


61

Turkeys avoided human activity in all seasons. Sixty-nine percent of all
sightings were‘more than 1 mile from a well-traveled road. The wintering area
for two adult males in Lydia's Canyon (East Fork) was 0.5 to 3 miles from daily,
human activity (Chamberlin dairy). The winter roost was located at the extreme
distance (i.e., 3 miles). Whereas the largest winter concentration of turkeys I
found on the study area (on the North Fork) was more than 20 miles from any
human activity or frequently traveled road. I believe that most turkeys preferred

a winter range removed from human activity.

Factors influencing habitat utilization
and turkey distribution

Winter. The primary factors which influence the use of a particular winter
habitat type are snow depth and food resources (Ligon, 1946; Reeves, 1953; Burget,
1957). However, human disturbance may have influenced the movement of turkeys
to the North Fork that once used the East Fork drainages. | The three towns on the
study area were within 3 to 9 miles of East Fork turkey winter range. Possibly
the chances for human disturbance were enhanced there. On ‘the North Fork,
there was a much lower chance for disturbance by humans.

Summer. The importance of clearings, glades, or openings to wild

turkey broods is well documented from all ranges of Meleagris gallopavo (Mosby

and Handley, 1943; Dellinger, 1973; Hillestad, 1973; Holbrook, 1973; and Thomas,
et al., 1973). Dalke (1942) stressed the importance of clearings for insects.
Openings also provide the essentials for breeding, nesting, and brooding (Holbrook

and Lewis, 1967). Guidelines for opening brush specifically for Rio Grande
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turkeys in Texas were established by Glazener (1967).

At the same time, human disturbance may restrict the use of these impor-
tant entities by wild turkeys in southwestern Utah. According to Burget (1957),
man is still the greatest deterrent in wild turkey development. Jantzen (1959:184)
supported this by stating '""human disturbance from logging, settlement, recrea-
tion, farming, and ranching has greatly reduced the amount of available habitat."
More specifically, human variables may have been the most important factor in
the limited success of releases to restore non-primary turkey range in West
Virginia (Bailey, 1973).

There were only two substantially large meadows or clearings found on
the summer range of the East Fork--Strawberry Meadow and Swains Creek.
Both meadows were ideal because they were long (7 to 8 miles) and narrow (30
to 100 yards), so that turkeys using them would not have had to venture far from
cover. There also was ample water within 0. 5 miles during most years and
within 1.0 miles even during drouth years. However, there were numerous
summer homes or improved well-traveled roads that ran the length of each
meadow. And, there were light-aircraft landing strips on each of these
clearings. Although numerous summer homes were located on turkey summer
range on the North Fork, they were concentrated near Navajo Lake. This leads
me to believe that human disturbance on the East Fork summer ranges, with re-
spect to prime clearings, was suppressing the population there by limiting the
use of available habitat. This could have caused turkeys to favor the North Fork

where brooding range was much less accessible to humans. The result would,
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in part, not only explain the higher density of turkeys on the North Fork, but also
the turkey's use of the aspen habitat which dominates the summer range there.

Another factor which may have affected summer habitat use by turkeys is
opportunism. Grasses and forbs provide the bulk of Merriam's turkey summer
diet (Reeves, 1951; Reeves and Swank, 1955; Hoffman, 1962; Scott and Boeker,
1973). An overstory dominated by aspen was the most productive on the study
area, insofar as grasses and forbs are concerned (Coles and Pedersen, 1969).
Turkeys probably were taking advantage of the area with the most available
food supply.

Human disturbance, opportunism, and certain behavioral responses prob-
ably were operative in habitat selection by turkeys. But, further study is required
to determine the precise mechanisms by which behavioral responses and oppor-

tfunism operate.

Possible limiting factors

Winter range, When primary mast fails, wild turkeys resort to juniper

berries on most southwestern ranges (L.igon, 1946; Reeves, 1953; Reeves and
Swank, 1955; Korschgen, 1967). Since the ground under dense juniper canopies
usually remains free from snow, high consumption of the berries probably results
from availability rather than food preference (Scott and Boeker, 1973). When
there are no fall acorns to prime turkeys for winter and juniper berries are the

only available food source, turkeys may suffer nutritional stress and weight loss.
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The acorn crop failed in southwestern Utah during 1972. The winter of
1972-73 was unusually harsh, with record low temperatures in December and
snowfall 300 percent above normal. Observations in January revealed extensive
use around the base of juniper trees. Additionally, at least 6 (1 mature hen, 1
immature hen, 1 immature gobbler, and 3 unidentified) of an estimated 43 turkeys
(see Table 5) died on the North Fork winter range. The loss represented 14 per-
cent of the estimated wintering flock. Other turkeys may have died that were not
found.

