk 
vulnerability (EV) model estimated the effects of access and hunter effort activities during fall hunting 
seasons on elk at the game management unit scale. It considers both open and closed roads. The 
amount of winter habitat manipulation proposed as objectives in the 1987 Plans were achieved 
generally as projected (FACTS data, accessed August 2019). 

The Nez Perce-Clearwater has closed many roads since the 1987 Plans. For example, data from the 
Clearwater National Forest was compiled and from 1992 to 2016, the forest obliterated or 
decommissioned 1433.6 miles of roads at an average cost of $5,491 per mile in 2010. These figures 
include 738 miles of system roads. Yet, despite these measures, the trend in elk populations has 
continued downward sharply since 1987. 

Table 4. Estimated acres of habitat within and outside of half mile from an open road or motorized 
trail by management area under the No Action Alternative. 

 Management Area 1 Management Area 2 Management Area 3 
Location half mile from a road Total Acres Percent Total Acres Percent Total Acres Percent 
Outside 1,147,690 93.0% 1,190,873 80.0% 353,442 29.0% 
Within 83,719 7.0% 298,457 20.0% 863,722 71.0% 
Grand Total 1,231,408 100.0% 1,489,330 100.0% 1,217,164 100.0% 

Table 5. Number and Acres of Elk Analysis Unit Habitat Effectiveness Objectives under the 1987 Plans 
1987 Forest Plan Elk Habitat 
Effectiveness Objectives 

Number Acres 

25% 155 748,273 
50% 81 496,186 
75% 117 614,401 
100% 103 10,300 
Total 456 1,869,160 
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Elk populations in the Clearwater Basin have declined substantially across large areas of the eastern 
portion of the basin during the past three decades. Declines have coincided with a loss of early-seral 
habitat, increased human pressures, and increasing predator population (R. Cook, Cook, & Wisdom, 
2018). The outcomes of management strategies in the 1987 Plans for elk have not been favorable for elk 
herds. Since 1987, when plans were signed, elk populations in game management zones with low quality 
or declining forage, high amounts of hiding cover, and low road densities, such as the Lolo Zone, the 
Selway Zone, and some game management units in the Elk City Zone, have declined. Meanwhile, those 
with high quality and quantity of forage, such as in the Palouse, Dworshak, some portions of the Elk City, 
and Hells Canyon zones, have increased or remained at the Idaho Department of Fish and Game 
objective, despite having high road densities and high vulnerability. 

Table 6. Miles of road per square mile by watershed. 
Watershed Name Miles of road per square mile 
Copper Creek-Rapid River 0.00 
Upper East Fork Moose Creek 0.01 
Fivemile Creek-Clearwater River 0.01 
Little Moose Creek 0.01 
Suttler Creek-Middle Fork Clearwater River 0.02 
Otter Creek 0.03 
Stoney Creek 0.05 
Chapman Creek-White Bird Creek 0.07 
Threemile Creek 0.07 
Headwaters Pine Creek 0.07 
Wind Lakes Creek 0.08 
Boulder Creek 0.08 
Lower Crooked Creek 0.10 
Stanley Creek-Lochsa River 0.10 
West Fork Rapid River 0.17 
Sheep Creek 0.17 
Collins Creek 0.20 
Indian Creek-Salmon River 0.21 
Upper Kelly Creek 0.22 
Upper Johns Creek 0.22 
Lower Bargamin Creek 0.23 
Minnesaka Creek-Little North Fork Clearwater River 0.23 
Lower Running Creek 0.26 
Storm Creek 0.30 
Gospel Creek 0.34 
Lower American River 0.34 
Sable Creek 0.42 
East Fork American River 0.42 
Upper Sabe Creek 0.46 
Lower Fish Creek 0.46 
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Watershed Name Miles of road per square mile 
Middle Colt Killed Creek 0.49 
East Fork Potlatch River 0.50 
Upper Skull Creek 0.51 
Johnny Creek 0.53 
Headwaters Meadow Creek 0.57 
Breakfast Creek-Stanton Creek 0.58 
Bimerick Creek-Lochsa River 0.66 
Salmon Creek-North Fork Clearwater River 0.68 
Trout Creek-Salmon River 0.72 
Bald Mountain Creek-Lochsa River 0.75 
Boulder Creek-Crooked Fork Creek 0.76 
Spruce Creek 0.83 
Gedney Creek 0.87 
Middle Elk Creek 0.88 
Rabbit Creek-South Fork Clearwater River 0.89 
Sheep Creek-Little Salmon River 0.98 
Pinchot Creek-Selway River 1.00 
Vanderbilt Creek-North Fork Clearwater River 1.05 
Silver Creek 1.09 
Lower Cayuse Creek 1.12 
Headwaters Hangman Creek 1.15 
Middle Cayuse Creek 1.15 
Rhett Creek 1.16 
Upper Orogrande Creek 1.18 
Middle Bargamin Creek 1.18 
Lower Meadow Creek 1.23 
Upper Running Creek 1.24 
Post Office Creek 1.28 
Anchor Creek-Wind River 1.28 
Lower Johns Creek 1.30 
Lower Big Sand Creek 1.33 
Tenmile Creek 1.39 
Upper Weitas Creek 1.40 
Deep Creek 1.42 
Isabella Creek 1.43 
Lower Weitas Creek 1.44 
Upper Big Bear Creek 1.45 
Middle Weitas Creek 1.48 
Lower Clear Creek 1.53 
Glade Creek-Lochsa River 1.61 
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Watershed Name Miles of road per square mile 
Hungery Creek 1.64 
Big Mallard Creek 1.64 
Lower Kelly Creek 1.66 
Weir Creek-Lochsa River 1.69 
Upper Meadow Creek 1.75 
McKinzie Creek-Salmon River 1.75 
Cave Creek-North Fork Clearwater River 1.77 
Bull Run Creek 1.77 
Upper Brushy Fork Creek 1.77 
Colt Creek 1.84 
Upper Fish Creek 1.85 
Twentymile Creek 1.87 
Long Meadow Creek 1.88 
Rock Creek-Palouse River 1.88 
Long Creek 1.91 
Glover Creek-Selway River 1.96 
Corral Creek 1.97 
Upper Cayuse Creek 2.01 
Upper Bargamin Creek 2.02 
Horse Creek 2.05 
South Fork Clear Creek 2.19 
Squaw Creek 2.34 
Berg Creek-Salmon River 2.38 
Deer Creek 2.40 
Jersey Creek-Salmon River 2.40 
Upper Crooked Fork Creek 2.40 
Little Weitas Creek 2.46 
Carey Creek-Salmon River 2.46 
Walton Creek-Lochsa River 2.48 
Elk Creek 2.54 
Wing Creek-South Fork Clearwater River 2.55 
Lake Creek 2.66 
Toboggan Creek 2.69 
Rackliff Creek-Selway River 2.74 
Rock Creek-North Fork Clearwater River 2.80 
Lower Elk Creek 2.85 
Upper Crooked River 2.92 
Elizabeth Creek-North Fork Clearwater River 2.94 
Lower Brushy Fork Creek 2.96 
Goddard Creek-Selway River 2.97 
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Watershed Name Miles of road per square mile 
Washington Creek 3.00 
Lightning Creek-South Fork Clearwater River 3.00 
Beaver Creek 3.10 
Quartz Creek 3.20 
Lower Rapid River 3.32 
Cold Springs Creek-North Fork Clearwater River 3.42 
Hog Meadow Creek-Potlatch Creek 3.43 
John Day Creek 3.51 
Fiddle Creek-Salmon River 3.67 
Wendover Creek-Lochsa River 3.76 
Deadman Creek 3.81 
Sherwin Creek-Salmon River 3.82 
Whiskey Creek-South Fork Clearwater River 3.86 
Ohara Creek 3.88 
Lower Crooked River 3.89 
Lower Colt Killed Creek 3.96 
Big Smith Creek-Middle Fork Clearwater River 3.98 
Gravey Creek 4.00 
Upper Newsome Creek 4.00 
Legendary Bear Creek 4.15 
Upper American River 4.16 
Lower Crooked Fork Creek 4.23 
Upper Red River 4.29 
Deadwood Creek-Moose Creek 4.33 
Middle Creek 4.47 
Middle Lolo Creek 4.60 
Lower Little Slate Creek 4.71 
Mill Creek 4.71 
Lower Newsome Creek 4.73 
Sneak Creek-North Fork Clearwater River 4.79 
Lower Slate Creek 4.84 
Gold Creek 4.86 
Upper Slate Creek 4.94 
Musselshell Creek 4.98 
North Fork White Bird Creek 5.11 
Hemlock Creek 5.20 
Upper Clear Creek 5.31 
Fishing Creek 5.49 
Upper Elk Creek 5.52 
Lower Skull Creek 5.67 
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Watershed Name Miles of road per square mile 
Middle Red River 5.82 
Leggett Creek-South Fork Clearwater River 5.91 
West Fork Potlatch River-Potlatch River 5.96 
Allison Creek 6.06 
Osier Creek 6.09 
Lower Red River 6.20 
Kelly Creek-Salmon River 6.34 
Upper Crooked Creek 6.48 
South Fork Red River 6.49 
Peasley Creek-South Fork Clearwater River 6.49 
Big Creek 6.51 
Cow Creek-Salmon River 6.90 
Race Creek 7.03 
Pete King Creek 7.07 
Canyon Creek 7.17 
Skookumchuck Creek 7.45 
Upper Little Slate Creek 7.68 
Upper Orofino Creek 8.08 
Little Washington Creek-North Fork Clearwater River 8.31 
South Fork White Bird Creek 9.26 
Big Sand Creek-Palouse River 9.29 
French Creek 10.09 
Headwaters Palouse River 10.27 
Lower Orogrande Creek 10.42 
Grouse Creek-South Fork Clearwater River 12.53 
Eldorado Creek 12.81 
Upper Lolo Creek 13.86 
Meadow Creek 22.09 

The importance of high-quality nutritional resources is increasingly thought to be important to elk 
population performance. Higher amounts of high quality dietary digestible energy during summer has 
been correlated to faster calf growth, better winter survival, increased calf production, earlier breeding 
phenology, and better calf survival. Lukacs et al (2018) studied elk population trends in 101 elk 
management units from 7 states in the western United States. They tested the effects of predator 
richness, forage productivity, and precipitation on elk population performance. Forage productivity on 
summer and winter ranges had the strongest effect on elk recruitment relative to other factors. 
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Most elk use on National Forests occurs in the spring, summer, and fall during both non-hunting (spring, 
summer) and hunting (fall) periods (Mary M. Rowland et al., 2018). Spring, summer, and fall encompass 
the life stages of calf birth (spring, early summer) and calf growth and survival (summer, fall) to weaning 
(Cook et al, 2014). These life stages include the critical phase of summer and fall calf growth, when 
nutritional limitations can be severe for lactating females (Cook et al, 2004a). Without adequate summer 
and fall nutrition, females cannot successfully produce a healthy calf to weaning and a calf cannot enter 
the winter period in adequate condition to withstand prolonged periods of severe weather. A substantial 
number of elk winter within the Nez Perce-Clearwater. 
Nutrition influences productivity of ungulates by affecting many aspects of animal performance, 
including nutritional condition, ovulation, timing of breeding and subsequent parturition, juvenile 
growth, primiparity, and susceptibility to a variety of causes of mortality (R. C. Cook et al., 2013). 
Nutritional condition is defined as the state of body components, principally fat and lean mass, 
controlled by nutrition, which influences an animal’s future fitness. Studies have highlighted the 
importance of summer nutrition in influencing ungulate recruitment through changes in maternal and 
calf body condition (Middleton et al., 2013) (Bonenfant et al, 2002; Cook et al, 2004a; Parker et al, 2009). 
Increased precipitation, especially in late summer, improves forage productivity, which increases 
nutritional condition and pregnancy rates of females (Cook et al, 2004a). The effects of spring and 
summer habitat conditions on maternal body condition may carry forward for greater than or equal to 
one-year and influence calf recruitment the following spring (Middleton et al., 2013). Following birth, 
the summer conditions juveniles experience will influence growth and the ability to survive the following 
winter (Portier et al, 1998). Elk recruitment is affected by factors influencing maternal body condition 
and the probability of females becoming pregnant (R. C. Cook et al., 2013) (Bonenfant et al, 2002; Cook 
et al, 2004a; Proffitt et al, 2014), the birth mass of elk calves , and additional factors, such as forage 
availability, weather conditions, and predators affecting the probability of calf survival in their first year 
(Griffin et al, 2011). There is increasing evidence from detailed studies of maternal nutrition that 
summer forage conditions may be more important than winter conditions in some settings (R. C. Cook et 
al., 2013; Middleton et al., 2013; Mary M. Rowland et al., 2018) (Cook et al, 2004a). A relatively small 
difference in forage quality consumed by elk in the summer and autumn can have strong effects on fat 
accretion, timing of conception, and probability of pregnancy for lactating cows, calf growth, yearling 
growth, and yearling pregnancy rates. 
The Clearwater Basin Collaborative elk project initiated a long-term monitoring and habitat restoration 
project for elk in the Clearwater basin. This project aims to understand elk population dynamics by 
assessing animal fitness, nutritional status, and habitat use across the Clearwater basin. To date, 
approximately 250 cow elk have been captured and radio-collared. Radio-collars allow collaborators to 
evaluate explicit habitat use and connections to winter and summer ranges, facilitate cause-specific 
mortality, and promote recapture to compare seasonal body condition assessments. Upon capture, 
other information collected includes age, pregnancy rate, body fat measurements, genetic information, 
internal parasite loads, and trace elements and selenium. Preliminary results indicate elk limitations in 
animal condition are primarily associated with summer nutrition as opposed to winter. Body condition 
and pregnancy rates of elk in the Clearwater basin indicate that limitations in animal condition are 
primarily associated with summer nutrition as opposed to winter. Variation in body fat levels of female 
elk followed a northeast-to-southwest geographic gradient of study areas, with body fat highest on the 
North Fork Clearwater, lowest on Craig Mountain and the South Fork Clearwater, and intermediate in 
Dworshak Reservoir area. Elk populations and their distribution in the Clearwater Basin are highly 
variable. Populations and productivity of herds have declined during the past 20 to 30 years in eastern 
wildlife zones, which are largely associated with roadless and wilderness. Examples include the Lolo and 
Selway Zones (R. Cook et al., 2018). Elk populations and their productivity in the central and western 
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parts of the basin have increased during the past two decades, sometimes substantially. Examples 
include the Palouse and Hells Canyon Zones, where elk numbers were low or nonexistent a few decades 
ago (R. Cook et al., 2018). 
The Clearwater basin study modeled nutritional resources within the Clearwater basin and tested six 
model versions to predict dietary digestible energy (DDE) of elk, a key currency of nutritional status of 
elk habitats during summer (J. G. Cook, Cook, Davis, & Irwin, 2016; R. Cook et al., 2018). Models were 
tested by evaluating selection by radio collared elk, wherein the best model was determined by 
increased selection through increased elk dietary digestible energy. While there were differences among 
the performance of models among elk herds, the best model overall was Model 6, which was a modified 
expert opinion model of dietary digestible energy. In general, predictions of body fat of lactating elk in 
December from the four Idaho herds increased with increasing estimates of percentage of area providing 
levels of dietary digestible energy greater than 2.75 and 2.90 kcal/g. Data also indicates that herds in the 
Clearwater basin have relatively low levels of autumn body fat, body size, and pregnancy rates. Autumn 
body fat level and pregnancy rate of lactating females are measures of summer nutrition, and low values 
for these two measures generally are indicative of reduced performance of other measures of 
productivity, such as calf and yearling growth rates, age at first breeding, and timing of breeding in 
autumn (R. Cook et al., 2018) (Cook et al, 2004a). 
The Clearwater basin study also produced a forage potential spatial layer that predicts dietary digestible 
energy expected in the event of disturbance. Generally, high-quality nutrition on the Nez Perce-
Clearwater exists mostly in disturbed forested habitats and shrub fields. The plan area has very few areas 
of non-forested habitats and few natural meadows. Nutritional response is greater on the Clearwater 
portion of the forest and lower on the Nez Perce side. Areas with ash cap and more moisture produce 
the best nutritional responses at low-to-mid-elevations. Higher elevation sites tended to have lower 
nutritional potential than lower elevation sites. Many winter ranges tend to have lower nutrition 
potential, especially along the Salmon River. Some winter ranges along the Lochsa have high nutrition 
potential. The plan does not emphasize treatments within winter ranges but it should be within the best 
nutrition potential sites when doing so. While still important, treating winter ranges does not appear to 
provide conditions that would improve elk vital rates based upon nutrition. The model was run through 
the SIMPPLLE model to predict the changes in amount of area that has high nutrition forage under the 
plan components and alternatives. This allowed the forest to understand the relationship between 
desired conditions and elk vital rates and will become a valuable tool when managing elk habitats. 

Good summer nutrition is important for the survival of cow and calf elk over winter (J. G. Cook, Irwin, 
Bryant, Riggs, & Thomas, 2004). When nutrition during the summer and autumn is poor, cow elk are 
likely to breed later than cows with good body condition or not at all (R. C. Cook, Murray, Cook, Zager, & 
Monfort, 2001). Recent research by Rowland et al (2018) suggests that the percentage of elk ranges 
providing higher levels of dietary digestible energy was highly correlated with pregnancy rates of 
lactating females and that autumn body fat levels were highly correlated with the percentage of elk 
ranges providing higher dietary digestible energy levels. Results further illustrated the importance of 
managing for nutrition in combination with other covariates, such as roads, slope, and cover-forage 
edges, which affect elk use of nutritional resources to achieve desired distributions of elk. Cook et al (R. 
Cook et al., 2018) suggests substantial emphasis on summer range management is probably warranted. 
Results from other studies on elk in forested communities (J. G. Cook et al., 2016) (Cook et al, 2014) also 
identified a key role of active habitat management for improving nutritional conditions across 
landscapes. 
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Calf mortality during winter most often reflects prior summer and fall nutritional limitations. Cook et al 
(2014) found that 18 of 21 elk populations sampled across the western United States showed strong 
summer and fall nutritional limitations rather than winter limitations. Of the additional seven elk 
populations monitored in the Clearwater basin, all showed summer and fall nutritional limitations (Mary 
M. Rowland et al., 2018). By inference, most landscapes in the western United States appear inadequate 
to fully meet the maintenance needs of lactating female elk during summer and fall (Cook et al, 2014), 
including those landscapes associated with the seven elk populations monitored in the Clearwater basin 
(R. Cook et al., 2018). 

Cook et al (2013) showed winter range conditions had little influence on body fat conditions of elk. 
Similarly, they found that winter severity has little influence on the body fat dynamics of female (R. C. 
Cook et al., 2013). Instead, body fat levels in spring were strongly correlated to body fat levels the 
previous autumn, a relationship that was generally the same across all winter ranges included in Cook et 
al (2013). In the Clearwater basin, the pattern of body fat loss over winter relative to autumn body fat 
was similar to herds sampled in Cook et al (2013) and autumn body fat accounts for greater than 70 
percent of the variation in spring body fat found in the Clearwater herds (R. Cook et al., 2018). 

In western Oregon and Washington, pregnancy rates and body fat of lactating female elk were positively 
correlated with the landscape composition (percent area) of dietary digestible energy that met or 
exceeded summer and fall lactation needs (Mary M. Rowland et al., 2018). Proffitt et al (2016) also found 
a positive correlation of landscape composition of digestible forage biomass and performance of female 
elk in Montana. In the Clearwater basin, preliminary results show that body fat of lactating females is 
related positively to increasing landscape composition of higher levels of late-summer dietary digestible 
energy predicted by nutrition models evaluated thus far (R. Cook et al., 2018). Results from the spatially 
explicit nutrition model can then be used to predict pregnancy rates and body fat of lactating female elk 
in a given summer range based on the percentage of the analysis area occurring in the higher nutritional 
classes of dietary digestible energy (Mary M. Rowland et al., 2018). 

