




















northeast bank. Canopy cover was minimal. Sign of past or present beaver activity was not
found.

The survey of West Hatter Creek showed one long thin belt of food species. The belt
measured 800 m long by 5 m wide and started at the north boundary of the unit. The total area
calculated to 4000 m? (Figure 3).

Figure 3. The Dimensions and total area in meters squared of food containing
sections for West Hatter Creek in a downstream to upstream order.

Section Pace dimensions Converted Dimensions Total Area
(length * width) (1 pace = .635 m) (m*)
1 1259 * § 800 * 5 4000

Figure 4. Percent composition for food item species’ near stream approximated by visual
observations.

Thin-leafed | Red Osier | Scouler’s | Rocky Mountain | Pines and
Alder Dogwood | Willow Maple Other Trees
Big Meadow 75% 2% 2% 1% 20%
Creek
Flat Creek 55% 3% 0% 0% 42%
East Hatter 3% 0% 0% 0% 97%
Creek
West Hatter 49% 1% 0% 0% 50%
Creek
DISCUSSION

Natural dispersal tendencies and tendencies of dispersal after release into a new area both
negatively influence the feasibility recommendation to physically reintroduce beaver back onto
the Experimental Forest. Two of the four waterways, Big Meadow Creek and Flat Creek,
exhibited past and present beaver sign showing beaver can reach the study area naturally. Beaver
would stay and colonize the streams if suitable conditions existed there (Slough and Sadleir
1977). Knudsen and Hale (1965) suggest transplanting is not cost effective. They monitored

movements of 200 recently transplanted beaver and found only 18% stayed within a mile of the



release site. The other 82% dispersed an average of 4.6 miles from the release site. Similar
findings were found in a study done by Scheffer (1941) where 54 % of 187 transplanted beaver
relocated, on average, 5.3 miles from their release site. I suggest that physically transplanting
beaver onto the Experimental Forest land is not feasible. It has been proven by past and present
activity of beaver in the drainages that they are cable of finding the area naturally and there is a
significantly low success rate for beaver colonizing the specific area transplanted.

A more feasible path to establishing a resident beaver population on the Experimental
Forest would be to create suitable habitat in the designated areas. Slough and Sadleir (1977) say
for resident populations of beaver to occur in an area there must be self-perpetuating food
resources and maintainable habitat conditions. If suitable conditions can be created beaver will
naturally repopulate the areas.
RECOMMENDATIONS

Big Meadow Creek - Big Meadow Creek had the most variety of food items in its area
(Figure 4). The total area for the site was near 10,000 square meters. Only 4700 square meters
was currently being used by beaver. Because beaver are not consistently present at the Big
Meadow Creek site the food is not considered to be self-perpetuating (Slough and Sadleir 1977
and Townsend 1953). Relatively little alteration would need to take place to create a
maintainable habitat for beaver here. Selective thinning of undesirable underbrush (not complete
removal) would allow less competition for resources for desirable species. Plantings of willow
and other species might be considered to provide needed diversity for food resources (Scheffer
1941).

Flat Creek - Flat Creek had little variety of food species (Figure 4) and a dense canopy.
Beaver had recently dispersed through this area and were eating grand fir and lodgepole pine

which are not considered critical foods for beaver but only because they can not perpetuate



themselves (Scheffer). To help provide a better food resource the softwoods in the proximal area
of the stream would need to be thinned allowing for the less shade tolerant hardwood species to
regenerate (slough and Sadleir 1977). A variety of plant species like that suggested for Big
Meadow Creek would need to be established after the thinning. This site should repopulate
easily considering the close proximity of an active beaver pond just past the Experimental Forest
boundary.

East Hatter Creek - | have determined that habitat alterations to East Hatter Creek
would not be a feasible means to re establish beaver there. The banks are extremely deep at near
90 degree angles. The banks would have to be removed requiring massive work efforts and
massive earth removal. The result would be severe sedimentation to the stream bed greatly
effecting the water quality. To bring machinery to the site a new road would need to be
constructed and permission to cross private property with that road would need to be obtained.

West Hatter Creek - There was no old or recent beaver sign located at this site. There
was no variability in the food resources at this site (Figure 4), and total area containing food
resources was 4000 m*>. Some removal of the pine component would need to occur, especially
on the southwest bank. Those areas would need to be replanted with a variety of plant species
like that discussed for Big Meadow Creek. Some thin-leafed alder may need to be removed to

allow for more diversity and lessen the competition for resources near the creek.

SUMMARY

¢ Beaver presently occur in two of four streams on the Experimental Forest.

¢ Beaver need an abundant, maintainable food resource composed of a variety of species.

¢ A substantial variety of food resources is not present on the Experimental Forest, but
where limited variety was found beaver were also found.

¢ Beaver find all areas capable of supporting beaver when the population is in carrying
capacity.

¢ Physically transplanting beaver on the Experimental Forest is not feasible.

*>

Habitat creation is the most feasible method to reestablish permanent beaver colonies
back on the entire Experimental Forest.



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
I would like to thank Tan Cole for his volunteer efforts he provided to aid in the sight

surveying of each of the sites. His input was very sound and also appreciated. His time and
effort helped make this study a success.

REFERENCES

Howard, R. J., and J. S. Larson. 1985. A Stream Habitat Classification System for Beaver.

J. Wildl. Manage. 49:19-25.

Jenkins, S. H. 1980. A Size-distance Relation in Food Selection by Beavers. Ecology.
61(4):740-746.

Knudsen, G. J., and J. B. Hale. 1965. Movements of Transplanted Beavers in Wisconsin.
J. Wildl. Manage. 29(4):685-688.

Leege, T. E. 1968. Natural Movements of Beaver in Southeastern Idaho. J. Wildl. Manage.
32(4):973-976.

Rawley, E. V. 1954. Utah Beaver Transplanting Mannual. Utah State Dep. Fish and Game ,
Fed. Aid Proj. W-65-R-2, Completion Rep. 15pp.

Scheffer, V. B. 1941. Management Studies of Transplanted Beavers in the Pacific Northwest.
Trans. North Am. Wildl. Conf. 6:320-326.

Slough, B. G., and R. M. F. S. Sadleir. 1977. A land capability classification system for Beaver
(Caster canadensis Kuhl). Can. J. Zool. 55:1324-1335.

Svendsen, G. E. 1980. Seasonal Change in Feeding Patterns of Beaver in Southeaster Ohio.
J. Wildl. Manage. 44(1):285-290.

Townsend, J. E. 1953. Beaver Ecology in Western Montana with Special Reference to
Movements. J. Mammal. 34(4):459-479.