Some form of winter feeding may have prevented this loss. Hoffman
(1973) reported that in areas where supplemental feeding stations were provided,
wild turkeys remained on normal winter grounds and showed no signs of abnormal
winter stress. The reverse was true on areas without winter feeding stations.
Also, he suggested these may help stabilize winter flocks and make winter counts.
In New Mexico, Spicer (1959) stated that winter feeding led to turkey concentra-
tions rather than actual increase in numbers. However, he also suggested that
fertility was increased by winter feeding. Predation around the feeding stations
did not increase. Even in Florida, where snow is not a factor, turkeys use feeders
as a supplement on marginal habitats (Powell, 1967). MacDonald and Jantzen

(1967:518) summarized winter feeding:

Although studies have demonstrated considerable use of
artificial feeding stations and food plots, the use of such readily
available food sources by turkeys would be expected, even if
the natural food supply were perfectly adequate to permit healthy
survival of the flock through the winter. Even if an increase in
population resulted from winter feeding, efficient management
requires that the results justify the expense.
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In concentration areas such as the North Fork, supplemental feeding (planted food
plots) may enhance the over-winter survival of wild turkeys. 1If the aim is only
to maintain a nucleus or remnant turkey population, then feeding should not be
considered. On the other hand, winter feeding may enhaﬂce populations if recrea-
tion in the form hunting is desirable. Used effectively, it may also help redistri-
bute turkeys away from centers of human activity and reduce numbers on high
concentration areas. Lastly, more accurate winter counts may be obtained and
used to determine population trends.

Summer range. On the North Fork, sheep and cattle may be depleting

valuable food sources for turkeys and disturbing significant brooding areas.
Most authors agree that livestock not only compete with turkeys for natural and
planted foods, but they also may destroy nests and nesting cover (Blakey, 1937;
Reeves, 1951; Glazener, 1967; Scott and Boeker, 1973; and Jahn, 1973).

Critical livestock management areas on turkey summer ranges were Deep
Creek and Three Creeks. Turkey broods in Deep Creek used the aspen glades
extensively until herders moved sheep onto them for a 2-week grazing period.
After the sheep were gone, broods did not return to these aspen clearings.

Sheep grazing under a herder regime tends to maximize use of the range
resource (grasses and forbs) during a short time period, leaving little for turkey
broods (Padden, personal communication), Added stress for turkeys was the in-
vasion of their brooding sites by man and his dogs. Three Creeks may also be
over-used since grazing is not strictly controlled, as on U.S. Forest Service

lands.
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Webster Flat, near the entrance to the Clark Ranch, was also grazed
but turkey broods continued to use it. The herding techniques for sheep was not
used and may have contributed to broods using this area irrespective of livestock.
Fall range. Overgrazing typical fall habitat reduces availability of grass
panicles which, according to Lee (1959:15), are a wild turkey's ""ace-in-the-hole."

Such may be the case in Corral, Straight, Dry, Seth, and Oak Canyons.
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Life History

Fall and winter flocks were comprised primarily of two groups: (1) adult
hens, juvenile hens, and juvenile gobblers, and (2) adults gobblers. Gobbler flocks
remained apart from hens and young during summer. Smaller feeding flocks were
observed during the winter of 1972-73.

Spring dispersal of adult males probably occurred between March and
April 1, egg laying between early April and early May, and hatching from mid-May
to mid-June. Spring dispersal may have been delayed on 1 area due to lack of hens
on the winter range.

The maximum harem size was 3 hens. Additional gobblers may or may
not be near the strutting ground. One strutting ground was located 4 miles distant
from the harem gobbler's wintering ground, but in the same drainage. It did not
appear that traditional strutting grounds existed. However, turkeys probably
utilize the same wintering area each year.

Hen:poult ratios for 1972 were lower than comparable data from other
areas of Merriam's range when unsuccessful hens were included in the hen:poult
ratios. The oioserved decrease in reproductive success during 1973 as compared
to 1972 (2.1 to 0.7 poults per hen, respectively), probably was due to the abnorm-

ally cold, wet winter and spring. Below freezing temperatures during April egg
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laying may have had the most pronounced effect. Track counts enhanced hen:
poult data on an area of low turkey density.