In western Oregon and Washington, female elk showed strong selection for and higher habitat use of 
those areas within landscapes that met or exceeded their nutritional lactation maintenance needs (R. 
Cook et al., 2018; Mary M. Rowland et al., 2018). Habitat use models built from nutrition models 
evaluated for the Clearwater basin also showed increasing selection by elk for increasing levels of dietary 
digestible energy by lactating females during late summer (R. Cook et al., 2018). Clearly, management of 
summer-fall nutrition on public lands is an essential foundation for sustaining productive, abundant elk 
populations to address the currently unmet but highly desired opportunities for tribal and public uses of 
elk. 

Management of summer-fall nutrition to meet the maintenance needs of lactating females, however, 
may not ensure that elk use areas of higher nutrition. A variety of non-nutrition factors, including 
physical, vegetation, and roads), combine with available nutrition to account for elk use of landscapes. 
Non-nutrition factors can have a strong effect on habitat use, particularly roads and trails open to any 
type of public motorized use. 
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Over 30 studies conducted during the past 40 years on public lands have shown consistently strong 
avoidance by elk of roads and motorized trails open to public (M. Wisdom & Rowland, 2018; M. J. 
Wisdom et al., 2018). Avoidance distances can occur at 0.5 to 1.5 miles from open roads, meaning that 
landscape use by an elk population can be substantially diminished within these distances from open 
roads and trails. Elk avoidance of all-terrain vehicles and dirt bikes on motorized trails has been shown to 
be similar to or greater than the species avoidance of forest roads open to public motorized access. 
Many studies are described and referenced in the Assessment (U. S. Department of Agriculture, 2014a) 
in relation to effects of roads. The primary effect of roads is that elk may be displaced from otherwise 
usable habitats and may be displaced from public lands onto private lands where they are not accessible 
to public uses. 

Effectiveness of Forest Service practices, such as elk habitat effectiveness measures, have been tested 
empirically. Rowland et al (2000) tested the hypothesis that elk selected habitats farther away from 
roads and then compared whether relative elk habitat selection versus elk habitat effectiveness 
corresponded with observed values of varying levels of road density. Rowland et al also evaluated the 
effects of different spatial patterns of roads on elk habitat selection. While selection increased with the 
to open roads, habitat effectiveness corresponded only weakly to elk habitat use (M. M. Rowland et al., 
2000). Instead, Rowland et al (2000) suggested that elk are responding to the spatial distribution 
patterns of roads as an important factor, which is not necessarily measured by road density or habitat 
effectiveness. Simulations of road spatial patterns suggested that evenly spaced roads had the greatest 
effect on habitat while randomly spaced roads and clumped patterns of roads allowed for less influence 
on habitat selection (M. M. Rowland et al., 2000). Thus, distance from roads, or the spatial distribution 
of roads, is a more important measure for elk habitat selection than road density per se. 

Ranglack et al (2017) studied elk habitat selection during the fall in Montana. They demonstrated elk 
avoid hunting pressure. The response of elk was similar for rifle and archery season but differed in which 
variables were more important. During both hunting seasons, elk selected areas that restrict public 
hunting access and had higher values on the normalized difference vegetation index, an index of 
photosynthetic activity which could indicate higher forage quality; higher canopy cover; and were further 
from open motorize routes areas and avoided areas with high hunter effort. Selection differed when 
they were on lands not accessible to hunters. While on public lands, the mean distance to motorized 
routes for elk locations was 1.61 miles and 1.28 miles during the archery and rifle seasons, respectively. 
Elk responses to distance to motorized routes, canopy cover, and hunter effort quickly reached pseudo 
thresholds at greater than or equal to 0.95 miles, greater than or equal to 9 percent, and greater than or 
equal to 3.44 hunter days per mile, respectively, for publicly accessible lands, after which further 
increases in distance to motorized routes, canopy cover, and hunter effort resulted in only small 
increases in elk resource selection. The mean canopy cover of the elk locations was 27.7 percent and 
19.6 percent for the archery and rifle seasons, respectively. These canopy cover amounts are far below 
those in on the Clearwater National Forest.  

Ranglack et al (2017) found an interaction of road distance and forage availability. At high normalized 
difference vegetation index values, there was little difference in elk selection for areas near versus far 
from motorized routes, indicating potentially better nutrition but, at low indicating potentially better 
nutrition values, elk were more likely to use areas far from motorized routes. Ranglack et al (2017) did 
not find support for traditional elk security measures. Rather they found that less canopy cover and 
more distance from roads were better fits to their data and suggested that the influence of motorized 
routes is more important than canopy cover to female elk resource selection. They recommended 
retaining 5000-acre sized blocks without motorized access. Their results suggest that, during hunting 
seasons, female elk still seek out areas of high nutritional value even when they are near motorized 
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routes. Ranglack et al (2017) cautioned that extrapolation of their results beyond the study area may or 
may not be appropriate as results generated in one area may perform extremely poorly when applied in 
areas that are geographically distant or dissimilar ecologically. Conditions on the Nez Perce-Clearwater 
are substantially different than those in western Montana. 

The Idaho Department of Fish and Game modeled elk habitat selection from several datasets of radio 
collared elk across the state (Bergen et al, 2016). The habitat selection using the statewide dataset 
results differed from those of regional populations. Two regional populations occurred within the Nez 
Perce-Clearwater. The northern portion of the forest fell within the Bitterroot Mountain regional 
population area and the southern portion of the forest fell within the Idaho Batholith population. Elk 
habitat selection differed in the two areas but also had some similarities. 

Habitat in the Bitterroot area had the following variables as important: the average amount of canopy 
cover with two kilometers, the sum of non-forested normalized difference vegetation index values within 
two kilometers, the amount of deciduous shrub within two kilometers, terrain position index, the 
amount of fire occurrence within two kilometers between 2005 to 2015, and land-use types deemed to 
be excluded from elk use in developed areas as well as talus, cliffs, and open water. In the Idaho 
Batholith selection variables include the following, in order of importance: maximum non-forested 
normalized difference vegetation index recorded value within two kilometers, the amount of evergreen 
forest within two kilometers, the amount of mesic sage and shrub within two kilometers, the amount of 
fire occurrence within two kilometers between 2005 to 2015, and land-use types deemed to be excluded 
from elk use in developed areas, as well as talus, cliffs, and open water. In both areas, factors that 
influenced habitat selection were variables that suggest nutrition is important. For example, both areas 
included the sum of non-forested normalized difference vegetation index within two kilometers, which is 
thought to be an indicator for higher nutrition. Similarly, the number of deciduous shrubs and mesic sage 
and shrubs within two kilometers would suggest elk are seeking forage resources in both areas. Both 
areas also contain selection for the amount of fire occurrence within two kilometers. Once again, this 
metric suggests selection for conditions that promote forage but the amount and distribution at a 
landscape scale were also important. In both areas, elk avoided land-use types deemed to be excluded 
from elk use, which were defined as developed areas and talus, cliffs, and open water. 

The findings of Bergen et al (2016) suggest that landscape scale characteristics influence habitat 
selection by elk. For example, elk in the Bitterroot population area select for deciduous shrub 
composition within two kilometers at the landscape scale in a power function shape to where deciduous 
shrubs compose slightly less than half of the surrounding landscape, after which elk selection decreases 
rapidly. Elk have a quadratic selection for increased canopy cover averaged within two kilometers where 
selection increases dramatically at 33 to 42 percent, then plateaus and decreases beyond 65 percent. In 
the Idaho Batholith population area, elk select for deciduous shrub composition where selection 
increases logarithmically to approximately where deciduous shrubs compose 50 percent of the 
surrounding land use within two kilometers, after which selection decreases with higher compositions 
but still maintains a positive selection. 
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Elk selection increase quadratically for areas that have greater amounts of evergreen forest to where 60 
percent of the surrounding area is evergreen forest, afterwards elk selection drops as the percent of 
evergreen forest increase in the landscape within two kilometers. Mesic sage and shrub communities are 
increasing selected for until they comprise approximately 28 percent of the vegetative composition 
within two kilometers, after which there is a logarithm decline in this selection with increasing 
composition (Bergen et al, 2016). These finding suggest the interspersion of habitat patches at the 
landscape scale are an important consideration when managing elk habitats. These selection patterns 
suggest landscape characteristics, as well as their habit of using edges between forage and cover. 

It has long been recognized that elk seek ecotones or habitat edges. Rowland et al (2018) found that elk 
select for areas close to cover-forage edges, reporting an 8.1 percent decrease in use for each 100-meter 
increase in distance to edge within an opening because of their preference for foraging sites with secure 
patches of cover nearby. Several elk habitat models reflect elk selection for sites close to cover-forage 
edges, presumably for security (Thomas, Leckenby, Henjum, Pedersen, & Bryant, 1988; M. J. Wisdom et 
al., 1986) (Benkobi et al, 2004). As forage and cover areas become larger than optimum, less of the total 
area is used by elk (M. J. Wisdom et al., 1986). Wisdom (1986) suggested that most elk use of forage 
occurs within 100 yards of forested edges and the use of cover is within 300 yards of the edge of open 
foraging areas. Management to benefit elk should arrange the shape and size of forage and cover 
patches to increase edges by creating irregularly shaped forage areas with high edge to interior ratios 
that are interspersed at a landscape scale. Patches of forest retained within openings can facilitate use 
more than larger openings. The term habitat interspersion used in MA3-GDL-ELK-01 is meant to capture 
the concept of the spatial arrangement of patches at a landscape scale and cover to forage edges. 

Several studies suggest elk select habitat based on slope, with milder slopes selected more than steeper 
slopes. Preference by elk for gentle to moderate slopes has been documented previously in Wisdom et al 
(1986), Edge et al (1987), and Sawyer et al (2007). Rowland et al (2018) used telemetry datasets from 
across the west to identify habitat use by elk. They found that elk selected mild slopes and that slope 
was one of the most important factors predicting habitat use, finding a 5.3 percent decrease in use for 
each percent increase in slope. Predicted use decreased sharply in all areas as slope increased between 0 
and 40 percent, with very low probability of use predicted for slopes greater than 60 percent. They 
recommended that slope remains an important consideration in planning habitat improvements for elk. 
For example, road closures on mild terrain may improve habitat use more than a closure of a road on a 
steep slope. Similarly, a silviculture prescription to enhance elk forage habitat positioned on mild slopes 
would have higher use than those positioned on steep slopes. 

Rowland et al (2018) provided an example of habitat management for elk on forested lands. This study 
evaluated the effects of elk habitat use on a National Forest landscape from the combination of nutrition 
and open roads management. The study demonstrated how habitat use can be improved through 
silviculture and how areas of enhanced nutrition may not be used by elk if distance effects of open roads 
encompass the areas of higher nutrition. They recommended four variables that determine elk habitat 
use: distance from roads, the amount of higher quality nutrition, forage to cover edges, and slope. 
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Moose 
Moose are an important big game animal in the planning area. Moose populations are in serious decline 
in some parts of the plan area, particularly from the Lochsa River south and especially in the Selway 
River and South Fork Clearwater River drainages. Moose were evaluated in the Assessment, which 
speculated on causes of moose decline. Even as some moose populations in the plan area are suffering 
drastic declines, the population in other parts of the plan area appear to be increasing, apparently in 
response to extensive habitat alteration by silvicultural and agricultural practices that increase early seral 
browse favored by moose. Forage is increasingly thought important to moose. 

Schrempp et al (2019) evaluated moose population trends and forage condition trends across Idaho. 
They found that the quantity of forage shrubs was estimated to have declined over the past 30 years in 
about half of the population management units, with the greatest declines predicted for high-energy 
forage species. The population trend index was correlated with the percent change in availability of 
moderate-energy forage shrubs, indicating that the availability of forage shrubs and change in availability 
over time might be affecting population dynamics for moose in northern Idaho. The role of summer 
nutrition in regulating reproduction and survival has been documented for moose via twinning rates, 
recruitment, and survival (Franzmann and Schwartz, 1985; Monteith et al, 2015; Sand, 2012). Results 
from Schrempp et al (2019) indicate that variation in quantity of forage for moose across northern Idaho 
is likely correlated with moose population trends statewide. This suggests that fire suppression, lack of 
disturbance, and forage quality and quantity are likely important threats to moose populations. 

Factors identified by the Assessment (U. S. Department of Agriculture, 2014a) as causing declines in 
moose include roads, predators, climate change, parasites, and loss of yew. Multiple-use wildlife plan 
components were designed to provide for many big game species including moose. For example, FW-DC-
WLMU-03 and FW-DC-WLMU-04 pertain to moose habitat conditions, including the desire to maintain 
pacific yew as a winter food. Winter habitat selection favors subalpine fir and Pacific yew plant 
communities. The vegetation desired conditions for riparian areas and forested and non-forested 
habitats would contribute to moose habitats. 

Mountain Goat 
Unlike many areas in the west, mountain goat populations in the plan area our native. Lewis and Clark 
noted that their guides indicated that there were mountain goats in the Blacklead area while passing 
through. Mountain goats are hunted in the plan area but on a very limited basis. A hunter is allowed only 
one opportunity to hunt for mountain goats in his lifetime. Demand for a mountain goat hunting 
opportunity is high, with 400 to 500 applications submitted for the 40 to 50 mountain goat permits 
available annually statewide. Many of the historic mountain goat hunting areas in the Clearwater region 
are currently closed to hunting because of low population levels or loss of mountain goats entirely from 
previously occupied ranges. The mountain goat is recognized as a Species of Greatest Conservation Need 
(SGCN), priority Tier 3, in the Idaho State Wildlife Action Plan (Idaho Fish and Game, 2017). 

The Nez Perce-Clearwater Assessment (U. S. Department of Agriculture, 2014a) evaluated the status and 
threats to mountain goats in the plan area and described their biology, population dynamics, mortality 
factors, diseases and parasites, response to human disturbance, roads in goat habitat, and population 
status in the plan area. Recently, the Idaho Department of Fish and Game published their Mountain Goat 
Management Plan (2019a). It identifies climate change as a threat to mountain goats. 
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Historically, in Idaho, there were many more mountain goats than there are today. Open seasons with 
unlimited tags through the 1950s reduced mountain goat populations in many areas. Mountain goats are 
now lost from previously occupied range (Idaho Fish and Game, 2017). Increasingly, conservative 
hunting season structure with controlled hunts has helped stabilize some populations but others 
continue to decline (Idaho Fish and Game, 2019a). 

Mountain goats inhabit rugged landscapes characterized by steep rocky cliffs, talus slopes, grassy ledges, 
and alpine meadows. Such inaccessible terrain offers unexploited food resources and protection from 
predators. Mountain goats are generalists with a diet that includes grasses, sedges, rushes, forbs, low 
growing shrubs, woody shrubs, conifers, mosses, and lichens, depending on the season. Migration to 
wintering areas occurs along well-traveled corridors with the first heavy snowfall. Winter ranges are 
typically at lower-elevation cliff complexes with south and west aspects where snow is less abundant and 
persistent. However, some populations in the plan area winter and summer in the same areas. 

In areas where grasses are covered by snow, mountain goats readily switch to a diet of browse, including 
mountain mahogany and conifers. Mosses and lichens may also be eaten where available (Côté and 
Festa-Bianchet, 2003). Smith (1976) reported a correlation between female nutrition and kid-nanny 
ratios and Bailey (1991) reported that the availability of summer forage was related to pregnancy rate. 
Winter forage is critical to adult over-winter survival and fetal development (Fox et al, 1989). 

Populations of mountain goats have declined in the plan area and are absent in many areas of the Nez 
Perce-Clearwater that had populations historically. Causes of the decline are not fully understood but 
overharvest caused some of the goats in areas historically occupied to be eliminated and some have not 
yet been repopulated. It is possible that currently occupied mountain goat habitat is not well connected 
to areas historically occupied. In Idaho, many mountain goat populations are on isolated mountain 
ranges with limited dispersal opportunities across intervening valleys resulting in isolation and reduced 
gene flow between herds (Shafer et al, 2011). Because mountain goats in Idaho occur on the periphery 
of their range and in isolated areas with small population sizes, they have lower levels of genetic 
diversity compared to their counterparts in the core of their range (Idaho Fish and Game, 2019a; Shafer 
et al, 2011). Maintaining migration corridors and landscapes that are permeable to individual 
movements increases effective population size, genetic diversity, and adaptive potential while providing 
movement routes for mountain goats to respond to climate change (Sexton et al, 2011). 

Threats identified in the Draft Idaho Mountain Goat Plan include road building, timber harvest, mining, 
power or infrastructure, oil and gas extraction, wildfire and fire suppression, or changing climate, which 
may reduce the limited habitat that currently exists (Idaho Fish and Game, 2019a). Fire suppression 
could negatively affect mountain goat habitat by preventing late successional forests from being 
converted to early successional stages, reducing forage. Mountain goats are susceptible to disturbance 
by recreational activities, both motorized and non-motorized, and may abandon preferred high-quality 
areas because of disturbance. Several modes of backcountry recreation, including snowmobiling and 
heli-skiing, have the potential to disturb goats. Helicopters generate the disturbance of greatest concern. 
Repeated disturbance by helicopters, snowmobiles, logging, or road building can cause displacement 
from habitat, group dissolution, nanny-kid separations, and injury. The extent to which these disturbance 
threats are in effect in the plan area depends upon whether these activities are allowed where the herds 
are currently located. Nearly all existing herds are observed within either Idaho Roadless Rule areas or 
designated wilderness. Since road building and logging are restricted in these two areas, these threats 
are greatly reduced. There is local concern for impacts of winter motorized recreation on mountain goat 
populations in the plan area. 
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Climate change modeling in both coastal Alaska and the Washington Cascades suggest that mountain 
goat ranges will shrink up to 86 percent under some scenarios, becoming more fragmented and isolated 
by the end of the century (Johnston et al, 2012; White et al, 2018). A similar pattern could be expected 
for mountain goats in Idaho given that they already occur at the highest elevations available across most 
of the state, particularly in the Panhandle, Clearwater, and Southwest regions (Idaho Fish and Game, 
2019a). As temperatures rise, mountain goats can adapt behaviorally altering daily elevational 
movements and foraging times to select microsites providing cooler or warmer conditions as necessary 
(DeVoe et al., 2015) (Frederick, 2015). Flesch et al (2016) argued that they possess sufficient 
physiological and ecological plasticity to deal with projected changes in climate. The Draft Idaho 
Mountain Goat Plan predicted a 0.9 to 1.6-meter decline in winter snow accumulation and about a 4.2 to 
4.3 degree increase in temperatures in mountain goat habitat in the Blacksnow, Lochsa-Selway, and 
Lower Salmon population management units, which are the Idaho Department of Fish and Game 
mountain goat units in the plan area (Idaho Fish and Game, 2019a). 

Winter is a time of profound nutritional deprivation for mountain goats (Fox et al, 1989). Deep snow 
reduces food availability and increases energy expenditure (Dailey and Hobbs, 1989). Mountain goats 
often constrain their movements and occupy small home ranges during winter (Keim, 2004; Schoen and 
Kirkoff, 1982; Smith, 1982). Winter range is important to the long-term survival of mountain goats and 
should be identified and managed to reduce disturbance to mountain goats. 

Mountain goat populations are distributed in many areas of the Nez Perce-Clearwater as 
metapopulations. A metapopulation structure is one composed of many disjointed populations that are 
maintained by immigration and emigration between populations. In the plan area, none of the 
populations are large compared to other big game numbers. Some of the larger herds reach close to two 
hundred while other herds occur in the number of 20 to 50 individuals. Populations are found along the 
Salmon River breaks in the Frank-Church and Gospel-Hump wilderness areas, in the Mallard-Larkins area 
and in the Hoodoo area. Smaller populations are scattered in the Selway-Bitterroot Wilderness, along 
the Lochsa corridor, and in the South Fork Clearwater area. The status of some of these smaller 
populations is in question recently but actual flight counts are lacking. The most acute decline is within 
the Blacklead population within the Hoodoo Recommended Wilderness Area, where the Idaho 
Department of Fish and Game has documented sharp declines in mountain goat numbers. 

A winter habitat model was produced by the Idaho Department of Fish and Game that was analyzed by 
the Nez Perce-Clearwater for the forest plan revision. While well distributed, many of the suitable 
habitats in the forest are unoccupied because of over harvest in the past. The observation data provides 
a relative distribution of occupied areas. The mountain goat observation records provided line up well 
with the modeled habitats, but it should be noted that the mountain goat observations are over a time 
spanning from 1956 to 2018 and do not reflect current population numbers or status. Idaho flight efforts 
have only been conducted sporadically in the plan area in the last decade because of low numbers, the 
size of the Nez Perce-Clearwater, and the expense and danger associated with flight counts. Most 
observations are those incidentally observed during elk surveys.  
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Figure 2. Mountain goat habitat model in relation to the forest boundary and observation data from 
several decades. 