Sex ratios showed a higher percentage of hens than males in the popula-

tion. Track counts were not an accurate means of sex determination.

Habitat Utilization

During winter and fall, turkeys almost exclusively utilized a mountain
brush habitat type similar to that found on historic ranges. This type was domi-
nated by Gambel oak, juniper, wild rose, and pinon pine, in association with
scattered ponderosa pine. The lower elevational limit for winter range was es-
tablished at about 6,000 feet MSL, but did not encompass the pinon-juniper habi-
tat type. A higher density of turkeys utilized an area isolated from human activity.

Turkeys utilized different habitat types during spring, depending upon
whether it was early, middle, or late spring. Respectively these were: moun-
tain brush, ponderosa pine, and aspen. This use pattern was attributed to sea-
sonal migration. It was hypothesized that nesting areas were near the ecotoﬁe
of mountain brush and ponderosa pine or aspen-mixed conifer.

A greater number of summer turkey observations occurred where aspen
glades, broken by mixed-conifers, dominated the habitat. Whereas, little use
was associated with the ponderosa pine habitat type. This was attributed to the
lower density of turkeys (1 turkey to 4.4 square miles compared to 10.4 square
miles) on the area where ponderosa pine dominated the summer range. Adult

gobblers utilized mixed-conifer clearings at the upper limits of the study area
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summer range (10, 000 feet MSL), while broods preferred aspen glades at lower
elevations (9, 000 feet MSL).

Opportunism, human disturbance, and behavioral responses probably were
operative in habitat and area utilization patterns exhibited by turkeys. But, intro-
duced species may need considerable time to establish habitat or area preferences.
Further study is required to determine the mechanisms by which influencing fac-
tors operate.

Vertical turkey migrations ranged from 6,000 to 10, 000 feet in elevation.
They probably moved from 6 to 16 air-line miles from winter to summer range.
Most of the distance during fall migration was covered between September and
October.

Possible variables acting to suppress turkey populations during the study
period were: (1) failure of oak mast preceding a severe winter, (2) abnormally
cold weather during egg laying, (3) human disturbances on the brood ranges, and
(4) overgrazing and disturbance by domestic livestock. Available water was not
a limiting ‘factor.

The habitat for wild turkeys in Utah may be marginal at best. This should
be expected since they were not known to occur there historically and probably is
due to a physical barrier--the Grand Canyon. However, human disturbance may
be the most important variable in limiting turkey populations on the study area.

The following are management recommendations for Merriam's turkey

in southwestern Utah:

1. Establish winter feeding stations in the North Fork and
Muddy Creek during severe winters only.
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Make intensive efforts to locate other winter concentra-
tion areas in Utah for the possibility of establishing simi-
lar feeding stations on them.

Determine turkey numbers from winter counts to evaluate
population trends.

Obtain estimates of annual hen:poult ratios by establishing
transects at Webster Flat, Deep Creek, and Strawberry
Meadow and by soliciting the help of local ranchers and
herders.

Petition the U.S. Forest Service to reduce AUM's on the
Deep Creek, Webster Flat, Fife Mill, and Lone Pine Spring
grazing allotment or delay grazing until late August or early
September.

Investigate the possibility of opening small clearings and
building nearby water catchments (for convenience rather
than necessity) on the East Fork summer range near Straw-
berry Meadow and Swains Creek.

Evaluate the area encompassing Uinta Flat, Bowers Point,
and lower Tommy Creek for possible "leap-frog' turkey
transplants. Water catchments and clearings also may be
necessary.

Select transplant sites which contain habitats similar to those
presented herein.
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Table 15. A mileage chart for reference in future studies

78

Mode of transportation

Estimated miles traveled

Truck

Jeep

Horse

Walk
Sno-cat
Snowmobile
Snowshoes

Aircraft (2. 5 hours)

Total

mean miles/month

21,000
939
663
241
240
145

64

23,292

1,664
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Table 16. Description of wild turkey observation transects on the study area

Mile Approx. slope Vegetation
point elevation p Overstory Understory
(ft.) (deg.)

Harris Flat Transect

Begin 2/10 mile from U-14 on Stout Canyon Road. Heading westerly 2.5
miles, turn north to U-14 where transect ends. Total length, 4 miles.

0-3 Pipo Syor, Risp, Artr
- Pipo Syor, Risp

0-7 Pipo meadow Jusp, Risp. Chna
0-5 Pipo, Potr Risp

- Potr (dense), Pipo, Psme Syor, Risp

10 Abco, Psme, Potr, Pipo Risp, Syor

3-8 meadow, Potr, Pipu, Psme Chna, Risp

3-8 meadow, Potr, Popu, Psme Risp, Chna

Willis Creek Transect

Begin 2/10 mile from U-14 ending at Lars Fork Road Junction. Length

0.0 7,850
0.5 7,900
1.0 8,200
1.5 8,000
2.0 8,050
2.5 8,000
3.0 7,900
4.0 7,900
5.5 miles.
0.0 8,400
0.5 8,400
1.0 8,300
1.5 8,200
2.0 8,200
2.5 8,200
3.0 8,200
3.5 8,275
4.0 8,500
4.5 8, 600
5.0 8,800
5.5 8,800

- Pipo, Psme Risp, Syor, Potr
0-5 Pipo, Psme Risp, Syor, Potr
0-5 Pipo, Psme, Potr Juco, Jusp
0-20 Potr, Pipu, Abco, meadow Chna
0-20 Potr, Pipu, Abco, Pipo Syor
0-20 Potr, Pipu, Abco, Pipo Syor
0-20 Potr, Pipu, Abco, Pipo Syor
0-20  Potr, Pipu, Abco ———

0-5 Potr, Abco Arpa
- Potr, Abco, Pifl meadow —-——
8-15 Potr, Abco, Pipo -———
5-7 Potr, Abco Syor

(con't)



Table 16 (Continued).
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Mile Approx. Vegetation

point elevation slope Overstory

Understory

(ft.) (deg. )

Deep Creek Transect

Begin 2/10 mile east of '"plains'' road exit on U-14,

begin transect 3/10 miles from U-14. Length, 2.6 miles.

0.0 9,400 0-5 Potr

0.5 9,200 12 Potr, Pipu

1.0 9,000 0-5 Potr, Pipu

1.5 8,900 0-5 Pipu, Abco,Potr

2.0 8, 800 0-3 Meadow, Potr

2.5 8,700 0-3 Meadow, Pipu, Potr, Abco

scattered Pipo

Strawberry Ridge Transect

Heading south

Risp,

Risp
Abco
Abco
Syor

Syor

Begin 0.5 miles from U-14 on Strawberry Ridge heading southwest
6.8 miles, turn north and ending at Strawberry Meadow. Length, 10 miles.

0.0 8,450 0-3 Pipo

1.0 8,450 0-3 Pipo

2.0 8,500 0-3 Pipo, Psme, Potr

3.0 8,500 0-3 Pipo, Potr

4.0 8,550 0-3 Psme, scattered Pipo
1 acre clearcuts

5.0 8,700 5-8 Potr, 25-30 acre
clearcuts

6.0 8,800 0-5 75-100 acre clearcuts
Psme, Abco

7.0 8, 900 15-20 Potr, Psme, Abco

8.0 8, 800 0-3 Pipo, Potr

9.0 8,800 11 Potr, Pipu, Pipo

10.0 8,800 0-8 Pipo on slopes

Risp,
Risp,
Risp,
Risp

Abco

Syor,
Syor,

Syor,
Juco,

Potr
Potr
Potr

Risp
Risp

Risp
Potr

meadow
meadow

(con't)
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Table 16 (Continued).

Mile Approx. Vegetation
point elevation slope Overstory Understory

Muddy Creek Transect

Begin 9.9 miles from U.S. 89. Head north follow road. Length -

2 miles.

0.0 6,500 0-3 Quga, Jusp, scattered Pipo Prvi, Chna,
Syor, Artr

0.5 6,500 0-3 Quga, Jusp, Acne Artr, Chna

1.0 6,400 0-3 Quga, Jusp, Pipo Artr, Chna,
Amut, Rowo

1.5 6,300 - Quga, Pipo, Jusp Artr

2.0 6,300 0-3 Quga, Jusp Artr

Webster Flat Transect

Begin at junction of '"plains' road and U-14, Follow road south to
Clark Ranch Road and turn west, following said road to U.S. F.S. boundary.

Hay and Rosy Canyon Transect

Begin 6. 6 miles from U-14 on Strawberry Meadow. Turn south on dug-
way leading from the Pink Cliffs.

Lars Fork-Cascade Falls Transect

Begin at junction of Lars Fork and Strawberry Meadow. Head west
and at 7.0 miles turn west at junction of roads. End 0.5 miles from east end
of Navajo Lake. Total length, 10 miles.