 
Recent flight counts by the Idaho Department of Fish and Game in areas occupied by goats in the Great 
Burn area documented snowmobile tracks near historic mountain goat areas and counted below 20 
individuals where past winter counts were in the low 100s (personal communication with Clay Hickey, 
July 2017). The alternatives for recommended wilderness and whether snow mobiles are suitable in 
recommended wilderness could affect some populations of mountain goats in the plan area. 
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Black Snow Population Management Unit 
Mountain goat habitat in the Black Snow Population Management Unit is located on the Idaho 
Panhandle and Nez Perce-Clearwater National Forests. Most of the currently occupied mountain goat 
habitat is covered under the Idaho Roadless Rule. The mountain goats are arranged in a metapopulation 
system with mountain goats living on isolated rocky areas among a sea of heavily forested areas. The 
mountain goats between Snow Peak and Black Mountain reside in the Mallard-Larkins primitive area. 
The most recent survey, in 2017, counted 128 mountain goats in the Black Snow Population 
Management Unit; however, the eastern portion of the population management unit showed a 
substantial decline from the previous survey. There are concerns with increasing snowmobile and snow 
bike access to mountain goat habitat in both the west part of Game Management Unit 9 and the east 
portion of Game Management Unit 10 in the Black Snow Population Management Unit. 

Figure 3. Black Snow Population Management 
Unit 

 

Figure 4. Lochsa-Selway Population Management 
Unit 

 
 
Lochsa-Selway Population Management Unit 
The mountain goats in the Lochsa-Selway Population Management Unit are found primarily on the 
Idaho-Montana border and in rocky cliffs on the Lochsa and Selway River drainages in Game 
Management Unit 12 and 17. Nearly all these lands are managed by the Forest Service and much of the 
mountain goat habitat is located within wilderness. Areas in Game Management Unit 16 and 16A would 
have been included in this population management unit but forest encroachment has eliminated much 
of the habitat and mountain goats have not been observed there in decades. Mountain goats in this 
population management unit are accessible within Game Management Unit 12 but largely inaccessible 
to hunters in Game Management Units 17, 16, and 16A. The Lochsa population varied from a high of 85 
mountain goats in 1987 to 48 in 1996, the last year surveyed. Mountain goats are still observed through 
much of the area at low numbers and may still have similar population levels. The Selway population last 
had a complete survey in 1994 where 151 mountain goats were observed. A smaller survey of high 
grading mountain goat habitat in the same area in 2014 only observed 19 mountain goats. There has not 
been a hunt in the Lochsa-Selway Population Management Unit since the 1980s and mountain goats 
have continued to decline in the Selway. Timber encroachment on small islands of habitat due to fire 
suppression has likely impacted mountain goat distribution over the last 60 years. 
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Lower Salmon Population Management Unit 
The Lower Salmon Population Management Unit includes mountain goats along the South Fork 
Clearwater River in Game Management Unit 15 from Mill Creek to Tenmile Creek, drops south to include 
both sides of the Salmon River from the mouth of Wind River in Game Management Units 19 and 19A, 
and east to the mouth of Disappointment Creek in Game Management Unit s 20 and 20A. It also 
contains the east side of the South Fork Salmon River up to Elk Creek. This population management unit 
falls within parts of the Nez Perce-Clearwater, Bitterroot, and Payette National Forests and much of this 
unit is located within the Gospel-Hump and Frank-Church River of No Return Wilderness areas. 
Mountain goat habitat in the Lower Salmon Population Management Unit consists largely of broken river 
canyon cliffs but also includes several subalpine basins. Mountain goats in this unit are very sparsely 
distributed in small groups and connectivity is very low. It is estimated that there were around 160 
mountain goats in this unit in the mid-1950s (Brandborg, 1955). The first Idaho Department of Fish and 
Game flight records began in 1961. Much of this data comes from partial, intermittent mountain goat 
surveys or from incidental observations during elk surveys. The first full mountain goat survey in the 
Lower Salmon Population Management Unit was conducted in 1982. Forty-two mountain goats were 
observed on the lower South Fork Salmon River (South Fork) and the south side of the main Salmon 
River (South Main) and 92 goats were counted on the north side of the Main Salmon River (North Main) 
in Game Management Unit 15. In 1990, another full mountain goat survey was conducted on the South 
Fork and South Main Salmon where 36 mountain goats were observed. In 1993, a full survey of the 
North Main Salmon yielded 49 mountain goats. No mountain goat specific surveys have occurred along 
the North Main Salmon since that time. The last full survey of the South Fork and South Main Salmon 
occurred in 2003 where observers counted only three mountain goats. Most of the habitat in this unit is 
remote and unroaded. The potential impacts of motorized and non-motorized recreation are minimal. 

Figure 5. Lower Salmon Population Management Unit 

 

Across the Forest 
Observations of mountain goats from 1956 to 2018 show that 49 percent of observations of mountain 
goats in the plan area have been documented in Idaho Roadless Rule areas, 46 percent have been 
observed in designated wilderness, and about 4.2 percent have been observed within the general forest 
portion, or Management Area 3, of the Nez Perce-Clearwater. 
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Mountain Lion 
Historically, mountain lions were viewed as a predator to be eliminated as a threat to livestock herds. 
Mountain lions were reclassified as a game animal in 1972, which gave the Idaho Department of Fish and 
Game management authority over the species. Mountain lions are important as both a target species for 
hunters and as a predator that may influence populations of large ungulates, like elk and deer, which are 
also popular hunted species. The energetic needs of female lions with kittens limit viable populations to 
areas with sufficient numbers of deer and elk. Thus, land use or habitat management practices that 
impact ungulate prey will also impact mountain lions. The Assessment (U. S. Department of Agriculture, 
2014a) outlines mountain lion biology, factors leading to vulnerability, and population trends. Mountain 
lion hunting is offered in over-the-counter license sales in and around the plan area to reduce numbers 
and increase other big game animals. Populations appear stable in the Palouse Zone, Hells Canyon Zone, 
Elk City Zone, and Selway Zone. Mountain lion populations in the Lolo Zone are thought to be declining 
due to low elk populations. 

Mule Deer 
The plan area is on the northern edge of good mule deer habitat, but mule deer can be found 
throughout the plan area in suitable habitats. Mule deer are economically important to the Idaho 
Department of Fish and Game and many small rural economies in Idaho. Mule deer are more common in 
the southern portion of the Nez Perce-Clearwater than they are in the northern part. Mule deer are 
primarily browsers and shrub fields are an important component of their habitat. While whitetail deer 
are ubiquitous, mule deer in most areas of the Nez Perce-Clearwater occur in limited pockets of suitable 
habitats, which includes shrubland. Mule deer populations in the plan area are generally stable 
compared to those in other parts of the state, which exhibit a wide range of variability. Mule deer 
populations across the region, including in the plan area, appear to be increasing, partly in response to 
very conservative harvest management. Populations probably did not change much until the large fires 
of the early 1900s that converted vast expanses of unbroken forest into a mosaic of successional 
vegetation types and large numbers of domestic livestock altered grass-dominated habitats into shrub 
cover. They make up less than 10 percent of the deer harvest over most of the Nez Perce-Clearwater. 
Weather, fire, and plant succession have ultimately played a much larger role in mule deer populations 
than efforts of wildlife managers. 

Whitetail Deer 
White-tail deer are one of the most sought-after big game animals in the Clearwater region and in the 
state. Whitetails are abundant north of the Salmon River. The highest densities of white-tailed deer in 
the state are thought to occur in the lower Clearwater and Salmon River drainages. Harvest records from 
the Idaho Department of Fish and Game confirm that, from 1994 through 2003, Clearwater region 
white-tailed deer have averaged 43 percent of the total statewide deer harvest (Idaho Fish and Game, 
2019b). The percentage is likely to be much higher in the planning area due to the high number of 
whitetails compared to mule deer. 

White-tailed deer hunting is economically important in Idaho. Deer hunting, including both white-tailed 
and mule deer, provided 840,000 hunter days and generated $109 million in retail sales in 2001 (IAFWA, 
2002). Approximately 2,000 jobs were tied directly to deer hunting in 2001 and resulted in $1.3 million in 
state income tax. Forest Service lands in the plan area that are popular for deer hunting comprise 
substantial portions of Clearwater, Latah, and Idaho Counties. Based on Cooper et al (2002)), the 
combined economic impact of deer hunting in those three counties alone was in excess of $31 million in 
2007. 

  



Chapter 3. Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences  Wildlife 

Nez Perce-Clearwater National Forests 3.2.3.4 - 35 DEIS for the Revised Forest Plan 

The Assessment (U. S. Department of Agriculture, 2014a) describes winter and summer habitats, 
predation, disease, and biology. Essentially, whitetail deer seek out forested areas in winter for thermal 
cover and seek out open areas for forage quality in the summer. It outlines the population trends and 
threats to whitetail deer. Summer range quality has also been linked to productivity, recruitment, and 
growth rates in deer (Cheatum & Morton, 1946) (Julander et al, 1961). Consequently, deer select spring, 
summer, and fall habitats with the most nutritious forages available. As summer progresses, deer initially 
follow spring green-up to higher elevations and make extensive use of clear-cuts, burns, and open forest 
areas but eventually shift to more mesic northerly aspects and forested habitats in late summer and fall. 
Whitetail deer populations are generally healthy in most of the Nez Perce-Clearwater but may have 
declined in Game Management Units 16A, 17, 19, and 20 due to forest succession. 

Gray Wolf 
Wolves are managed as a big game species in Idaho and are actively hunted and trapped in the plan 
area. They were introduced in the mid-1990s to recover their populations after federal listing. They can 
exert a large response on other big game populations. Wolf population size and productivity is 
determined by the abundance of their prey, which in Idaho is primarily elk, though they will also take 
deer, moose, mountain goats, and bighorn sheep. Wolf populations are distributed throughout the plan 
area. Wolves are a factor in declines of elk herds in some parts of the planning area, particularly in the 
Lolo and Selway Elk Management Zones. Wolves are a charismatic wildlife species that are popular to 
watch. Wolves are very mobile and are now expanding their range outside of what has been considered 
optimal habitat. Most mortality of wolves in Idaho are human caused. The Assessment (U. S. 
Department of Agriculture, 2014a) outlines causes of wolf mortality, impact on big game populations, 
the ecological effect of wolves, and Idaho Department of Fish and Game wolf management, status, and 
trends. Wolf populations have likely decreased in some parts of the plan area. The Idaho Department of 
Fish and Game controls wolf populations through the availability of hunting tags. 

Furbearers 
Thirteen species are considered furbearers that occur on the Nez Perce-Clearwater. Furbearers include 
the long-tailed weasel, short-tailed weasels, mink, red fox, bobcats, river otters, beavers, muskrats, 
coyote, northern raccoon, American martens, badgers, and spotted skunks. The Nez Perce-Clearwater 
has an extensive history of fur trapping, both before and after European settlement. Furbearers provide 
recreation and economic contributions for people in the plan area. Lynx, fisher, and wolverine were also 
considered furbearers but hunting and trapping for those species is currently prohibited in Idaho. Bobcat 
and marten are, by far, the most valuable furbearers in the plan area as they consistently bring high 
dollar value for their pelts. Species such as badgers, skunks, weasels, and sometimes otters are often 
trapped incidentally while targeting other species. The Idaho Department of Fish and Game tracks 
furbearer populations of many species through an index of catch per unit effort. They estimate that the 
species trend is up if the catch per unit effort is higher and estimate it is declining if there is a decline in 
catch per unit effort for that species. Bobcats and river otters require mandatory reporting and tagging 
of trapped individuals. 

Furbearers use a variety of habitats in the plan area, and plan components that provide for ecosystem 
integrity provide for most furbearing species. Furbearers that use aquatic and riparian habitats include 
beavers, river otters, muskrats, mink, skunks, and raccoons. Badgers tend to use non-forested habitats 
like shrublands, grasslands, and meadows. American martens and long-tailed and short-tailed weasels 
use the interface between forested and non-forested habitats. Coyotes, red fox, and bobcats are 
generalists that use a variety of habitats so long as prey populations are abundant. 



Chapter 3. Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences  Wildlife 

Nez Perce-Clearwater National Forests 3.2.3.4 - 36 DEIS for the Revised Forest Plan 

The 2012–2013 total market value of all furbearers harvested in the Idaho Department of Fish and 
Game’s Region 2 was $115,096; however, most of the plan area harvest would have occurred in 
Clearwater and Idaho County. The total market value of furbearers in Clearwater and Idaho County for 
the 2012– 2013 season was $94,746. Bobcat and marten were, by far, the most valuable furbearers in 
the plan area in 2012–2013, having combined market values from Idaho and Clearwater Counties of 
$53,793 and $34,391, respectively (Idaho Department of Fish and Game unpublished data). 
Many of these species do not face significant threats to their habitats. These species are secure in the 
plan area. Perhaps the most significant threat to most of these species includes over trapping, which 
occurred in the past but has not typically been a challenge in Idaho since trapping regulations were 
established. While over trapping can be a threat, the state monitors furbearer populations and regulates 
trapping of these species to ensure their persistence. Furbearers are primarily provided for through 
ecosystem plan components. Furbearers are provided for through aquatics plan components, forestlands 
plan components, and plan components in the Meadows, Grassland, and Shrubland sections of the plan. 

Upland Game 
The Nez Perce-Clearwater has an abundant population of upland game species. Upland game are 
distributed in many areas of the Nez Perce-Clearwater. Some species, such as California quail, chukar, 
and pheasants, are distributed at lower elevations in the non-forested habitats. Most upland game 
species are dependent upon non-forested or early seral habitats for their needs. Snowshoe hares, spruce 
grouse, dusky grouse, and ruffed grouse are found forestwide. Populations of most of these species are 
thought to be secure and abundant. Primary threats include invasive weeds, fire suppression or 
succession, and improper grazing. The state monitors and regulates take of these species to help ensure 
their continued availability for use. Upland game species are primarily provided for through ecosystem 
plan components. In particular, those that facilitate increased early seral habitats and healthy non-
forested habitats, such as those found in the Forestlands and the Meadows, Grassland, and Shrubland 
sections, would provide for upland game. 

Consequences of Plan Direction 
Ecosystem Plan Components 
The ecosystem plan components would help provide the ecological conditions to provide for species that 
are commonly used by the public for hunting, fishing, gathering, viewing, subsistence, and other uses. 
The way these plan components provide for the species depends on the specific ecology of each species. 
Most of these species are common and abundant in the plan area. Plan components that seek to restore 
the natural range of variability should provide for many species, even though some species may decline 
in numbers while other species increase. Plan components for terrestrial wildlife habitats are integrated 
with the vegetation plan components. Vegetation plan components are specified for potential vegetation 
types, which are groupings of individual habitat types (Pfister, Kovalchik, Arno, & Presby, 1977). Habitat 
types are an aggregation of ecological sites of like biophysical environments, such as climate, aspect, and 
soil characteristics, that produce plant communities with similar composition, structure, and function. 
Potential vegetation types serve as a basis for describing certain ecological conditions across the Nez 
Perce-Clearwater and are useful in understanding potential productivity, natural biodiversity, and 
processes that sustain these ecosystem conditions. The potential vegetation types are the warm-dry, 
warm-moist, cool-moist, and cold coniferous forest types. Because wildfire, insects, and disease have 
historically created a mosaic of habitats that range from young, open forest with shade-intolerant conifer 
species to dense, old forest with shade-tolerant species, most of the associated wildlife species are 
adapted to a complex of successional stages and species compositions that are within the natural range 
of variation. This complex of successional stages meets their needs for nesting or denning, foraging, 
resting, cover, and connectivity. Fire and regeneration harvest in coniferous forest create early-
successional habitat on a temporary basis. 
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Plan components for forest dwelling species must consider the needs of a variety of wildlife species. 
Some species, like martens, prefer mature and old forest in cold and cool moist potential vegetation 
types while black bears use a variety of habitats for their subsistence. Black bears, for example, select 
mature forest with high canopy cover and riparian areas but are highly dependent upon fruit bearing 
shrubs as an important source of nutrition at certain times of the year. Shrubs, such as huckleberries, 
grow best in open forests that provide some shade but let ample light into the understory. Black bears 
also use riparian habitats and avalanche paths for habitats. Thus, variety in ages benefits bears. Similarly, 
ruffed grouse are forest dwelling birds that are most often found in early seral habitats. Thus, ecosystem 
plan components that provide for a variety of age classes are necessary for providing for a variety of 
species. Plan components that contribute to black bear habitat include those that speak to desired size 
classes in each broad potential vegetation type and retain legacy trees snags and downed wood, which 
would provide for denning and hibernation habitat. 
Habitats for martens are typically mature and old coniferous forests with complex structural features. 
Preferred conifer types have included subalpine fir and Engelmann spruce stands, lodgepole pine, and 
sometimes Douglas fir. Modeling results suggest there is more marten habitat compared to the natural 
range of variation and, while marten habitats will likely be reduced under the plan components, martens 
should continue to persist in sufficient numbers to allow trapping. Ecosystem plan components that can 
contribute to habitat for martens includes those in the cold and cool moist broad potential vegetation 
type group that speak to desired size classes, particularly those that pertain to larger size classes, large 
legacy trees and snags, downed wood and snags, multistory habitat for lynx, and the compositions of 
dominance types that will continue to provide for martens. Downed wood of larger sizes would provide 
for martens better than the minimum size of three inches in these plan components. Baker (1992) 
reported martens using younger ages but denning was reported in residual old structure from previous 
forests, suggesting that legacy trees and retained large diameter snags can provide for martens even 
when age classes are changed through management. Martens have been reported to use riparian areas 
and riparian management zone plan components will contribute to marten habitats. These areas should 
continue to provide the preferred forest types and structure that would provide for martens. As most 
marten habitat is within the Idaho Roadless Rule and designated wilderness areas, habitats should 
continue to function to provide for this species. MA1 and MA2-DC-FOR-05 would provide the patch and 
pattern at the landscape scale to continue to provide for marten. Guideline MA2 and MA3-GDL-FOR-01 
would provide coarse woody debris for marten denning. MA3-DC-FOR-11 would generally provide for 
martens but the preferred types are not the old growth types emphasized in the plan (Ruggiero, Aubry, 
Buskirk, Lyon, & Zielinski, 1994). FW-DC-FIRE-01 seeks to allow wildfire to restore the structural 
characteristics of vegetation under a natural fire regime and FW-OBJ-FIRE-03 is an objective to reduce 
uncharacteristic wildfire that potentially threatens marten habitats. FW-DC-WL-03 and FW-GDL-WL-01 
would provide the arrangement of habitats on the landscape to provide connectivity for martens. Plan 
component for Canada lynx would also benefit martens. Marten prefer coniferous forest cover but prey 
on a wide variety of small mammals, including those that have high densities in forest openings. 
Preliminary modeling results from PRISM and SIMMPPLE suggest that marten habitat will be relatively 
stable to slightly declining under the alternatives. 
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The wildlife section includes plan components that provide for a variety of multiple use wildlife. FW-DC-
TE-05 is a desired condition stating habits conditions in the plan area provide ecological conditions that 
support the diversity of plant and animal communities and provide ecosystem integrity. FW-DC-TE-06 
addresses the desire to provide for diversity of habitats that would meet the needs of multiple use 
species by providing a mix of habitat patches of various size classes that would meet the needs of 
species that use edges and ecotones, species that use forested habitats, and species that use early seral 
or non-forested habitats. These will be effective because most of the ungulates depend upon ecotones 
or forest edges for their preferred habitats. 