0.0 8,000 10 Pipo, Psme Quga, Syor,
Jusp
0.5 8, 000 35 meadow, Pipu, Abco, Potr Syor

1.0 8,300 10 meadow, Pipu, Potr Risp, Syor,
Potr

1.5 8,300 10 meadow, Pipu, Potr Risp, Syor,
' Potr

2.0 8,300 10 meadow, Pipu, Potr Risp, Syor,
Potr

2.5 8,550 10 dense Pipu, Abco, Potr Syor, Abco

3.0 8,750 5-10 dense Pipu, Abco, Potr Risp, Syor

3.5 8, 900 11 Pipo, Abco, Potr Risp, Syor,
Potr

(con't)
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Table 16 (Continued).

Mile Approx. Vegetation
point elevation slope Overstory Understory

(ft.) (deg.)

4.0 9,000 5-8 Abco, Potr, Pipo Risp, Syor, Potr

4.5 9,000 8 Potr, Abco Risp, Juco Abco, Potr
5.0 9,050 0-3 Potr, Abco, Pipo Juco, Abco, Potr

5.5 9, 050 0-3 Potr, Abco, Pipo Juco, Abco, Potr

6.0 9,050 0-3 Potr, Abco, Pipo Juco, Abco, Potr

6.5 8,800 0-3 dense Potr, Abco Juco, Abco, Potr

7.0 8, 550 0-3 dense Potr, Abco Juco, Abco, Potr

7.5 8,650 0-5 Potr, Abco Juco, Potr

8.0 8, 800 0-5 Potr, Abco Chna, Arno, lava rock
8.5 8,800 0-5 sage flat 300 yds. wide Arno

9.0 8,900 0-5 sage flat 300 yds. wide Arno

9.5 8,900 8-10 sage flat 150 yds. wide Arno

10.0 8,900 8-10 sage flat 50 yds. wide Arno

Key to overstory and understory species.

Pipo-- Pinus ponderosa Syor--Symphoricarpos oreophilus
Psme--Pseudotsuga menziesii Risp--Ribes species
Abco--Abies concolor Artr--Artemisia tridentata
Potr--Populus tremuloides Jusp--Juniperus species
Pipu--Picea pungens Chna-- Chrysothamnus nauseosus
Pifl--Pinus flexilis Juco--Juniperus communis

Arpa--Arctostaphylos patula

Amut--Amelanchier utahensis

Prvi--Prunus virginiana

Rowo--Rosa woodsii




Table 17. Data on 13 turkeys trapped on the Utah study area

Patagium
Leg Wing Marker
Date Location Sex Age Weight Band Band Background color Sex Ident. Transmitter Beard Spur
(Pounds) (inches)
12-4-72  North Fork  female adult 12.0 451 18-19 blue yellow circle #1203 - -
female adult 11.5 4sy 45 red yellow circle - - -
female adult  11.0 453  6-7 blue red circle #1206 -- --
female* adult 11.0 455 1-2 red yellow circle - - -
fomale adult 11,0 457 8-9 blue red circle -— - -—
fermale .adult 10.0 448  24-25 blue yellow cirele #1204 - -
fenale adult 10.0 458 12-13 red blue circle -— - -
Tale Juv, 9.0 k56  10-11 blue red triangle - - -
mle  Juv, - 8.5 452 qba15 blue red triangle - -— -
male Juv. 8.0 450 20-21 blue yellow triangle - - -
male Juv, 7.5 449 22.23 blue yellow triangle - - --
3-17-73 Lvdia's Canven :sale  adult 17.0 415  26-28 red - #1207 8 3/ 17
' Tale adult 13,0 416  30-31 red - #1205 6 Y4 9

* injured at the ‘rapzite

€8
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Table 18. Weight, sex, and age of wild turkeys captured near the southwestern
Utah study area during fall 1972 and spring 1973

Location Trapping Date Sex Weight (pounds) Age

Cedar City December 8, 1972 Female 9.0 Mature
Female 9.0 Mature
Female 7.5 Juvenile
Female 6.5 Juvenile
Female 6.5 Juvenile
Male 7.0 Juvenile

Boulder March 22, 1973 Female 9.0 Mature
Female 8.5 Mature
Female 6.0 Juvenile
Male 15.5 Mature
Male 14.5 Mature
Male 12. 0 Mature
Male* 8.5 Juvenile

*Released at Boulder trapsite.