Aquatics plan components in several sections of the plan would provide for species that use aquatic or 
riparian habitats, including rivers, open water, wetlands, and riparian habitats. These plan components 
provide a robust framework for managing aquatic and riparian habitats for waterfowl and furbearers 
that use aquatic habitats. They minimize or eliminate threats to these resources and provide ample 
protection against factors that alter these habitats. They include objectives that restore degraded 
conditions in the plan area. These plan components protect the vegetation surrounding water and 
reduce impacts that would affect flow, sediment, water quality, and geomorphology. These plan 
components are adequate to provide for the species that are grouped into the aquatic, wetland, water, 
and riparian habitat group, including the 32 species that are commonly used by people that use these 
habitats. These include all the waterfowl and several of the furbearers. 

A goal of the plan is that the Nez Perce-Clearwater provides habitat conditions to meet Idaho 
Department of Fish and Game management plan objectives. Similarly, it is a desired condition that 
habitat supports opportunities for hunting, fishing, trapping, gathering, observing, photography, 
subsistence, cultural interactions, and the exercise of treaty reserved rights, as in FW-DC-WLMU-01. 
Language in FW-DC-WLMU-01 indicating a desire that “wildlife are distributed in habitats within their 
respective seasonal ranges” suggests desired conditions have a wide distribution of these species in the 
plan area but is not to be construed to mean that all wildlife occurs forestwide at all seasons of the year. 
As wildlife species use a variety of habitats, FW-DC-WLMU-02 is a desired condition that habitats in each 
potential vegetation type function within desired range of variation to contribute to multiple use wildlife 
needs. FW-DC-WLMU-03 provides emphasis that the habitats in the plan area provide for ungulate 
species that meet their life history requirements in both summer and winter. As noxious weeds are a 
challenge throughout the west and in the plan area, FW-DC-WLMU-03 has language desiring that big 
game habitats are composed of native vegetation. This language applies to all the ungulates in the plan 
area, including elk, mule deer, whitetail deer, bighorn sheep, and mountain goats. FW-DC-WLMU-04 is a 
plan component emphasizing Pacific yew as an important feature of moose habitat. FW-DC-WLMU-05 is 
a desired condition emphasizing the role that natural processes has in maintaining or improving the 
mosaic habitats needed for many game species. 

There are three guidelines included in plan direction for the management of multiple use wildlife 
species. FW-GDL-WLMU-01 recognizes the impact that unauthorized routes have on game species and 
seeks to minimize these impacts. FW-GDL-WLMU-02 is a guideline that requires new fence installation 
be designed to reduce impacts on wildlife movements. While the plan does not emphasize active 
management in winter range, FW-GDL-WLMU-03 is a guideline designed to reduce disturbance during 
critical time periods of the lifecycle of big game species. 
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Elk 
As elk received much interest from both government agencies and the public, they are emphasized in 
the plan as a key focus for improving their habitat conditions and populations in the plan area. While the 
focus was on elk, many of the other multiple use species will also benefit from habitat management for 
elk. The Nez Perce-Clearwater collaborated extensively on plan components for elk based upon the best 
available scientific information. 
Conceptual Basis for Management of Elk on the Nez Perce-Clearwater National Forest 
In a collaborative effort, plan components were drafted to improve the condition of elk habitats in the 
plan area base upon increased awareness about the factors that most importantly influence elk 
populations. Participants included representatives from the Idaho Department Fish and Game, the Nez 
Perce Tribe, researchers from the Pacific Northwest Research Station, and members of the forest plan 
revision interdisciplinary team. 
Two concepts, nutrition and habitat use, provide the foundation for managing elk populations, 
encompassing both hunting and non-hunting periods on the Nez Perce-Clearwater under the proposed 
plan. Forest plan direction is most logically built on these two concepts incorporating best available 
science to ensure that elk populations are productive and abundant to meet land use desires from a 
wide spectrum of stakeholders who place high cultural, social, economic, and ecological importance on 
the species on public lands. The desired condition FW-DC-ELK-01 emphasizes these two concepts as a 
management framework for elk. Nutrition is defined as the dietary nutrients needed by a lactating 
female elk to meet its maintenance needs during summer and fall, a period of nutritional stress in 
response to demands of a calf at heel. Adequate summer-fall nutrition of a lactating female ensures 
survival of her calf through winter and allows the female to be in sufficient condition after weaning to 
again produce and recruit a calf the following year, avoiding alternate-year calf production by a female. 
Habitat use is defined as the relative probability of elk use of a specified landscape and areas within the 
landscape. The size of the specified landscape is assumed to be an area large enough to encompass that 
used by a summer-fall population of elk. Sub-watersheds typically meet this definition but other 
boundaries and spatial extents can also be used. Compatibility with the size of area occupied by an elk 
population or another ecologically-meaningful management unit is key. The Nez Perce-Clearwater 
selected HUC12 for the scale at which to apply these measures in the proposed plan because HUC12’s 
are commonly used as an unbiased sized area delineated by landscape features and are used by a variety 
of resource specialists in managing the forest and would be compatible for integration. HUC12’s also 
meet or exceed the size criteria to meet summer fall use. In comparison, HUC12’s are about twice the 
size of the elk analysis units used in the 1987 Plans. Rowland et al (2018) provided example applications 
of nutrition and habitat use evaluations for regional and local landscapes for elk management. 
An additional consideration is the desired harvest and hunter opportunity during fall hunting seasons 
and associated effects on elk distribution and population performance. Past management has addressed 
this issue through the concept of elk security or habitat security, which has been defined and used in a 
wide variety of ways, many of which are contradictory and confusing. Importantly, past definitions do 
not recognize the important role of nutrition and habitat use as foundational to management of elk 
hunter harvest and hunter opportunity. See Christensen et al (1993) for an example of this 
misunderstanding where security is appropriately identified as a measure of conservation in relation to 
harvest but without recognition that elk must be present on a landscape via appropriate management of 
nutrition and habitat use to have something to hunt or conserve. This view largely reflects landscape 
conditions of the 1980s and early 1990s when concepts of elk security were developed at a time when 
early-seral habitat was abundant from a legacy of intensive timber harvest and nutritional conditions 
were vastly better than current conditions on public lands. Current conditions in the plan area suggest 
the limiting factor is forage, rather than hiding cover, as cover is abundant in the plan area. 
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This is not intended to disparage the concept of elk security but its use needs to be updated to reflect 
contemporary concepts of producing and sustaining a productive and abundant elk population based on 
nutrition and habitat use. Furthermore, the research cited above suggests these concepts require 
updating to consider the spatial arrangement of roads, rather than a simplified density estimate without 
taking into account the interaction of nutrition and roads. Without sufficient summer-fall nutrition and 
high habitat use, there will be few elk that can be hunted and conserved via the traditional concepts of 
elk security. The framework emphasizes the distance from roads rather than road density and integrates 
nutrition and other factors widely known to influence elk habitat use, such as slope and arrangement of 
seral conditions at a landscape scale, flexible enough to provide what elk need within watersheds. For 
example, a given watersheds may have ample distance from roads but lack nutritional resources, 
another might have a road distribution that precludes use, and other watersheds might lack the spatial 
arrangement of seral conditions to provide for forage to edge cover and meet the needs of elk selection 
at landscape scales and might benefit from a diversity of seral patches of appropriate size or shape to 
provide edges spatially arranged across the watershed. Some watersheds might benefit more from these 
factors if forage resources are created on mild slopes or disturbance factors were removed from mild 
slopes. Adjusting one or more of these four factors to increase or maintain predicted female elk body fat 
at a landscape scale could have direct effects on elk vital rates. Rowland et al (2018) showed that it is 
possible to predict female fat based upon the area of a landscape that has high quality nutritional forage 
usable by elk. The amount of predicted female fat can be dramatically increased by small percent 
changes in the amount of area that contains greater than 2.6 kcal/g dietary digestible energy. Female 
reproductive output is correlated with higher levels of percent body fat. 

Goals that underlie hunting management of elk habitat use and nutrition include a public land manger’s 
desire to:  

1) Minimize distributional shifts to private lands. 
2) Meet Tribal First Food objectives. 
3) Meet hunter harvest objectives or avoid overharvest. 
4) Meet hunter opportunity desires. 
5) Minimize non-consumptive effects. 
6) Meet fall nutritional needs of lactating females and associated habitat use objectives. 

Management for elk habitat use will vary substantially according to which of the above objectives are 
specified by public land managers in a given watershed in collaboration with state wildlife agencies, 
tribes, and other public lands stakeholders. These factors could be manipulated to positively improve 
conditions or reduce impacts through evaluation of alternatives during projects. Importantly, all these 
goals relate to achieving desired levels of habitat use as a basis for managing ecological conditions for 
elk. Habitat use includes nutrition to ensure that there is an elk population to manage for hunting. 

During the collaborative effort, it was recognized that elk in the different management areas of the Nez 
Perce-Clearwater have different needs and the ability to manage habitats differ as well. Elk within Idaho 
Roadless Rule areas have ample security or distance from roads but may lack abundant high-quality 
nutrition. Idaho Roadless Rule areas are composed of large blocks of land without motorized access. 
These areas lack nutritional resources due to fire suppression. Thus, in the plan components for Roadless 
Rule areas, emphasis is on higher nutrition at a landscape scale under MA2-DC-ELK-01 while maintaining 
the large areas without motorized access that could be impacted by development of new motorized 
trails. MA2-DC-ELK-02 and MA2-GDL-ELK-01 emphasize retaining areas of 5000 acres or larger without 
motorized vehicles consistent with Ranglack et al (2017). 
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Watersheds within Management Area 3 might lack both nutritional resources or have areas not used by 
elk because the distribution of open motorized routes does not provide enough distance from roads to 
be usable, or both. Similarly, they may have abundant nutritional resources but lack habitat uses 
because they do not provide enough distance from open roads. Management Area 3 is the least 
restrictive management area for habitat alteration to improve elk habitats. Watersheds in Management 
Area 3 could benefit from increasing high quality nutrition to help alleviate the effects of roads. A 
manager might select to keep roads created during timber harvest from being open to the public after 
project completion or choose to strategically close a road segment to increase the distance between 
other roads, especially if that road impacts an area of mild slopes with high nutrition. Alternatively, a 
decision maker might choose to locate roads in areas so that habitats farther from roads are not 
impacted or where roads will have less disturbance on areas with milder slopes. This framework gives 
flexibility to decision makers for a variety of measures that can be used to measurably change conditions 
for female elk, which will improve predicted body fat. Percent body fat is tied directly to known factors 
that most influence elk population growth, such as calf survival, winter survival, pregnancy rates, and 
calf to cow ratios. FW-DC-ELK-01 and MA3-GDL-ELK-01 are intended to help managers move ecological 
conditions towards higher habitat use and increasing nutritional resources for elk. 

All these plan components are designed to be used in consideration with the best available science on 
the elk forage response spatial layer. Management designed to increase nutritional resources for elk 
should be targeted in areas expected to provide higher quality nutritional resources, which are mapped 
in the nutritional response spatial layer. High quality nutritional resources are defined as areas that 
produce vegetation with greater than or 2.6 kcal/g of dietary digestible energy. It is not likely sufficient to 
create early seral conditions in areas with a poor nutritional response if the expected outcome is to 
provide elk forage. Small percentage changes in the amount of high-quality nutritional resources at a 
landscape scale can have dramatic effects on predicted elk fat. Thus, language in the desired condition 
plan components and in the objectives direct the location of management to achieve desired vegetation 
conditions towards areas predicted to have higher nutritional response. These locational considerations 
line up well with departures from the natural range of variation that should be restored through the 
vegetation desired conditions found in the Forestlands section of the plan. 

The Nez Perce-Clearwater contracted the Ecosystem Research Group to run the elk nutrition model 
through SIMPPLLE to predict the response of disturbance, including wildfire, prescribed fire, timber 
harvest, and insects and diseases to estimate how the amount of high-quality forage would fluctuate 
through time under the alternatives. Preliminary results are very favorable and show that the amount of 
high-quality forage increases throughout the 50-year timeframe modeled under all alternatives. It takes 
its largest jump in the first decadal time step. The results suggest about a 26 percent increase in the area 
of forage that produces greater than 2.58kcal/g of dietary digestible energy over the 50-year timeframe 
compared to current conditions. This estimate is roughly similar under all alternatives. There is about a 
100 percent increase in the area that produces greater than 2.9kcal/g of dietary digestible energy in the 
excellent category. As these areas are highly selected by elk, these areas should increase elk habitat use. 
Studies on elk from the Clearwater Basin Collaborative Elk Project suggest that an increase from 5 to 20 
percent of the landscape having more than 2.75 kcals/g of dietary digestible energy can increase percent 
body fat from about 8 up to 12 percent and increase pregnancy rates for female elk from approximately 
40 percent to nearly 100 percent. With approximately a 6 percent change in areas with greater than 
2.9% of dietary digestible energy, the predicted percent body fat can change from 6 to 8 percent up to 
above 12 percent. These changes in body fat should improve both calf and female elk survival during 
winter. The largest jump in elk nutritional resources is in Management Area 3, followed by Management 
Area 2, and then Management Area 1. 
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Current estimates of body fat measured on captured female elk suggest they are currently below 8 
percent on herds in the South Fork Clearwater samples, just below 10 percent on North Fork Clearwater 
elk, just above 9 percent on the Lochsa elk samples, and about 8 percent on the Riggins population 
samples. Pregnancy rates are between 70 to 95 percent in these herds. Increasing pregnancy rates 
among female elk would directly increase reproductive performance and elk populations. 

Figure 6. Projected trend in number of acres of high-quality nutritional resources under all 
alternatives* 

 
* Quality nutritional resources are denoted in the figure as Good+ 

According the nutritional response spatial layer, some of the poorest areas for predicted nutritional 
response are on winter ranges because of thinner soils and drier conditions. Therefore, while winter 
habitats are important to big game, the plan components do not emphasize treating winter habitats. 
Rather, the plan emphasizes reducing disturbance in plan component desired condition FW-DC-WLMU-
03, which expresses a desire to provide for big game habitats year-round, including during winter. The 
intent of guideline FW-GDL-WLMU-03 is meant to reduce disturbance during winter. 

The collaborative elk group voiced concern to prevent habitat management for elk from extending 
beyond the vegetation desired conditions in the terrestrial ecology plan components, which are based 
on the natural range of variation. Therefore, desired condition FW-DC-ELK-01 contains language that 
would direct management to operate within the framework of the terrestrial vegetation components. 
Objectives for elk management are nested within desired conditions for ecosystem plan components. 
Similarly, there is a recognition that noxious weeds are adversely impacting to some important wintering 
areas so the plan also included a desired condition that elk habitat are composed of native vegetation for 
early seral states. 

The specific process is spelled out (or will be) in the management approaches section of the plan. 
Generally, during project development and analysis, the management approach will evaluate forage 
amounts within the HUC12’s and target treatments where nutritional response would increase the 
percent of high quality nutrition; evaluate how existing open roads would impact use of high quality 
nutrition; evaluate how new road segments might affect the use of high quality nutrition if they remain 
open to the public; and identify which roads, new or existing, might have the most impact to forage use 
and high potential forage and consider strategically closing new or existing roads to the public in 
alternatives where appropriate to increase elk habitat use especially of high quality nutritional 
resources. 
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Objectives for managing elk habitat are nested within objectives for ecosystem plan components. It was 
recognized that the amount of management needed to restore the natural range of variability would 
provide substantial benefits for elk. However, where those treatments would occur could have 
substantial benefits to elk if they were in areas that would provide the highest nutritional response after 
disturbance. Also, the rate at which these benefits are realized coincides with the pace and scale of 
restoration of desired conditions. Therefore, objectives for elk management are nested as a percent of 
treatments to restore the natural range of variability to be directed towards the areas with the highest 
nutritional responses. They vary by alternative just as the objectives for restoration towards forest plan 
desired conditions vary by alternative. Alternative X is the most aggressive in terms of the amount and 
rate at which desired conditions are achieved, followed by Alternative W then Y. Alternative Z is the least 
aggressive towards restoration. Therefore, the most aggressive actions towards improving elk forage are 
in that order as well. See Section 2.3.2 for specific plan components pertaining to elk. 
The requirement is to increase or maintain predicted percent body fat of female elk at a HUC12 scale, 
which would require improving one or more of four factors that either provide nutritional resources or 
improve habitat use, or both. These factors include increasing distance from roads, increasing high 
quality nutritional resources, increasing habitat interspersion, or either increasing habitat use or 
nutritional resources on slopes less than 40 percent. It is anticipated that this framework will tie habitat 
conditions directly to increased elk vital rates over time. 
Whitetail and Mule Deer 
The plan components address habitats for deer by addressing the needs for ungulates, as noted above. 
Other than those plan components, the plan does not specifically address whitetail or mule deer. It is 
anticipated that plan components to increase high-quality forage for elk will also benefit deer. Similarly, 
plan components that restore forest habitats are also expected to benefit deer because they emphasize 
increasing the amount of early seral habitat conditions. Whitetail deer use forested habitats in the 
winter while mule deer use non-forested habitats in winter. In the summer, deer seek areas with good 
forage, such as meadows, shrub lands, and early seral habitats. Plan components for forest size class 
provided diversity of age in size classes to provide hiding cover, forage, and winter habitat for deer. 
Guideline FW-GDL-WLMU-03 restricts disturbing activities on winter ranges, which will serve to reduce 
disturbance to these species during this challenging time. FW-GDL-WLMU-02 restricts creating barriers 
through fencing. FW-GDL-WLMU-01 also addresses impacting deer through motorized use outside of the 
forests designated road system. Plan components in the fire section seek to restore natural fire 
disturbance and reduce uncharacteristic wildfire. Modeling results indicate that wildfire is the biggest 
driver of forest condition in the plan area. Fire plan components help facilitate the increased use of 
wildland fire use to restore vegetation conditions. Plan components found in the meadows, grassland, 
and shrubland section should contribute to habitats for deer. 
Moose 
Moose populations are increasingly thought to be responsive to the amount of forage available to them. 
Like deer, moose will benefit from increases in high quality nutrition provided by elk plan components. 
Plan components will help provide conditions to improve habitat conditions for moose and restore forest 
habitats, benefiting moose because they emphasize increasing the amount of early seral habitat 
conditions. Moose use forested habitats in the winter and particularly rely upon Pacific yew as winter 
forage. FW-DC-WLMU-04 emphasizes Pacific yew as a winter food for moose. In the summer, moose 
seek areas with good forage, such as early seral forest habitats, meadows, shrublands, and aquatic 
vegetation. Plan components for forest size class provide diversity of age in size classes to provide hiding 
cover, forage, and winter habitat for moose. FW-GDL-WLMU-03 restricts disturbing activities on winter 
ranges and will protect these species during this challenging time. Plan components in the multiple use 
wildlife section restrict creating barriers through fencing, which are known to affect calves. Fire plan 
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components seek to restore natural fire disturbance and reduce uncharacteristic wildfire. Modeling 
results indicate that wildfire is the most influential driver of forest conditions. Plan components can help 
facilitate the increase of wildland fire use to restore vegetation conditions, benefiting moose. Meadows, 
grassland, and shrubland plan components should contribute to habitats for moose. 
Mountain Goats 
Few plan components are directed towards mountain goats, as most habitats are inaccessible to 
anthropogenic threats. FW-DC-WLMU-05 and FW-DC-WL-03 would help to increase connectivity for 
mountain goats. Lack of connectivity from current populations to unoccupied suitable habitats has 
caused mountain goat habitats to remain unoccupied and is thought to be caused by fire suppression, 
which creates conditions unfavorable to mountain goat travel at high elevations. Connectivity between 
mountain goat populations and between suitable habitats likely prevents mountain goat populations 
from increasing in the plan area. FW-DC-GS-05 describes desired vegetation conditions in subalpine 
areas, including mountain goat habitat, and would direct management towards improved forage 
conditions for mountain goats. While there are few plan components specific to mountain goats, 
alternatives for recommended wilderness and motorized over snow travel suitability within 
recommended wilderness has potential impacts to mountain goats. Mountain goats are sensitive to 
disturbance and tend to leave suitable habitats if disturbed. The effects are particularly acute during the 
winter when mountain goats may not be able to travel through deep snow. Alternatives for 
recommended wilderness in the Hoodoo area, the Mallard-Larkin area, Moose Mountain, and Bighorn 
Weitas would include several mountain goat herds, including some of the largest herds in the plan area. 
Allowing these areas to be open to motorized over snow travel could potentially expose mountain goats 
to this disturbance. 
To understand snowmobile use in the plan area, landscape characteristics selected by snowmobilers 
were modeled spatially to evaluate the overlap of mountain goat habitats and other wildlife habitats 
with modeled snowmobile preferences (Olson et al., 2017). Modeling was conducted by Lucretia Olson 
and used parameters similar to those she used in Olson et al (2017). The model was validated by user 
data and Forest Service recreation staff who have expert knowledge of the use in the plan area. The 
snowmobile model is a function of terrain, access, canopy cover, and snow depth, which are features 
that may contribute to the ease of which snowmobilers can use an area. It creates a probability surface, 
at which values closer to one would be preferred for snowmobiling while those closest to zero would not 
be preferred. It does not necessarily predict where snowmobile use is occurring or the number 
snowmobilers using an area because use also depends upon whether the areas are open 
administratively, available access, or other factors. Rather, it predicts where snowmobiling might be 
desirable or easier to the average snowmobile user. The model appeared to represent well where most 
snowmobile use is occurring and performed better in the Clearwater side of the forest than on the Nez 
Perce side. 
Preliminary model results suggest low amounts of overlap between snowmobile use and known 
mountain goat population areas. This makes sense because most mountain goat habitat is too steep for 
comfortable snowmobile use. However, some areas predicted to have high probability values in the 
snowmobile model are in proximity to known mountain goat herds, particularly the herd on Blacklead 
Mountain, which may leave them susceptible to access by highly skilled snowmobilers. Highly skilled 
snowmobilers can access steeper terrain and more rugged conditions that average snowmobilers. The 
model did not perform well at predicting use by highly skilled snowmobilers because it shows areas 
known to be used by advanced snowmobile users as not preferred by snowmobilers. The model only 
predicts snowmobiler preferences and does not predict snow bike use, which may have different use 
patterns than snowmobiles. 
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Bighorn Sheep 
The bighorn sheep in the plan are provided through plan components for ungulates. FW-DC-WLMU-03 
emphasizes that the habitats in the plan area provide for ungulate species that meets their life history 
requirements in both summer and winter. As noxious weeds are a challenge throughout the west and in 
the plan area, FW-DC-WLMU-03 has language desiring that big game habitats are composed of native 
vegetation. Plan components in the invasive section of the document also serve to provide for bighorn 
sheep habitats. Fire plan components and those for forested vegetation would also help reduce 
disturbance that would decrease encroachment of forested habitats into bighorn sheep habitats. FW-
GDL-WLMU-03 restricts disturbing activities on winter ranges, which will serve to protect these species 
during this challenging time. 

Wolves, Cougars, and Black Bears 
Wolves, cougars, and black bears are not emphasized in the plan specifically. The populations of wolves 
and cougars are dependent upon healthy ungulate populations, which are provided for in the plan. Black 
bears are dependent upon ungulate populations and resources such as berries, seeds, and vegetation for 
forage. A variety of forested successional stages and coarse filter ecosystem plan components for size 
class provide the vegetative forage for bears. The primary factors influencing populations of these 
species is hunting pressure and ungulate populations. Plan alternatives provide some additional 
protection for these species though differing amounts of recommended wilderness, which can influence 
hunter access. Recommended wilderness would protect these species slightly better than Idaho 
Roadless Rule areas but the differences are minor. The primary benefit the plan provides for these 
species is that large remote areas provide refuge from hunter harvest. These characteristics are provided 
in Idaho Roadless Rule areas, recommended wilderness, and designated wilderness under all 
alternatives. The Idaho Department of Fish and Game regulates harvest of these species for their 
continued availability as a hunted resource. The Idaho Department of Fish and Game monitors 
population trend indicators and can apply appropriate measures to manage hunting to increase or 
decrease populations according to their management plans. Population objectives and hunting tag 
numbers, which are the primary drivers of hunter harvest, are not within the authority of the Forest 
Service. Current Idaho Department of Fish and Game objectives for populations of these species are 
lower than current population numbers and the Idaho Department of Fish and Game is managing for 
reduced numbers but persistent populations of these species. 

No Action Alternative 
Several species of wildlife used by the public would continue to experience declining habitat conditions 
due to forest succession and fire suppression. Emphasis for elk would continue to be on treating winter 
range and providing elk security addressing road density while not directly responding to the best 
available scientific information indicating that providing adequate summer nutrition usable by elk would 
increase elk vital rates. Elk security would remain high throughout Idaho Roadless Rule areas, wilderness 
areas, and recommended wilderness but elk populations would continue to be down in these areas. 
Management would continue with Elk Analysis Units as the scale and framework at which elk 
management is applied. 

Preliminary modeling results suggest that, under all alternatives, the amount of high-quality forage 
greater than about 2.6kcal/g of dietary digestible energy would increase by about 26 percent. Forest 
conditions would trend towards increased nutrition and meet the needs of many multiple use species, 
especially upland game and ungulates. These changes are mostly driven by projections for increased 
wildfire under a changing climate, given our current fuels conditions. However, an emphasis on fire 
suppression in the 1987 Plans would continue and these results may not be realized. Management of 
natural fires would still be possible at similar rates as they have been. It was not possible for the model 
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to account for the ability to target the areas that would produce the highest nutritional response; 
therefore, modeling only reflects the response to restoring vegetation back to the desired vegetation 
conditions. It may be possible through targeted restoration for elk to increase the amount of high-quality 
forage better than the model results suggest. 

Waterfowl and furbearers that use aquatic habitats would be provided for in a similar manner as in the 
proposed plan components and alternatives because PACFISH and INFISH provide similar levels of 
protection for aquatic habitats. Several rivers would remain eligible for wild and scenic status and 
management of these eligible rivers would continue to provide habitats for aquatic species. Eligible acres 
of wild and scenic river corridors would be 172,710 acres. These rivers would continue to be managed to 
protect the outstandingly remarkable values that make them eligible. This direction may help some 
multiple use wildlife species and may hinder active restoration for them in other areas. There would be 
no change in the amount of designated wild and scenic rivers. 

Furbearers that use terrestrial habitats would be only affected by the amount of recommended 
wilderness under the alternatives and whether motorized over snow travel was allowed. This is because 
trapping itself is the biggest factor in population changes for most of these species outside of prey 
abundance. The amount of recommended wilderness would directly influence accessibility during 
winter, which is when trapping is most effective and usually conducted. All Idaho Roadless Rule areas are 
suitable for winter motorized travel and these areas are not protected from the influence of trapping. 
Therefore, the amount of recommended wilderness and whether winter over snow travel is allowed is 
the primary indicator for population trends of furbearers. In the No Action Alternative, over snow 
motorized travel is not allowed in recommended wilderness and furbearers are less accessible to 
trappers than they are in other parts of the Nez Perce-Clearwater. The No Action Alternative is 
intermediate compared to the other alternatives in the amount of recommended wilderness. In all 
alternatives, furbearers would be provided for trapping and other uses and the Idaho Department of Fish 
and Game regulations, monitoring, and management would continue to sustain these species. For 
martens, the amount of habitat is estimated on the high end of the natural range of variation and 
preliminary modeling results suggest a decline in preferred mature subalpine fir and Engelmann spruce 
forests. However, these declines do not drop below those on the low end of the natural range of 
variation for marten habitat. 

The amount of recommended wilderness would remain the same with the Hoodoo, Mallard-Larkin, and 
Selway additions remaining recommended wilderness. The Hoodoo area would stay intact in its current 
form and not be reduced, as in other alternatives. The amount of recommended wilderness would be 
intermediate compared to the other alternatives. Mountain goat populations in the Hoodoo 
recommended wilderness area would not be subject to motorized over snow travel, as it is currently not 
allowed. In other alternatives, over snow travel would be allowed. The amount proposed under the No 
Action Alternative is intermediate to other alternatives for recommended wilderness. 

Within recommended wilderness, activities to restore vegetation would continue to be restricted. This 
would continue to inhibit most restoration activities in the current recommended wilderness. This would 
impact the forests ability to proactively restore these habitats and provide forage for ungulates or 
connect mountain goat habitat through disturbance. However, restoration activities in many other Idaho 
Roadless Rule areas that are currently in the backcountry restoration theme would remain in this theme, 
which allows restoration and improvements in big game habitat. Restoration would only be achieved in 
recommended wilderness through wildfire, which may not produce the best nutritional response. Under 
the 1987 Plans, the management direction for wildfire is to confine, contain, and control wildfire and 
restrict the maximum size a fire can be allowed to burn. Under the new plan direction, wildfire use 
would be more permissive in many areas of the Nez Perce-Clearwater. 
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Both current recommended wilderness and Idaho Roadless Rule areas would continue to provide for 
wolf, black bear, and cougar populations. If the decline in high quality forage lead to low big game 
populations or continued downward trends, predator populations would also decline. Use of game carts, 
chainsaws, mechanized travel such as bicycles, and aircraft would continue to be prohibited in 
recommended wilderness. 

Cumulative Effects  
Alternative W 
Alternative W reaches desired vegetation conditions faster than the No Action Alternative and slightly 
slower than Alternative X. Thus, it has a relatively more aggressive schedule for restoring the system 
back to the desired conditions, which are based upon the natural range of variation. For ungulates, this 
quicker paced schedule would improve forage resources quicker than the No Action Alternative. While 
the pace may be quicker, at the end of five decades, the amount of high-quality forage does not vary 
overall, remaining at about a 26 percent increase. As objectives for big game forage improvements are 
nested within efforts to restore vegetation back to its natural range of variability, the alternatives that 
favor more restoration activities favor big game to a greater extent than alternatives that rely on natural 
processes to restore forests. 

Preliminary modeling results suggest that, under all alternatives, the amount of high-quality forage 
greater than about 2.6kcal/g of dietary digestible energy would increase throughout the plan area. This 
makes sense because the desired conditions for vegetation do not vary by alternative. However, 
vegetation management would contribute substantially to forage as well, especially within Management 
Areas 2 and 3. Under Alternative W, forest conditions would trend towards increased nutrition to meet 
the needs of many multiple use species. The more proactive schedule in Alternative W would allow more 
areas to be targeted to increase the amount of the highest quality forage while restoring forests to 
towards their natural range of variation. Proactive management through prescribed fire and managed 
wildland fire would occur more proactively under Alternative W in Idaho Roadless Rule areas, especially 
within backcountry restoration themed areas. Management of natural fires in designated wilderness 
would still be possible at similar rates as they have been under the No Action Alternative. The ability of 
the Nez Perce-Clearwater to achieve desired amounts of elk forage would be hindered within 
recommended wilderness as explained below. 

Waterfowl and furbearers that use aquatic habitats would be provided for in a similar manner in all 
alternatives as measures in PACFISH and INFISH are similar to those in the aquatics plan components. 
However, under a more aggressive schedule of treatments, more potential impacts could occur under 
this alternative. Alternative W proposes the most rivers as suitable for wild and scenic rivers. The 
proposed area of suitable wild and scenic river corridor is more than those eligible under the No Action 
Alternative. Eligible acres of wild and scenic river corridors would be 172,710 acres under the No Action 
Alternative versus 65,650 acres under Alternative W. This direction may help some multiple use wildlife 
species and may hinder active restoration for them in other areas under this alternative than in the No 
Action Alternative. There would be no change in the amount of designated wild and scenic rivers. 

The amount of recommended wilderness would increase the most under Alternative W. In addition to 
the Hoodoo, the Mallard-Larkin, and the Selway additions, this alternative would add Bighorn-Weitas, 
North Lochsa Slope, East Meadow Creek, Moose Mountain, Rapid River, North Fork Spruce-White Sands, 
Sneakfoot Meadows, Meadow Creek-Upper North Fork, and West Meadow Creek. This amount of 
recommended wilderness would be the most compared to the other alternatives. The amount of 
recommended wilderness would have environmental consequences on mountain goats, furbearers, elk, 
and other ungulates and predatory big game, as described below. 
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Under Alternative W, more mountain goat populations would be included in recommended wilderness 
than other alternatives with the addition of herds in Moose Mountain, the southern portion of the 
Mallard-Larkin Idaho Roadless Rule areas, and the North Lochsa Slope Idaho Roadless Rule area. These 
mountain goat populations would benefit from the additional recommended wilderness area because 
they would not be subject to motorized over snow travel under Alternative W. Access to mountain goats 
by hunters would be more difficult. On the other hand, the ability to connect mountain goat habitats 
within the plan area or the ability to improve mountain goat habitat conditions through active 
management would be constrained within recommended wilderness under this alternative. 
Comparatively, in Alternatives X and Y, over snow travel would be allowed. 

Furbearers that use terrestrial habitats would mainly be affected by the amount of recommended 
wilderness and whether motorized over snow travel was allowed. This is because trapping itself is the 
biggest factor for effects for most of these species outside of prey abundance. The amount of 
recommended wilderness and motorized over snow travel would directly influence accessibility during 
winter, which is when trapping is most effective and usually conducted. Idaho Roadless Rule areas, 
except those identified as recommended wilderness, are suitable for winter motorized travel and these 
areas are currently accessible for trapping facilitated by this increased access under the No Action 
Alternative. Therefore, the amount of recommended wilderness and whether winter over snow travel is 
allowed is the primary indicator for effects to furbearers. In Alternative W, the amount of recommended 
wilderness dramatically increases and furbearers would be much less accessible to trappers than they 
are currently. While this would serve furbearers well, it would also adversely impact the ability for 
people to use this resource effectively. In all alternatives, furbearers would continue to be available for 
trapping but access and availability decreases under Alternative W. The Idaho Department of Fish and 
Game regulates, monitors, and manages furbearers and this management would continue to sustain 
these species. 

The ability of the forest to pursue active management to achieve desired conditions would be most 
constrained in this alternative compared to the others because of the high amount of recommended 
wilderness, which would change many areas that are currently in the backcountry restoration theme into 
the backcountry recreation theme. Active management for restoration purposes is strongly restricted in 
this theme. Therefore, the ability of the forest to increase forage for elk and other ungulates in 
Management Area 2, as a result of restoring the natural range of variation, would be highly restricted 
under this alternative because so many of the Idaho Roadless Rule areas would be recommended 
wilderness. This would impact the forests’ ability to proactively restore these habitats for ungulates. 
Restoration would only be achieved in recommended wilderness through wildfire, which may not occur 
in areas expected to produce the best nutritional response. The limiting factor for elk in the plan area, 
particularly within the Roadless Rule areas, is the lack forage because of lack of disturbance. 

Both current recommended wilderness and Idaho Roadless Rule areas would continue to provide for 
wolf, black bear, and cougar populations. Under Alternative W, these species would be less accessible to 
the public in the recommended wilderness. Hunting is used by the Idaho Department of Fish and Game 
to reduce populations of predators and this alternative would provide for these species the most 
compared to other alternatives. However, if the decline in high quality forage leads to depressed or 
declining big game populations or continued downward trends, predator populations would also decline. 

Under this alternative mechanized travel is prohibited in recommended wilderness, as well as game 
carts. The prohibition of mechanized travel, such as bicycles, would have slight benefits to big game 
because mountain bikes have been documented to displace elk (M. J. Wisdom et al., 2018). Under this 
alternative, this activity would be prohibited in the largest amount of area. However, mechanized travel 
is not intensive in the plan area at the present time. The prohibition on the use of game carts might 
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make some areas more difficult for people to remove game animal carcasses from recommended 
wilderness. The utility of game carts depends upon the terrain and vegetation conditions. In the plan 
area, game carts are not very useful unless there is a road or trail nearby or unless the terrain is fairly 
level. On the other hand, game carts allow some hunters to take animals farther away from roads or 
trails and transport game carcasses more effectively. Whether to allow or disallow game carts would 
have little effect on the wildlife, as most hunters have additional options that can allow removal of game 
carcasses. 

Alternative X 
Alternative X reaches desired vegetation conditions the fastest out of all the alternatives and slightly 
faster than Alternative W. Thus, it has the most aggressive schedule for restoring the system back to the 
desired conditions, which are based upon the natural range of variation. For ungulates, this quicker 
paced schedule would improve forage resources quicker than any other alternative. While the pace may 
be quicker, all alternatives desire forest conditions to return to their historic range of variation. As 
objectives for big game forage improvements are nested within efforts to restore vegetation back to its 
natural range of variability, the alternatives that favor more restoration activities favor big game to a 
greater extent than alternatives that rely on natural processes to restore forests. 

Preliminary modeling results suggest that, under this alternative, the amount of high-quality forage 
greater than about 2.6kcal/g of dietary digestible energy would increase throughout the plan area at the 
fastest rate. Vegetation management would contribute substantially to forage, especially within 
Management Areas 2 and 3. Under Alternative X, forest conditions would trend towards increased 
nutrition to meet the needs of many multiple use species. The more proactive schedule in Alternative X 
would allow more areas to be targeted to increase the amount of high-quality forage while restoring 
forests to towards their natural range of variation. Proactive management through prescribed fire and 
managed wildland fire would occur more proactively under Alternative X in Idaho Roadless Rule areas, 
especially within backcountry restoration themed areas. As no areas would be identified as 
recommended wilderness, this alternative has the least constraints on improving habitat for big game. 
Management of natural fires in designated wilderness would still be possible at similar rates as they have 
been under the No Action Alternative. 

Waterfowl and furbearers that use aquatic habitats would be provided for in a similar manner in all 
alternatives as measures in PACFISH and INFISH are similar to those in the aquatics plan components. 
However, under a more aggressive schedule of treatments, more potential impacts could occur under 
this alternative. Alternative X proposes no rivers as suitable for wild and scenic rivers. The proposed area 
of suitable wild and scenic river corridor is more than those eligible under the No Action Alternative. 
Eligible acres of wild and scenic river corridors would be 172,710 acres under the No Action Alternative 
versus 0 acres under Alternative X. There would be no change in the amount of designated wild and 
scenic rivers. 

The amount of recommended wilderness would be none under Alternative X, which would reduce the 
amount of recommended wilderness compared to the No Action Alternative. The Hoodoo, the Mallard-
Larkin, and the Selway additions would no longer be recommended wilderness. The amount of 
recommended wilderness would be the least compared to the other alternatives. The amount of 
recommended wilderness would have environmental consequences on mountain goats, furbearers, elk, 
and other ungulates and predatory big game, as described below. The amount of designated wilderness 
would not change under this alternative. 
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Under Alternative X, no mountain goat populations would be included in recommended wilderness. All 
mountain goat populations currently in recommended wilderness would be subject to motorized over 
snow travel, except for those in designated wilderness. This would be detrimental to some herds that are 
not in designated wilderness. On the other hand, the ability to connect mountain goat habitats or 
improve mountain goat habitat conditions through active management would be the most permissible in 
this alternative. 
Furbearers that use terrestrial habitats would mainly be affected by the amount of recommended 
wilderness and whether motorized over snow travel was allowed. This is because trapping itself is the 
biggest factor for effects for most of these species outside of prey abundance. Therefore, the amount of 
recommended wilderness and whether winter over snow travel is allowed is the primary indicator for 
effects to furbearers. The amount of recommended wilderness and motorized over snow travel would 
directly influence accessibility during winter, which is when trapping is most effective and usually 
conducted. Idaho Roadless Rule areas, except those identified as recommended wilderness, are suitable 
for winter motorized travel and these areas would be accessible for trapping facilitated by this increased 
access. In Alternative X, the amount of recommended wilderness dramatically decreases and furbearers 
would be more accessible to trappers than they are currently. While this would serve to increase the 
ability for people to use this resource effectively, it could allow over trapping in some areas. Preliminary 
spatial modeling of snowmobile probability of use suggests many areas of the forest will continue to be 
inaccessible during the winter, even if there is no recommended wilderness, because much of the forest 
is too steep, has too much canopy cover, or is too far from access to be used by most trappers. In all 
alternatives, furbearers would continue to be available for trapping. The Idaho Department of Fish and 
Game regulates, monitors, and manages furbearers and this management would continue to sustain 
these species under this alternative. 
The ability of the Nez Perce-Clearwater to pursue active management to achieve desired conditions 
would be most proactive under this alternative. Therefore, the ability of the forest to increase forage for 
elk and other ungulates as a result of restoring the natural range of variation would be the easiest. All big 
game species would benefit from higher amounts of nutrition, with ungulates benefiting from more 
forage and predatory big game benefiting from higher ungulate populations. Idaho Roadless Rule 
themes would remain the same and the ability to restore would be allowed to the extent allowed under 
the roadless rule. The limiting factor for elk in the plan area, particularly within the Roadless Rule areas, 
is the lack forage because of lack of disturbance. Both current designated wilderness and Idaho Roadless 
Rule areas would continue to provide for wolf, black bear, and cougar populations. However, under 
Alternative X, these species would be slightly more accessible to the public for hunting. Hunting is used 
by the Idaho Department of Fish and Game to reduce populations of predators and this alternative 
would allow greater access compared to other alternatives. The Idaho Department of Fish and Game 
manages and monitors the amount of harvest of predatory big game animals so that they persist on the 
landscape. This would continue under all alternatives. 
Under this alternative all areas are open to mechanized travel, as well as game carts. Allowing 
mechanized travel, such as bicycles, would have slight detrimental consequences to big game because 
mountain bikes have been documented to displace elk (M. J. Wisdom et al., 2018). Under this 
alternative, this activity would be allowed in the largest amount of area. However, mechanized travel is 
not intensive in the plan area at the present time. The use of game carts in what is currently 
recommended wilderness might make game retrieval easier for people to remove game animal carcasses 
from these areas. The utility of game carts depends upon the terrain and vegetation conditions. In the 
plan area, game carts are not very useful unless there is a road or trail nearby or unless the terrain is 
fairly level. Game carts would allow some hunters to take animals farther away from roads or trails and 
transport game carcasses more effectively. 
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Alternative Y 
Alternative Y would reach desired vegetation conditions faster than Alternative Z and the No Action 
Alternative but slower than Alternatives W and X. Thus, it has a relatively more relaxed schedule for 
restoring the system back to the desired conditions, which are based upon the natural range of variation. 
For ungulates, this more moderate paced schedule would improve forage resources quicker than the No 
Action Alternative but slower than Alternatives W and X. While the pace may be quicker, at the end of 
five decades, the amount of high-quality forage is slightly less than in other alternatives. This is because 
desired conditions for vegetation do not vary by alternative so management is directed towards similar 
outcomes. However, since the rate is slower, the elk herd would take more time to rebound towards 
higher levels desired by many of the public and partner agencies. As objectives for big game forage 
improvements are nested within efforts to restore vegetation back to its natural range of variability, the 
alternatives that favor faster restoration activities favor big game to a greater extent than alternatives 
that rely on a slower pace towards restoration. 