Table 19. Harvest locations, weights, and measurements for eight male turkeys harvested on the
Utah study area during the 1972 spring hunt

Date killed Location Weight Total length Wing spread Beardlength Spur length
(1bs.) (in.) (in.) (in.) (mm)
April 29 East Fork 21.0 46.0 58.0 8.75 30
April 29 North Fork 21,0 44.0 54.5 9.25 20
May 1 North Fork 14, 5% 45.0 52.0 7.5 17
May 1 East Fork 18.0 47.0 59.5 8.5 15
May 4 North Fork 19.0 45.5 58.5 8.0 17
May 4 North Fork 19.0 45.4 51.0 8.5 28
May 6 North Fork 16, 5* 46.0 59.0 9.0 30
May 8 North Fork 18.0 47.5 61.0 9.5 29
Means 19.3 45.8 56.7 8.6 23.2

*Field dressed weight (not included in mean weight).

S8



Table 20. Location of Merriam's turkeys positively identified by sex

Date :
Males Females

Drainage Study area unit

Year Mo. Day

Observation type

1972 4 3 1 0 Shingle Mill East Fork Track count
4 7 1 3 Muddy Creek East Fork Direct obs.
4 25 0 1 Muddy Creek East Fork Direct obs.
4 27 1 1 Muddy Creek East Fork Direct obs.
5 9 1 0 Harris Flat East Fork Track count
6 11 1 0 Sawmill Spring North Fork Direct obs.
6 25 0 1 Muddy Creek East Fork Track count
7 5 1 0 Deep Creek North Fork Track count
7 5 0 2 Deep Creek North Fork Track count
7 7 0 1 Deep Creek North Fork Track count
7 7 0 1 Deep Creek North Fork Track count
7 15 1 2 North Twin East Fork Track count

Hollow
7 27 0 2 Strawberry East Fork Direct obs.
7 28 0 1 Strawberry East Fork Direct obs.
8 1 5 0 Deer Valley North Fork Direct obs.
8 3 0 1 Strawberry East Fork Direct obs.
8 11 0 1 Webster Flat North Fork Track count
8 11 0 2 Webster Flat North Fork Track count
8 29 0 1 Deep Creek North Fork Track count
9 13 1 0 Atkins Flat North Fork Track count
10 4 1 2 Strawberry East Fork Direct obs.
10 12 1 0 Hopp Canyon North Fork Track count
11 27 2 0 Lydia's Canyon East Fork Direct obs.
12 4* 4 7 Chamberlin North Fork Trapped

Ranch
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Table 20 (Continued).

Date

Year Mo. Day Males Females Drainage Study area unit Observation type

1973 1 25% 1 1 North Fork Can. North Fork Direct obs.
1 25 6 0 Rosy Canyon North Fork Direct obs.
3 14* 2 3 Chamberlin Ranch North Fork Direct obs.
4 24 0 1 Muddy Creek East Fork Track count
4 25 1 1 Shingle Mill East Fork Track count
5 2 1 2 Lydia's Canyon East Fork Track count
5 4 1 3 Rosy Canyon North Fork Track count
5 9 1 1 Orderville Gulch East Fork Track count
5 14 0 1 Muddy Creek East Fork Track count
5 22 1 0 Harris Flat East Fork Track count
5 22 0 1 Harris Flat East Fork Track count
5 29 0 1 Deep Creek North Fork Track count
5 30 0 2 Harris Spring East Fork Direct obs.

Hollow
6 11 1 0 Deep Creek North Fork Track count
6 11 1 0 Deep Creek North Fork Direct obs.
6 11 0 1 Deep Creek North Fork Track count
6 13 0 1 Harris Spring East Fork Track count
Hollow

6 26 1 0 Deep Creek North Fork Track count
7 8 0 2 Billingsley Creek  East Fork Track count
7 22 0 1 Harris Flat East Fork Track count
7 25 0 4 Webster Flat North Fork Direct obs.

Total 38 55

*Not all birds in flock positively identified as to sex.
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Table 21. Percent of monthly and total observations occurring within each distance category from
a frequently traveled road

Distance category A M Jd dJ A S O N D J F M A M J dJ Total
0.0-0.5 mi. - 50 - 30 28 18 40 8 25 50 100 56 - - 9 20 23
0.5-1.0 mi. - - - - T - - - 50 - - - - 36 9 40 8
1.0-1.5 mi. - - - 7 43 - - - - - - - - 2173 - 15
1.5-2,0 mi. - - - 46 - 9 - - - - - - - - 9 20 9

> 2.0 mi. 100 50 100 17 22 73 60 92 25 50 - 44 100 43 - 20 45
100
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