Preliminary modeling results suggest that, under all alternatives, the amount of high-quality forage 
greater than about 2.6kcal/g of dietary digestible energy would increase throughout the plan area. This 
makes sense because the desired conditions for vegetation do not vary by alternative. Vegetation 
management would contribute substantially to forage, especially within Management Areas 2 and 3. 
Under Alternative Y, forest conditions would trend towards increased nutrition to meet the needs of 
many game species. The less proactive schedule in Alternative Y would allow fewer areas to be targeted 
to increase the amount of the highest quality forage while restoring forests to towards their natural 
range of variation. Proactive management through prescribed fire and managed wildland fire would be 
moderate under Alternative Y in Idaho Roadless Rule areas compared to Alternatives W and X. 
Management of natural fires in designated wilderness would still be possible at similar rates as they have 
been under the No Action Alternative. 

Waterfowl and furbearers that use aquatic habitats would be provided for in a similar manner in all 
alternatives as measures in PACFISH and INFISH are similar to those in the aquatics plan components. 
Under a less proactive schedule of treatments, fewer potential impacts could occur under this 
alternative. Alternative Y proposes intermediate amounts of rivers as suitable as wild and scenic. The 
proposed area of suitable wild and scenic river corridor is more than those eligible under the No Action 
Alternative. Suitable acres of wild and scenic river corridors would be 100,623 acres under Alternative Y. 
These acres would help some game species be neutral to others and hinder habitat enhancement efforts 
for others. There would be no change in the amount of designated wild and scenic rivers. 

The amount of recommended wilderness would decrease under Alternative Y versus the No Action 
Alternative because the Hoodoo area would decrease from a boundary change. The change in the 
amount of recommended wilderness would have environmental consequences on mountain goats, 
furbearers, elk, and other ungulates and predatory big game, as described below. 

Under Alternative Y, one of the larger mountain goat meta-populations in the Nez Perce-Clearwater and 
one of two core mountain goat areas within the Blacksnow Population Management Unit would be 
excluded from recommended wilderness. Mountain goat populations in the Blacksnow Population 
Management Unit were used as a source of goats to transplant into other portions of the state for 40 
years (Idaho Fish and Game, 2019a). This population appeared stable to increasing during times when 
the transplants were occurring. The Idaho Department of Fish and Game counted these populations in 
2017 and found the mountain goat population in the eastern portion of the unit, which would be those 
in the Blacklead areas of the Hoodoo recommended wilderness area, showed a substantial decline from 
the previous survey (Idaho Fish and Game, 2019a). In the past, Idaho Department of Fish and Game 
surveys in this area occurred in the late winter or spring (Idaho Fish and Game, 2019a). There are 
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concerns with increasing snowmobile and snow bike access to mountain goat habitat in the east portion 
of Game Management Unit 10 in the Black Snow Population Management Unit (Idaho Fish and Game, 
2019a). Changing the boundary for these mountain goats could have adverse environmental 
consequences for this metapopulation of mountain goats. 

Furbearers that use terrestrial habitats would mainly be affected by the amount of recommended 
wilderness and whether motorized over snow travel is allowed. This is because trapping itself is the 
biggest factor for effects for most of these species outside of prey abundance. The amount of 
recommended wilderness and motorized over snow travel would directly influence accessibility during 
winter, which is when trapping is most effective and usually conducted. Idaho Roadless Rule areas, 
except those identified as recommended wilderness, are suitable for winter motorized travel. Therefore, 
the amount of recommended wilderness and whether winter over snow travel is allowed is the primary 
indicator for effects to furbearers. In Alternative Y, the amount of recommended wilderness decreases 
and furbearers would be slightly more accessible to trappers than they are under the No Action 
Alternative. In all alternatives, furbearers would continue to be available for trapping but access and 
availability increases slightly under Alternative Y. The Idaho Department of Fish and Game regulates, 
monitors, and manages furbearers and this management would continue to sustain these species. 

The ability of the Nez Perce-Clearwater to pursue active management to achieve desired conditions 
would be similar to the No Action Alternative, more than Alternative W, and less than in Alternative X. 
The ability of the forest to increase forage for elk and other ungulates in Management Area 2, as a result 
of restoring the natural range of variation, would be allowed under this alternative. Restoration would be 
achieved in recommended wilderness through wildfire, which may not occur in areas expected to 
produce the best nutritional response. The limiting factor for elk in the plan area, particularly within the 
Roadless Rule areas, is the lack forage because of lack of disturbance. 

Current recommended wilderness, designated wilderness, and Idaho Roadless Rule areas would 
continue to provide for wolf, black bear, and cougar populations. Under Alternative Y, these species 
would be slightly more accessible to the public than in the No Action Alternative. These populations 
would forage upon the population of ungulates and big game populations would continue downward 
trends. 

Under this alternative, mechanized travel is prohibited in recommended wilderness, as well as game 
carts. The prohibition of mechanized travel, such as bicycles, would have slight benefits to big game 
because mountain bikes have been documented to displace elk (M. J. Wisdom et al., 2018). Under this 
alternative, this activity would be prohibited. However, mechanized travel is not intensive in the plan 
area at the present time. The prohibition on the use of game carts might make some areas more difficult 
for people to remove game animal carcasses from recommended wilderness. The utility of game carts 
depends upon the terrain and vegetation conditions. In the plan area, game carts are not very useful 
unless there is a road or trail nearby or unless the terrain is fairly level or sparsely vegetated. On the 
other hand, game carts allow some hunters to take animals farther away from roads or trails and 
transport game carcasses more effectively. Whether to allow or disallow game carts would have little 
effect on the wildlife as most hunters have additional options that can allow removal of game carcasses. 
These two uses would have minor to no effect on game species. 
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Alternative Z 
Alternative Z would reach desired vegetation conditions at a similar rate to the No Action Alternative but 
slower than Alternatives W and X. Thus, it has a relatively more relaxed schedule for restoring the system 
back to the desired conditions, which are based upon the natural range of variation. For ungulates, this 
more moderate paced schedule would continue to impair forage resources and cause continued declines 
in elk, deer, and moose populations due to forest succession and lack of forage. At the end of five 
decades, modeling results suggest that the amount of high-quality forage is less than in other 
alternatives. Since the rate is slower, the elk herd would take more time to rebound towards higher 
levels desired by many of the public and state and tribal agencies. As objectives for big game forage 
improvements are nested within efforts to restore vegetation back to its natural range of variability, the 
alternatives that favor faster restoration activities favor big game to a greater extent than alternatives 
that rely on a slower pace towards restoration. 

Preliminary modeling results suggest that under all alternatives, the amount of high-quality forage 
greater than about 2.6kcal/g of dietary digestible energy would increase throughout the plan area but do 
so more slowly in this alternative than in other alternatives. This makes sense because the desired 
conditions for vegetation do not vary by alternative. Vegetation management would contribute to forage 
within Management Areas 2 and 3 but do so more slowly than other alternatives. The less proactive 
schedule in Alternative Z would allow fewer areas to be targeted to increase the amount of the highest 
quality forage while restoring forests to towards their natural range of variation. Proactive management 
through prescribed fire and managed wildland fire would be similar to the No Action Alternative under 
Alternative Z but slower in Idaho Roadless Rule areas compared to Alternatives W and X. Management of 
natural fires in designated wilderness would still be possible at similar rates as they have been under the 
No Action Alternative. 

Waterfowl and furbearers that use aquatic habitats would be provided for in a similar manner in all 
alternatives as measures in PACFISH and INFISH are similar to those in the aquatics plan components. 
Under a less proactive schedule of treatments, fewer potential impacts could occur under this 
alternative. Alternative Z proposes the most amounts of rivers as suitable as wild and scenic. The 
proposed area of suitable wild and scenic river corridor is more than those eligible under the No Action 
Alternative. Suitable acres of wild and scenic river corridors would be 149,691 acres under Alternative Z. 
These acres would help some aquatic species be neutral to other upland game and terrestrial fur bearers 
and habitat enhancement efforts for big game within the corridors would be more difficult. There would 
be no change in the amount of designated wild and scenic rivers. 

Alternative Z is second highest alternative for the amount of recommended wilderness compared to the 
other alternatives. The alternative would include the Hoodoo, Mallard-Larkins, East Meadow Creek, 
Rapid River, Meadow Creek-Upper North Fork, North Fork Spruce-White Sands, Sneakfoot Meadows, 
Rawhide, and Pot Mountain Idaho Roadless Rule areas. This is the only alternative that would include 
Pot Mountain. The change in the amount of recommended wilderness would have environmental 
consequences on mountain goats, furbearers, elk, and other ungulates and predatory big game as 
described below. 

Under Alternative Z, more mountain goat populations would be included in recommended wilderness 
than in all but Alternative W. However, the mountain goats in recommended wilderness under this 
alternative would still be subject to disturbance from motorized over snow travel. Access to mountain 
goats by hunters would be more difficult in these recommended wilderness areas. The ability to connect 
mountain goat habitats within the plan area or the ability to improve mountain goat habitat conditions 
through active management would be constrained within recommended wilderness under Alternative Z. 
Thus, this alternative restricts hunter access but does not provide protections against over snow travel. 
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Furbearers that use terrestrial habitats would mainly be affected by the amount of recommended 
wilderness and whether motorized over snow travel is allowed. This is because trapping itself is the 
biggest factor for effects for most of these species outside of prey abundance. The amount of 
recommended wilderness and motorized over snow travel would directly influence accessibility during 
winter, which is when trapping is most effective and usually conducted. Idaho Roadless Rule areas, 
except those identified as recommended wilderness, are suitable for winter motorized travel. Therefore, 
the amount of recommended wilderness and whether winter over snow travel is allowed is the primary 
indicator for effects to furbearers. In Alternative Z, the amount of recommended wilderness is the 
second most among alternatives and furbearers would be accessible to trappers because winter 
motorized travel would be allowed. In all alternatives, furbearers would continue to be available for 
trapping but access and availability increases a lot under Alternative Z. The Idaho Department of Fish 
and Game regulates, monitors, and manages furbearers and this management would continue to sustain 
these species. 

The ability of the Nez Perce-Clearwater to pursue active management to achieve desired conditions 
would be constrained in this alternative more than all but Alternative W because of the high amount of 
recommended wilderness, which would change many areas that are currently in the backcountry 
restoration theme to the backcountry recreation theme. Active management for restoration purposes is 
strongly restricted in this theme. Therefore, the ability of the forest to increase forage for elk and other 
ungulates in 474,288 acres of recommended wilderness would be highly restricted under this 
alternative. This would not be an insignificant amount. This would impact the Nez Perce-Clearwater’s 
ability to proactively restore these habitats for ungulates. Restoration would only be achieved in 
recommended wilderness through wildfire, which may not occur in areas expected to produce the best 
nutritional response. The limiting factor for elk in the plan area, particularly within the Roadless Rule 
areas, is the lack forage because of lack of disturbance. Modeling results from the elk forage potential 
spatial layer shows that Pot Mountain contains many areas of high and moderate forage potential. 
Similarly, East Meadow Creek has some of the higher amounts of forage potential for elk on the Nez 
Perce side of the forest. 

Current recommended wilderness, designated wilderness, and Idaho Roadless Rule areas would 
continue to provide for wolf, black bear, and cougar populations. Under Alternative Z, the higher 
amounts of recommended wilderness would be better for these species because of the limited access it 
would provide. These populations forage upon the population of ungulates and these species would 
decline as well if big game populations continue downward trends. 

Under this alternative, mechanized travel is allowed in recommended wilderness, as well as game carts. 
Allowing mechanized travel, such as bicycles, would have slight detrimental effects to big game because 
mountain bikes have been documented to displace elk (M. J. Wisdom et al., 2018). Under this 
alternative, this activity would be allowed. However, mechanized travel is not intensive in the plan area 
at the present time. The allowance of game carts in recommended wilderness might make some areas 
more accessible for some people to remove game animal carcasses. The utility of game carts depends 
upon the terrain and vegetation conditions. In the plan area, game carts are not very useful unless there 
is a road or trail nearby or unless the terrain is fairly level or sparsely vegetated. On the other hand, 
game carts allow some hunters to take animals farther away from roads or trails and transport game 
carcasses more effectively. Whether to allow or disallow game carts would have little effect on the 
wildlife as most hunters have additional options that can allow removal of game carcasses. These two 
uses would have minor to no effect on game species. 
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Effects to Resource from Other Resources 
Air Quality 
Air quality plan components will have little to no environmental consequences on wildlife resources. 
However, airshed management regulations under the Clean Air Act and the National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards often hinder the ability of the Nez Perce-Clearwater to manage vegetation for wildlife through 
prescribed fire from a smoke management perspective. 

Carbon Storage 
Plan components for carbon storage have little to no environmental consequences for multiple use 
wildlife. 

Climate Change 
The plan does not specifically address climate change. However, the plan has components that address a 
desire to have the forest resilience to future climates. These plan components would have little to no 
environmental consequences to multiple use wildlife. 

Cultural/Heritage 
Plan components for cultural resources would have little to no environmental consequences to multiple 
use wildlife. 

Suitable Wild and Scenic River Management 
The amount of river miles suitable as wild and scenic rivers varies by alternative. The rivers considered 
are preliminarily classified as either wild, scenic, or recreational based upon their existing condition. 
Depending upon the selected alternative, their management will be consistent with these classifications. 
Some management activities are not suitable in these areas depending upon the classification and 
whether those uses are consistent with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. Suitability within these 
classifications can be found in Appendix F of the draft Revised Forest Plan. 

In general, these uses are often beneficial to wildlife and many wildlife species would benefit from this 
management. MA2-GDL-SWSR-03 is a guideline that allows wildlife habitat enhancement within suitable 
wild and scenic rivers and corridors with the caveat that they should be designed to protect the 
outstandingly remarkable values for which they were found suitable. In some cases, this direction could 
alter or prevent active management of wildlife habitat for the enhancement of multiple use wildlife. 
Management of suitable wild and scenic rivers would benefit aquatic multiple use wildlife, such as 
waterfowl and aquatic furbearers. 

Research Natural Areas 
Research natural areas are areas identified for their unique natural ecosystems for the purposes of 
scientific study and education and for maintenance of biological diversity. Management of research 
natural areas is to maintain a representation of natural systems. Plan components for research natural 
areas would have either beneficial or little to no environmental consequences to multiple use wildlife. 

Lolo Trail National Historic Landmark 
Management of the Lolo Trail National Historic Landmark would have beneficial consequences or little to 
no environmental consequences to multiple use wildlife. 
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Physical and Biological Ecosystem Management 
The plan components in the physical and biological ecosystem management section form the basis of 
wildlife habitat and provide the primary guidance for the management of wildlife habitats. These 
ecosystem plan components are based on the current understanding of the natural range of variability 
under a naturally functioning disturbance regime. Plan components for terrestrial, biophysical, forested 
lands, fire, and invasive species are the most influential. Many of these plan components and direction 
were evaluated in the environmental consequences section of the document. 

Economic Sustainability 
The plan does not have an economic sustainability section for plan components. Instead the economic 
sustainability plan components are found in those for livestock grazing, forest products, energy and 
mining, infrastructure, timber, recreation, tribal treaty rights, and multiple use wildlife. The plan 
integrates many of these resource uses with ecosystem plan components. This is because, in many cases, 
the use and sustainability of these resources for economic benefits are dependent upon the 
sustainability and conditions of the ecosystem. The effects of these are evaluated individually in this 
section below and above. 

Fire Management 
Fire was one of the predominant disturbance factors on the Nez Perce-Clearwater in pre-Columbian 
times. The ecosystem is adapted to fire and functions properly when fires are at play at amounts and 
intensities as they were during those times. The system is currently departed from its natural range of 
variability as a result of primarily fire suppression and past extractive uses. This change has led to the 
departures found currently. Plan components for fire are designed to address these departures while 
protecting the communities and infrastructure in and around the plan area. Wildland fire is an essential 
ecological function in Nez Perce-Clearwater fire-adapted ecosystems. Balancing the safe and effective 
management of wildland fire to maintain and restore ecological integrity with the protection of 
communities, valued resources, and assets within and around the National Forest forms the core 
challenge of wildland fire management. This can be accomplished by implementing a coordinated risk 
management approach to build landscapes that are resilient to fire-related disturbances and preparing 
for and executing a safe, effective, and efficient response to fire. Fire plan components guide 
management to use fire within a risk-based framework to restore and enhance ecosystem integrity on 
the Nez Perce-Clearwater.  

FW-STD-FIRE-01 states all wildfires shall have a management response that considers risk to life and 
safety, taking into account the costs and effects to resources and values at risk. FW-GDL-FIRE-01 guides 
wildfire management strategy and tactics to take an opportunistic approach integrating wildland fires to 
existing fuels treatments, past wildfires, forest health, and wildlife habitat improvement projects on the 
landscape. This would directly result in some benefits to multiple use wildlife species. FW-GDL-FIRE-02 
addresses noxious weeds when considering planned ignitions. These plan components would contribute 
to the restoration of ecosystems, which would enhance habitat for many multiple use species, and 
improve habitat conditions for them. 

Aquatic Ecosystems and Fisheries 
Aquatics plan components manage aquatic, riparian, and wetland ecological conditions in the plan area. 
The plan contains a number of fish species listed under the Endangered Species Act and plan 
components were designed to contribute to the recovery of these fish. Plan components for aquatic 
ecosystems and are designed to prevent many threats to these habitats. All multiple use wildlife must 
drink water for their survival and all of them use aquatic or riparian habitats at times. Riparian habitats 
contribute disproportionately to biodiversity and are important to many wildlife species, including those 
commonly used by people. For commonly used wildlife, some species are more dependent upon the 
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condition of these systems than others. Waterfowl are directly dependent upon aquatic ecosystems and 
the quality and quantity of these habitats directly affects their populations. On the other hand, 
ungulates may use these habitats for foraging and drinking but they depend only upon a source of water 
within a couple of miles for their needs. Their populations are not often limited by the available water. 

About 32 species commonly used by the public are dependent upon aquatic habitats and were grouped 
into the aquatic, wetland, water, and riparian habitat group. These habitats were analyzed in the 
Aquatics Ecosystems and Fisheries section as a coarse filter analysis for these species. The analysis found 
in the aquatic wildlife section of the Abundance and Diversity of Wildlife section analyzes effects to these 
species from the coarse filter components in detail. The conclusions in that report found that the plan 
provides well for aquatic and riparian habitats, providing ecosystem integrity to these systems, and 
should provide well for aquatic wildlife species. The plan components provide either protection or 
mitigation for most major threats. Plan components in this section are generally beneficial to other 
commonly used wildlife. 

The major exception is that some evidence from modeling the natural range of variation suggests that 
vegetation around aquatic and riparian habitats could be outside of the natural range of variability and 
may depend upon infrequent disturbance, such as fire, for maintenance. However, the effects these 
departures may have on wildlife commonly used by the public are unclear. The most likely effect is that 
some broad-leaved plants may be suppressed from lack of disturbance. Broad leaved habitats are 
important to a wide variety of migratory birds, which contribute to bird watching. Broad leaved shrubs 
and trees also contribute to foods for ungulates, beavers, and black bears. Beavers are perhaps the most 
impacted species when broad leaved vegetation is lost through succession in riparian habitats. They can 
be absent from areas previously occupied when succession by coniferous vegetation causes a loss of 
broadleaved riparian vegetation. Beavers have sometimes been called ecosystem engineers because 
they manipulate aquatic systems to the benefit of dozens of other wildlife species. The aquatics plan 
components restrict the active management of these systems to provide this disturbance through 
planned ignitions or vegetation manipulation. This may prohibit some important needed restoration 
activities. 

Forest Products (other than timber) 
Forest products are resources available to the public for their use and benefit. Forest products include 
fire wood, mushrooms, Christmas trees, berries, and other resources. Plan components for these 
activities include FW-DC-SFP-01 and FW-DC-SFP-02 help provide these resources to the public in a 
sustainable manner. These activities can have some environmental consequences that can impact 
multiple use wildlife. Specifically, firewood harvest can adversely affect species that use snags and 
downed wood, and berry picking can affect forage resources for black bears and migratory birds. 
Firewood gathering is usually conducted near roadways, in upland areas, mostly on the uphill side of 
roadways, and is rarely collected on the downhill side of a road. Because most riparian areas are on the 
downhill side of roads, firewood is gathered less often in riparian areas. Desirable species are those with 
the highest British thermal units, which, in descending order, include western larch, Douglas fir, 
lodgepole pine, ponderosa pine, and Engelmann spruce. Other species, such as grand fir and subalpine 
fir, are not desirable. Firewood is not collected very far away from roads. Current management restricts 
users to harvest only dead and downed trees and restricts the harvest of red cedar from firewood 
gathering. Within Management Area 3, the harvest of firewood can influence the abundance of snags 
close to roads (M. J. Wisdom & Bate, 2008). 
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Ten multiple use wildlife species use snags for reproducing or denning as crucial structures and eleven 
species use downed wood. Four species use both downed wood and snags. These include both 
terrestrial and aquatic multiple use species. Species that use downed wood include the mink, coyote, 
short-tailed weasel, long tailed weasel, northern river otter, western spotted skunk, Harlequin duck, 
black bear, American marten, bobcat, and northern Raccoon. Species that use snags or dead portions of 
live trees include Barrow's goldeneye, bufflehead, common goldeneye, common merganser, hooded 
merganser, wood duck, American black bear, American marten, bobcat, and northern raccoon. 
Therefore, most of these species are either waterfowl or furbearers, with only one big game species 
included. Most firewood gathering probably occurs in upland habitat and not riparian areas. Therefore, 
those species most likely affected include the short and long-tailed weasel, American black bear, and 
bobcat. These other species are likely to use snags or downed wood within riparian areas, which have 
lower chances of use by firewood collectors. 

Plan components in forested habitats have desired conditions to provide snags for several wildlife 
species and guidelines to retain snags during management to help provide for these species. The Forest 
Service Region 1 used Forest Inventory Analysis data to evaluate snag abundance trends in northern 
Idaho (Bollenbacher, Bush, & Lundberg, 2009). They found that snag numbers in wilderness were similar 
in numbers to those in the managed front where fire wood collection is currently occurring. These 
numbers suggest snags are still abundant and available for these species in the plan area. 

Infrastructure 
Infrastructure is primarily associated with road systems, buildings, and backcountry airstrips. Plan 
components for infrastructure include desired conditions to maintain infrastructure to meet their 
purpose. Facilities, such as ranger stations, fire towers, and guard stations, can affect wildlife habitats 
locally but their footprint and distribution in the plan area are so small comparative to the land base that 
they have only minor effects. There are seven airstrips in the plan area, and they have been established 
for a long period of time. Airstrips have comparatively little effect on multiple use wildlife habitats other 
than their footprint and the disturbances they pose. They do allow access into areas that would 
otherwise be accessible except on horseback or foot. A portion of their use is conducted by licensed and 
permitted outfitter and guides that take clients into the backcountry areas for hunting and fishing. Thus, 
they provide social and economic benefits and uses of wildlife resources for appropriate human uses. 
There are some multiple use wildlife species that are hunted more around these airstrips as a result of 
the access airstrips provide. The amount of hunting pressure from outfitters and guides is small 
compared to that of the general public. Outfitter and guide numbers for hunting are limited by the Idaho 
Department of Fish and Game, which only issues permit for these activities to a limited number of 
guides. The number of permits for outfitter and guides and hunting permits are regulated by the Idaho 
Department of Fish and Game to maintain a huntable population. So, while some individuals are taken, 
the population is managed to sustain and support the use of this resource. The number of permits issued 
for hunting is not within Forest Service control. 

The road system has influenced some multiple use species. Species that have shown response to roads 
include black bears, mule deer, elk, and moose. Several of these species show avoidance behavior or 
response to disturbance from motorized vehicles. 

The installation, maintenance, and use of recreation facilities, including trails, has the potential to affect 
big game through the removal or fragmentation of habitat and displacement through avoidance of 
human use. The revised plan alternatives include several forest wide components that address the 
addition of new roads, including those specific to elk. 
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Invasive Species 
Invasive species poses a risk to habitat for many wildlife species. Invasive species can affect habitat 
conditions because they can dominate areas to the exclusion of native plants. The effects are most 
pronounced in non-forested habitats. Species affected by invasive plants include big game, upland game, 
and waterfowl. The plan and alternatives have plan components addressing invasive plants. See Section 
2.1.7 for invasive species plan components. Plan components in the wildlife section of the document are 
meant to promote native species, as in FW-DC-WLMU-03 and FW-DC-ELK-01. 

Lands and Lands Special Uses 
This section concerns the acquisition or disposition of forest lands, rights of way, and easements. These 
activities can have effects on the amount and location of lands that serve as wildlife habitats. The plan 
does not contain plan components for the prioritization of these activities related to multiple use 
wildlife. However, it does have desired conditions that consider habitats for Species of Conservation 
Concern and federally listed species. While not specified, nothing in the plan precludes acquisition of 
lands that could serve as habitats for game species. Nothing in the plan would prevent disposal of 
important habitats for multiple use species. The plan does have language that desires to maintain access 
to the public through easements. Maintaining access to public lands for hunting is an important issue for 
sportsmen in the northern Rockies. 

FW-GDL-WL-02 states infrastructure, such as communication towers and energy developments, should 
not be located such that they adversely affect dispersal, migration, crucial winter habitat, or movement 
of wildlife. This plan component is in the wildlife section and not the multiple use wildlife section. 
However, it applies to some habitat features for multiple use animals, such as migration areas or winter 
range. 

Livestock Grazing 
Direct interaction between livestock and game species are likely to occur. The extent of the effects 
depends upon the overlap of wildlife habitat and livestock allotments. Allotments are limited in the plan 
area. Only about 14.8 percent of the Nez Perce-Clearwater is grazed. Allotments occur in the Palouse 
district and along the western portion of the plan area from near Musselshell Meadows southward. 
Nearly all the allotment areas are habitat for a variety of multiple use species. For example, elk and 
whitetail deer occur almost forestwide, except in cliff areas. In contrast, mountain goats rarely occur 
within allotments. Most of the allotments are grazed by cattle and the plan only has one sheep 
allotment, which is vacant. Big game species are among those affected the most by grazing. 

The effects of livestock grazing on big game species can include direct competition for resources and 
degradation of habitat conditions. Grazing can influence vegetation communities through reduced 
productivity, changing plant composition, and herbaceous structure. Coe et al (2001) suggests 
competition for resources has the potential to occur between cattle and elk to a higher degree than 
between mule deer and cattle. Elk demonstrated a higher degree of displacement and avoidance from 
cattle compared to mule deer, which is likely due to resource partitioning and associated spatial 
displacement (Coe et al., 2001; Stewart, Bowyer, Kie, Cimon, & Johnson, 2002). This highlights the 
importance of maintaining a balance and diversity of forage species on the landscape to benefit big 
game as they transition between seasonal ranges. Increased vegetative vigor and production could retain 
a greater proportion of digestible biomass for big game species to utilize. Indirect effects include those 
associated with grazing infrastructure, including mortalities associated with fence entanglements. These 
effects may occur within grazed allotments. 

  



Chapter 3. Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences  Wildlife 

Nez Perce-Clearwater National Forests 3.2.3.4 - 60 DEIS for the Revised Forest Plan 

Predatory big game, such as wolves, cougars, and black bears, are affected by grazing because they 
sometimes prey upon livestock. In response, people often seek to kill the predator that has attacked 
livestock. This can result in impacts to individuals at the local scale and can reduce the population of 
predatory big game species when grazing is widespread. At the same time, this reduction can benefit 
ungulate species. The plan does not have plan components to reduce these effects. 

The revised plan alternatives contain a desired condition that grazing allotments supply livestock forage 
and contribute to local ranching operations while staying within or moving toward desired ecological 
conditions. When stocking rates are high, range resources are degraded. FW-DC-GRZ-01 is a plan 
component that expresses a desire to have the planning area provide for livestock use and provide 
economic and cultural benefits to local communities and produce forage for multiple uses in a 
sustainable manner. FW-GDL-GRZ-03 is a guideline that requires allotment plans to maintain plant vigor, 
root development, soil cover, and places a cap of 45 percent utilization on allotments. After evaluating 
many grazing studies, Holechek et al (1999) defined moderate grazing between 40 to 45 percent. These 
guidelines should be sufficient to maintain plant vigor and rangelands for both livestock and wild 
ungulates. This guideline should also provide for range conditions that would support upland game. 

Livestock grazing may impact riparian areas, which are important habitats for waterfowl and aquatic 
forebears. Livestock tend to forage within riparian areas and cause degradation of riparian vegetation, 
soil compaction, erosion, and sedimentation into streams in some cases. Grazing-specific guidelines 
found in the aquatics plan components contain measures to maintain or improve riparian habitat, 
including specific, quantifiable forage utilization measures within riparian areas. 

Infrastructure, such as fences and water developments, should be designed and located to prevent 
barriers and reduce the probability for injury or mortality to wildlife. FW-GDL-WLMU-02 addresses this 
concern by requiring that new fencing be designed to reduce barriers to big game. 

Management Area Allocations 
The allocation of management areas was evaluated in detail under the alternatives. The framework of 
the proposed forest plan and alternatives is that the Nez Perce-Clearwater is managed within three 
management areas. Management Area 1 is designated areas, such as designated wilderness or 
designated wild and scenic rivers. Management Area 2 is largely composed of Idaho Roadless Rule areas 
and will also include research natural areas and suitable wild and scenic rivers. Management Area 3 is 
the front country and is meant to be managed as general forest. The forest plan and alternatives will not 
change the amount of designated wilderness and designated wild and scenic rivers. Under the plan 
alternatives, various amounts of recommended wilderness and suitable wild and scenic rivers are 
proposed. All recommended wilderness areas being considered originate from existing Idaho Roadless 
Rule areas. Suitable wild and scenic rivers proposed under the alternatives were identified for their 
outstandingly remarkable values through a process consistent with the directives for the 2012 Planning 
Rule. The amount of wild and scenic rivers suitable under the alternatives include some lands that were 
formerly considered front country or general forest management under the 1987 Plans. All other 
management areas are nested within these management areas. Some examples include research natural 
areas and the Lolo Trail National Historic Landmark. 

Management is most restricted within Management Area 1 and the least restrictive under Management 
Area 3. Management Area 2 is intermediate between these two. Management areas regulate the reason 
why projects may be proposed and the types of activities that are allowed. Management area direction 
has important ramifications for the management of habitats for multiple use wildlife. The vegetation 
within the forest is largely composed of conifer forest of high canopy cover. As canopy closure increases, 
forage quality for ungulates declines. In much of the Nez Perce-Clearwater, the only practical forage 
resources are those created by disturbance, such as wildfire, prescribed fire, or timber harvest. 
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Management Area 1 restricts disturbance to only natural wildfire. Management Area 2 allows active 
management to restore ecological conditions but does not allow timber production to achieve it. Idaho 
Roadless Rule areas also include stipulations as to the purpose and need for which restoration activities 
may be conducted. Management Area 3 may be managed for a variety of reasons to meet multiple use 
objectives including for wildlife. Timber management is emphasized in Management Area 3 and will help 
create forage for ungulates and early seral conditions for a variety of wildlife. The ability to actively 
manage wildlife habitats for the benefit of game species is directly impacted by management area 
direction. For further discussion on how management area allocation effects big game species refer to 
the alternative evaluation section above. 
Energy and Minerals 
Impacts to multiple use wildlife from minerals and energy activities could include the potential alteration 
or removal of habitat, increased fragmentation, and the potential for human-caused mortality from high-
speed traffic or high traffic levels on roads. Plan components in the energy and minerals section of the 
document are desired conditions for these uses to be available and contribute to the social and 
economic contribution of the Nez Perce-Clearwater to the communities within the extent of the law. 
Energy development is negligible to non-existent on the Nez Perce-Clearwater. Mineral extraction on the 
Nez Perce-Clearwater occurs in many places but most typically occurs within waterways or through hard 
rock mining. These activities could impact habitats for aquatic furbearers and waterfowl locally. Aquatics 
plan components for mineral extraction addresses some of these impacts. Otherwise, consequences to 
wildlife habitats from plan components in the mineral extraction and energy section would have a minor 
footprint within the plan area. The overall threat impact is low for the Nez Perce-Clearwater for multiple 
use wildlife. 
At-Risk Plants 
Plan components for at-risk plants include FW-GDL-TE-01. This plan component has no environmental 
consequences or beneficial consequences for multiple use wildlife. In some cases, projects under the 
plan to enhance habitat for multiple use wildlife may need to be altered to protect at-risk plants. These 
are minor consequences that should not adversely affect this resource. 
Recommended Wilderness 
The discussion in the evaluation of alternatives explores the environmental consequences of 
recommended wilderness. This section evaluates that consequences of plan components in 
recommended wilderness. Plan components for recommended wilderness are generally beneficial for 
wildlife. MA2-DC-RWILD-01 is a desired condition to maintain wilderness character. Most wildlife species 
benefit from this type of management. As all recommended wilderness areas being considered fall 
within Idaho Roadless Rule areas, many of the activities allowed and disallowed or dictated by the Idaho 
Roadless Rule. Idaho Roadless Rule direction applies, even though the plan components do not specify 
this. Recommended wilderness would be managed as if they were within the backcountry recreation 
theme under the Idaho Roadless Rule. A variety of activities are not suitable in recommended 
wilderness. Examples include road construction, timber production, and construction of new buildings or 
facilities. Some activities are suitable in some alternatives but not in others. Effects of these activities are 
evaluated in alternatives section above. MA2-DC-RWILD-02 is a desired condition that indicates natural 
disturbance as the primary disturbance force affecting the composition, structure, and patterns of 
vegetation. Recommended wilderness management from this desired condition would restrict active 
management to enhance habitat for multiple use species. MA2-DC-RWILD-03 is a desired condition for 
these areas to contribute to connectivity and facilitate animal movements. Restrictions on road 
instruction will benefit species, such as elk, cougars, black bears, and gray wolves. Several furbearer 
species will also benefit from recommended wilderness areas because these areas are less accessible to 
some extent. 
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In some areas of the Nez Perce-Clearwater, noxious weeds have become established and may spread if 
not treated. Weeds have impacted important winter range for ungulates species. MA2-SUIT-RWILD-20 
would allow herbicide use to control noxious weeds and recommended wilderness areas. 

Hunting and fishing guides provide important social and economic functions that benefit society to 
facilitate use of wildlife commonly used by the public. MA2-SUIT-RWILD-19 finds outfitter and guides 
activities suitable in recommended wilderness areas. 

There was concern from the state agency that management direction within recommended wilderness 
would hinder their ability to manage wildlife populations through activities, such as scientific studies, 
wildlife census, and other wildlife management activities, related to their responsibility to manage 
wildlife. MA2-SUIT-RWILD-21 is a plan component identifying these activities as suitable in 
recommended wilderness in coordination with the Nez Perce-Clearwater. Finding this activity suitable 
would allow state agencies, such as that of the Idaho Department of Fish and Game, to continue 
management activities they deem necessary to continue to manage multiple use wildlife in these areas. 

Except for MA2-DC-RWILD-02, the plan components identified above changed conditions only slightly 
over Idaho Roadless Rule area management. MA2-DC-RWILD-02 would constitute the biggest change 
from roadless rule area management to recommended wilderness management terms with respect to 
its effect on wildlife habitat management, which would hinder active management to promote multiple 
use wildlife. 

Idaho Roadless Rule Areas 
Management of Idaho Roadless Rule areas are largely directed by the Idaho Roadless Rule. Many 
activities allowed and disallowed by the roadless rule are identified as suitability plan components in the 
plan. Timber production is not suitable, but timber harvest is allowed in some themes and for some 
reasons. Permanent road construction is not suitable in many themes but is suitable in community 
protection zones. Temporary road construction is not suitable in many themes, except community 
protection zones and backcountry restoration area themes. Prescribed fire is suitable, which would allow 
restoration of ecological conditions and would enhance habitat for ungulates. MA2-DC-IRA-02 is a 
desired condition that disturbance reflects natural disturbance. Mineral leasing is not suitable in some 
themes, which have beneficial consequences for wildlife. Motorized and mechanized travel in both 
summer and winter are suitable uses. Allowing these activities may have environmental consequences to 
the ecological conditions for species like elk, black bears, wolves, and other multiple use species that 
display avoidance behavior of motorized activities. 

The plan contains specific desired conditions for wildlife and Idaho Roadless Rule areas. MA2-DC-IRA-05 
is an ecological condition that expresses a desire for these areas to provide for elk herds. MA2-DC-IRA-03 
is a desire that these areas provide a variety of wildlife habitat conditions including connectivity, 
foraging, and denning. The multiple use section of the plan also contains desired condition MA2-DC-ELK-
01 that seeks to increase high quality elk nutrition in Idaho Roadless Rule areas. Furthermore, to address 
concerns that motorized use within Idaho Roadless Rule areas would decrease the size of areas without 
motorized access in some areas, MA2-DC-ELK-02 is a desired condition that areas of 5000 acres or larger 
remain without motorized access. This desired condition has an associated guideline, MA2-GDL-ELK-01, 
that restricts the addition of new motorized trails unless areas 5000 acres or larger without motorized 
access are available adjacent to that area and should avoid areas of high nutrition potential when 
possible. These plan components will help ensure that uses allowed within Idaho Roadless Rule areas 
continue to provide for multiple use species, such as elk. 
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Scenery 
Plan direction for viewshed management or scenery would have negligible to beneficial environmental 
consequences for multiple use wildlife. 

Soils 
Plan direction for soils have beneficial environmental consequences for wildlife species commonly used 
by the public. It would be expected that no adverse environmental consequences would result from soil 
plan components. 

Suitable Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Management of suitable wild and scenic rivers is generally beneficial to most wildlife species. It would be 
beneficial to most commonly used wildlife as well. Those most benefiting from suitable wild and scenic 
river management are waterfowl and aquatic furbearers. Management of suitable wild and scenic rivers 
can also affect ungulate habitat. Winter range for ungulate species in the plan area occurs on south and 
west facing aspects along many rivers in the plan area. The various ungulates stratify themselves by 
elevation and terrain features. For example, moose winter at higher elevation and deeper snow than elk, 
while elk winter higher than deer generally. Bighorn sheep use the rugged terrain of the Salmon River 
year-round and require rugged escape cover as an important feature of habitat. Some mountain goat 
populations winter on steep cliffs above the North Fork Clearwater, Salmon River, Selway River, and 
Lochsa River. Other mountain goat herds winter in rugged cliff habitat far from rivers. River corridors can 
also contribute to high quality forage ungulates. All these species require forage resources as a required 
habitat feature. 

Management of habitat to benefit ungulates is best performed when disturbance occurs creating new or 
improved forage resources for both winter and summer habitat. This disturbance can come from both 
natural and man created sources. However, these activities are not prohibited within suitable wild and 
scenic rivers. In fact, guideline MA2-GDL-SWSR-03 allows projects to protect and enhance wildlife and 
fish habitat so long as the projects protect the outstandingly remarkable values. 

Management of suitable wild and scenic rivers for outstandingly remarkable values can reduce the ability 
to actively manage these habitats for the benefit of ungulates in some cases if the activity would conflict 
with the management of the outstandingly remarkable value. Suitability of some uses can take away 
some tools used to implement these types of projects. So, projects would have to use tactics that are 
suitable within river corridors, which varies by whether the river is wild scenic or recreational. 

MA2-DC-SWSR-01 is a desired condition directing management to protect the outstandingly remarkable 
values and free flowing characteristics. These have beneficial consequences to waterfowl and aquatic 
furbearers. In general, these are beneficial to neutral for other commonly used species. 

MA2-STD-SWSR-02 prohibits construction of roads within suitable wild and scenic rivers in the wild 
category. This has beneficial consequences on a broad variety of wildlife. Elk are known to exhibit 
avoidance behavior of roads and this restriction would allow the continued use of elk along these 
rivers.MA2-GDL-SWSR-01 requires a high scenic integrity objective within corridors of scenic class on 
suitable wild and scenic rivers. This guideline would help reduce impacts of projects conducted under 
the plan for some species but hinder active management for ungulates in some cases. In most cases, this 
guideline would alter projects to maintain scenic objectives. 

MA2-GDL-SWSR-02 requires that trails, airfields, and roads protect the outstandingly remarkable values. 
MA2-GDL-SWSR-04 is a requirement to make stabilization or protection of heritage resources. While the 
allowance of these features can have some impacts, this plan direction would have little or no 
consequences for commonly used wildlife. Projects to construct these features would be analyzed 
individually for their effects. 
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The identification of wild and scenic suitability has the potential to attract greater use of these rivers by 
the public. People could be attracted to features that may qualify a river as having outstandingly 
remarkable values. The potential for increased human uses could affect some wildlife species by 
disturbing habitats and displacing species. The Harlequin duck is suspected to respond to recreational 
disturbances. While this is a hunted species, populations are also an outstandingly remarkable value for 
some of these rivers because of their rarity and because some of these rivers host regionally important 
populations of this species. 

Sustainable Recreation (including developed and dispersed recreation) 
Sustainable recreation plan components guide and establish the Nez Perce-Clearwater’s recreation 
program. Recreation is an important use of the National Forest and is highly valued by the public. The 
recreation program seeks to provide a range of recreational user experiences. Included in those uses are 
opportunities for camping in developed campgrounds and camping outside of developed sites, hiking 
and backpacking on and off trails, riding on mechanized transportation such as bicycling, recreational 
driving of motorized vehicle recreation, floating rivers, swimming, rock climbing, wildlife watching, 
fishing, trapping, hunting, and other uses. These activities can affect commonly used wildlife and their 
habitats. The effects vary by the species, habitat, and the activities. 

Recreation and Access Management 
The sustainable recreation framework starts with the recreation opportunity spectrum. The Recreation 
opportunity spectrum is developed with guidance from the final directives and varies by alternative. 

The recreation opportunity spectrum establishes the settings under which various recreational activities 
are permitted or disallowed, especially those that allow or disallow motorized recreation. The classes of 
recreation opportunity spectrum determine the combination of activities allowed. Primitive and semi-
primitive non-motorized are the settings that disallow motorized use. The intention in some of our plan 
is to connect trails and provide more loop opportunities for motorize trail use in both Management Area 
3 and Management Area 2. Some of the alternatives for recreation opportunity spectrum settings reflect 
this. Hunting and trapping are a form of recreation that is supported by the recreation opportunity 
spectrum setting. Various levels of motorized access and recreation opportunity spectrum settings 
provide different opportunities for user experience hunting in various settings. The plan components for 
elk habitat and access have struck a balance to allow for these opportunities while conserving the 
wildlife resources. 

Winter recreation opportunity spectrum settings differ from those in summer. The rational being that 
effect of motorized use over the snow differ from those in the summer because winter recreation does 
physically alter the land in the form of a road or trail. While this is the case, many wildlife species are 
displaced by both types of recreation and the effects differ because winter is a more stressful time for 
many wildlife species. The winter recreation opportunity spectrum allows much more liberal use of 
snowmobiling than summer motorized travel. While the recreation opportunity spectrum technically 
allows snowmobile use, users tend to gravitate towards areas with fewer trees, smoother ground, less 
steep slopes, and are influenced by the placement of access points and roads. Motorized over snow 
travel within winter range for big game could be detrimental to winter survival. While in the summer, elk 
might move in response to motorized use, in winter they often do not have other places to go because of 
deep snows. Fortunately, most snowmobiling is not desirable in the same areas as those providing for 
big game winter range. Winter range occurs along the Lochsa, Selway, Middle Fork Clearwater, North 
Fork Clearwater, Southfork Clearwater, and Salmon Rivers and some in the Island area of the Nez Perce-
Clearwater. These are not near the groomed snowmobile trail systems. 
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The four groomed snowmobile trail systems include the Fish Creek Recreation Area, Lolo Pass/Powell, Elk 
City/Dixie Area, and Elk River Snowmobile Trail System. Grooming is accomplished in partnership with 
Idaho Parks and Recreation, Montana Fish Wildlife and Parks, Timberliners, Missoula Snowgoers, 
Snodrifters, and Valley Cats Snowmobile Club. Outfitted operations provide snowmobile trips for visitors. 

An area may be suitable for motorized use but that does not mean motorized use is allowable 
everywhere in that setting. Motorized use by wheeled and/or over-snow vehicles is restricted to 
designated trails, roads, and areas, as shown on the motor vehicle use maps for the Nez Perce-
Clearwater. Travel management decisions are separate, project-level decisions that determine the 
specific areas and routes for motorized recreation consistent with the desired recreation opportunity 
spectrum, as mapped. 

Hiking, mechanized, and motorized recreation has been shown to displace elk from important habitats, 
sometimes to great distances (M. J. Wisdom et al., 2018). Some of these disturbances are more 
impactful than other. For example, motorized use by ATV’s evoked the largest distances while cycling was 
intermediate and hiking and horseback riding had the smallest distances of displacement. It is well 
established that elk are displaced from habitats by motorized traffic as dozens of studies have shown 
avoidance behavior and displacement. Other studies have pointed out that elk vulnerability to hunting 
increases with increased road miles. The installation, maintenance, and use of recreation facilities, 
including trails has the potential to affect big game through the removal or fragmentation of habitat and 
displacement through avoidance of human use. The development of motorize trails and roads can 
facilitate increased access for trapping on some species. Vehicle strikes can increase on roads of higher 
speed. Plan components that facilitate these types of developments would likely have some detrimental 
consequences to elk and other commonly used wildlife. 

The road system can be a source of habitat degradation in aquatic systems. The release of sediment from 
road systems into aquatic systems can affect habitat conditions for many aquatic species. Aquatics plan 
components address sedimentation from the road system into aquatic systems by a combination of 
desired conditions, objectives for restoration, and standards and guidelines that prevent the road system 
from degrading aquatic habitats. These plan components should be adequate for sustaining the habitats 
for waterfowl and aquatic furbearers and continue to provide benefits to ungulates and black bears. 

For waterfowl and aquatic furbearers, aquatic recreation such as floating and swimming can cause 
disturbance and displacement from these habitats. These effects are usually sub lethal but may affect 
breeding success and use of an area. Harlequin ducks have been suspected of being affected by 
recreation on rivers but this has not been tested empirically in the science. 

FW-DC-REC-07 is a desired condition that recreation would be designed to minimize environmental 
impacts. Plan components in the elk section of the draft plan have measures to address motorized 
routes and are specific to in the management areas. They to apply appropriately to projects that seek to 
create new motorized trails in Management Area 2 and new motorized roads or trails in Management 
Area 3. These plan components are adequate to address concerns during projects conducted under the 
plans. 

All revised plan alternatives include the desired condition that the transportation system provides for 
safe and efficient travel and access to the National Forest with minimal impacts on natural resources, 
including wildlife. 
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Timber 
Plan components for timber harvest include a suite of desired conditions, objectives, and restrictions to 
provide a sustainable level of use and apply the appropriate measures to ensuring that the timber 
production on the Nez Perce-Clearwater addresses many of the concerns of this use on other resources. 
Many species of commonly used wildlife benefit from early seral habitat conditions and would do well in 
areas of timber production. For example, many species in the ecotone, forest edge, or habitat 
combinations and the non-forested or early seral habitats groupings both benefit from timber harvest 
because it can create these conditions. In total, ten species of commonly used wildlife use ecotones 
between forested and non-forested habitats and seven species use early seral or non-forested habitats. 
These two groups make up about 27 percent of the species commonly used by the public and most of 
these species are among the most economically or socially important commonly used species. These 
include whitetail deer, elk, moose, and forest grouse. 

Plan components within the revised plan alternatives address composition, structure, and function of 
vegetation communities, which provide a coarse filter strategy designed to support disturbance regimes 
that will maintain and reinforce ecological integrity and biodiversity. Revised plan alternatives include 
plan components to maintain vegetation within the natural range of variation when possible. All revised 
plan alternatives contain desired conditions for grassland and shrubland habitats with native plant 
communities that are self-sustaining and support biodiversity with few non-native species present. 
These plan components would provide for a wide diversity of foraging options for big game species. 
Forested habitats provide cover and shelter for big game from both environmental conditions and 
human use, such as hunting. Forage can also be found within forested areas characterized by more open 
canopies. Coniferous forests provide hiding cover for big game animals to escape from predators, 
contribute to thermoregulatory needs, and provide access to winter forage. Desired conditions to 
maintain forest structure within the natural range of variation for tree density as measured by canopy 
cover would provide a range of forest cover conditions to meet these needs of big game. All revised plan 
alternatives identify areas that are suitable for timber production, which includes areas where growing, 
tending, harvesting and regenerating crops of trees for commercial purposes may be emphasized. 
Regeneration harvest would create openings that would provide greater volume of forage. 

Size and shape of openings created through regeneration harvest in the revised plan alternatives would 
be designed to mimic openings created by natural processes. All revised plan alternatives specify that 
clearcutting and other methods of regeneration harvest are to be used only where deemed appropriate 
for multiple resource needs, including wildlife habitat. 

While some species benefit from timber harvest, others can be adversely affected by timber harvest. 
Commonly used wildlife species that may have habitat reduced by timber harvest includes the American 
marten, which depends upon mature forest conditions. Species like black bears benefit in some ways 
from early seral conditions created by timber harvest and are adversely affected in other ways, such as 
loosing cover. Similarly, several aquatic species use forested habitats near wetlands. Under the aquatics 
plan components, timber production is not suitable in riparian areas and appropriate measures are 
included to reduce impacts to these important habitats. Therefore, timber harvest should not have 
adverse effects on waterfowl and aquatic furbearers. 
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Since the ecosystem is adapted to disturbance, this temporary loss of habitat recovers over time. A level 
of timber harvest can be sustained as long as the amount and distribution does not exceed the rates or 
change the patterns at which natural disturbance changed these habitats. When it does, it can cause 
departures from the natural range of variability. Because timber harvest is based upon the desired 
conditions in the vegetation section, it should not result in conditions outside of the natural range of 
variation and continued departures. This type of management should provide the ecological conditions 
and ecosystem integrity for many commonly used species. 
FW-DC-TBR-01 includes a desire to use timber production and harvest to restore vegetation conditions 
and reflects the scale of natural disturbances and is designed to reach forest vegetation desired 
conditions. This addresses an important departure characteristic present on the Nez Perce-Clearwater 
created by artificial 40-acre limits on harvest that do not replicate landscape patterns found under 
natural disturbance (Hessburg et al., 2015). These landscape changes have had some detrimental effects 
on habitat configuration for many wildlife species, including those commonly used by the public. Elk are 
known to use edges more than interiors of openings and these measures would provide for that use. See 
Section 5.1 for specific timber plan components that can benefit elk habitat. 
Watershed Management 
Watershed management is largely beneficial to species commonly used by the public. This is especially 
true for waterfowl and aquatic furbearers. These systems probably are outside of their natural range of 
variability because of fire suppression and harvest practices. However, the current condition is not 
adversely impacting many species. In some cases, lack of disturbance has probably caused some forest 
types to transition from broadleaved vegetation into conifers. This change may have reduced the ability 
of some areas to support beavers. Aquatics plan components are comprehensive to provide for these 
aquatic ecosystems. Some aquatics measures may complicate restoration of upland wildlife habitats, 
such as early seral conditions for ungulates. 
Tribal Treaty Rights 
Tribal treaty rights are generally favorable for wildlife. Many commonly used wildlife species are also 
commonly used by tribes for clothing, spiritual purposes, subsistence, hunting, fishing, gathering, 
trapping, and other uses. As mentioned previously, wildlife are sacred to tribes and are not divulged as 
to their use and location. Nor can all the ways that tribes value wildlife be described. Plan components 
within tribal treaty rights section consists of desired conditions that provide a sustainable diversity of 
habitats necessary to provide plant and animal species that are of tribal importance. They desire to 
support wildlife populations at huntable and harvestable levels for the exercise of treaty reserved rights. 
Standards and guidelines restrict activities that are detrimental to the exercise of treaty reserved rights. 

Vegetation 
The premise of the 2012 Planning Rule is that ecosystems maintain ecosystem integrity. Ecosystem 
integrity is achieved when ecological conditions operate within their natural range of variability in terms 
of their structure, function, composition, and connectivity. The ecological conditions described in the 
Forestlands section seek to ensure that the lands within the Nez Perce-Clearwater achieve and maintain 
ecological integrity. The structure, function, composition, and connectivity of terrestrial ecosystems were 
considered in developing the plan components for vegetation, including those for forested habitats, non-
forested habitats, and aquatic habitats. These ecological conditions are designed to provide for all 
wildlife, including those commonly used by the public. Achieving desired conditions for vegetation may 
result in short-term effects to some species while other species will benefit from these activities. In 
general, it can be expected that species that use non-forested and early seral habitats will increase on 
the landscape while those species that use late seral forests may decrease in some areas. However, the 
percentages and proportions of a variety of size classes were designed into the vegetation section to 
replicate the natural range of variation. Hessberg et al (2015) described seven principles to restoring 
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forests in the Pacific Northwest. They suggested that mature forests were much less abundant 
historically than it is today. Similarly, forests were less dense than they are today. Many young stands 
commonly contained large and very large trees that survived the last disturbance event. While stands 
were younger, these relics provided some of the same habitat components used by species in mature 
and old stands. Plan components describing and requiring a desire to retain these elements are an 
important feature of maintaining the natural range of variability. Periodic disturbances, such as fire, 
shifted species dominance types of trees to those that are more fire resistant. Fire suppression and past 
vegetation management have shifted dominance types from fire tolerant species to fire intolerant 
species. The effect of these changes on wildlife are not well understood but they likely shifted species 
distribution and abundance and the proportion of species that use a variety of wildlife types. These 
changes may also have affected species commonly used by the public. It is suspected, for example, that 
mountain goat habitat may shrink due to encroachment and may not be as connected as it once was. 
Similarly, bighorn sheep habitats have probably been reduced through increased forest succession. 
While historically common, black bear populations may be higher than they were in the past due to the 
amount of mature forest. Several of the species that are early seral or ecotone dependent have been 
affected by fire suppression and lack of disturbance, which has caused advancing forest succession. 
Restoring the structure, function, composition, and connectivity of habitats in the plan area to ensure 
that they have ecosystem integrity will generally be to the benefit of most species commonly used by the 
public. Vegetation management will be neutral to beneficial in most cases for predatory big game, such 
as bears, cougars, and wolves. 
Wildlife 
Plan components for wildlife are generally beneficial to species commonly used by the public. Some 
management direction for species like fisher might seem on the surface to be diametrically opposed to 
habitat management for elk. It must be kept in mind that small increases in the amount of forage for elk 
can result in large benefits in fat accumulation, reproductive rates, calf survival, and winter survival. 
Modeling results from SIMPPLLE suggest fisher habitats are very departed in extent and composition, 
which is a result of fire suppression and timber management. Without intervention, and under a warmer 
climate, modeling results suggest that fisher habitat will dramatically decline regardless of management. 
Modeling results suggest that these changes will come largely through natural disturbance, such as fire, 
insects, disease, and other disturbance agents. These changes will naturally benefit several ungulates 
and other species that use early seral habitats commonly used by the public. Additional early seral 
conditions should benefit ungulate populations and benefit predatory big game as well. 
Plan components under the Northern Rockies Lynx Direction could slow or prevent some restoration 
activities in in cold and cool moist broad potential vegetation type groups, which could benefit species 
commonly used by the public. Over the short-term, this will benefit species like American martens and 
snowshoe hares. Over longer time frames, stand conditions could extend above their natural range of 
variation, leaving them susceptible to uncharacteristic wildfire as a result of this direction. The Nez 
Perce-Clearwater should take advantage of opportunities in lynx habitat allowable under the Northern 
Rockies Lynx Direction to increase stand diversity and function to a larger extent than it has in the past to 
benefit both lynx and species commonly used by the public. 
Plan components that direct the Nez Perce-Clearwater to increase patch diversity and connectivity 
should benefit many wildlife species, including those commonly used by the public. Some management 
for species, such as elk, could temporarily affect species that depend on mature forest. For example, 
treatments for elk might affect marten habitat. Modeling results using SIMPPLLE suggest that marten 
habitat will decline slightly under the plan alternatives; however, this habitat is above its natural range of 
variability so some decline is expected as a result of management towards this end. Management 
directed towards improving elk populations should have beneficial effects on predatory big game. 



Chapter 3. Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences  Wildlife 

Nez Perce-Clearwater National Forests 3.2.3.4 - 69 DEIS for the Revised Forest Plan 

Summary of Consequences 

Table 7. Summary of consequences by alternative 
 No Action Alternative 

 Alternative W Alternative X Alternative Y Alternative Z 

Wildlife 
Population Relative Benefit to People 

Scale: high (5) to low (1) 
Big Game 
Elk 2 4 5 3 2 
Mule Deer 2 4 5 3 2 
White-Tailed Deer 2 4 5 3 2 
Moose 2 4 5 3 2 
Bighorn Sheep 5 5 5 5 5 
Mountain Goat 3 5 1 1 2 
Black Bear 4 3 3 5 4 
Cougar 2 4 5 3 2 
Wolves 2 4 5 3 2 
Upland Game  
Spruce Grouse 2 4 5 3 2 
Ruffed Grouse 2 4 5 3 2 
Dusky Grouse 2 4 5 3 2 
Snowshoe hare 5 5 5 5 5 
Turkey 2 4 5 3 2 
Chukar 5 5 5 5 5 
Furbearers  
American Marten 4 4 2 3 4 
American Beaver 4 4 4 4 4 
River otter 5 5 5 5 5 
Bobcat 3 4 5 3 3 
Long tailed weasel 2 4 5 3 2 
Short-tailed weasel 
or Ermine 2 4 5 3 2 

Red fox 5 5 5 5 5 
Badger 2 4 5 3 2 
Mink 5 5 5 5 5 
Skunk 5 5 5 5 5 
Raccoon 5 5 5 5 5 
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