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PREFACE

This docunent, the first phase of a two part project, was
conpiled to determne the inpacts of hydroelectric devel opment on
wildlife and wildlife habitat along the |ower Cark Fork River and
to determne any previous mtigation efforts which have been ini-
tiated. In the initial draft of this report, all three projects
were considered as one anal ytical unit based on their occurrence
within one ecol ogi cal system (the Clark Fork River valley) and
their simlar inpacts to wildlife species and habitats. This
docunent was prepared in order to nore clearly define the inpacts
due to the Thonpson Falls project. This approach will be val uable
in developing mtigation goals and determning mtigation responsi-
bilities, since this project is operated by a private utility
conpany separate from the operator of the other two hydroelectric
proj ects.

In order to develop and mﬂderﬁti?ation efforts, it was
necessary to estimate wildlife and wildlife habitat |osses or gains
attributable to the construction and operation of the project. The
purpose of this report was to docunent best available information
concerning wildlife species inpacted and the degree of the inpact.
A target species list was devel oped for which mtigation efforts
will be directed. Mny wildlife species not listed will be bene-
fited by the adopted mtigation measures.

~ The estimates represent |osses considered to have occurred
during one point in tine, except where noted otherw se. Wen
possible, quantitative loss estinmates were devel oped based on his-
torical information fromthe area or on data from simlar areas.
These |oss estimates will assist in determning the level of mti-
gation necessary.
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|. I NTRODUCTI ON

The Thonpson Falls Damis a run-of-the-river project |ocated
on the Clark Fork River 69 mles upstreamfrom Lake Pend Oreille.
The project inundated six mles of wildlife habitat. The |oss of
riparian habitat was especially critical to wildlife populations,
as these areas often support the highest productivity, species
diversity, and species densities (Carothers 1977 and Thomas et al .
1980).  The inundation of riparian 'habitat and adjacent upland
habitats by the construction of the dam and formation of the reser-
voir on the lower Gark Fork River resulted in adverse inpacts to
the diverse wildlife communities inhabiting the area

A INTIAL WLDLIFE CONCERNS

Based on the |ack of wildlife inpact informationrelated to
the construction of Thonpson Falls Dam this issue was apparently
not previously addressed. However, a U S. Fish and Widlife Ser-
vice report (US. Dep. Inter. 1959) on the entire Gark Fork R ver
Basin included a section that describes potential inpacts to wld-
life populations in relation to proposed federal water devel opnent
ﬁrolects. Expected inpacts included: [oss of essential hig-gane

abitat, creation of a water barrier at deer crossing sites, hazar-
dous ice conditions, loss of upland bird habitat, elimnation of
beaver and nuskrat Bopulatlons on the inpoundment area, and | o0ss of
river islands used by nesting waterfow . It was assumed that
simlar inpacts would have occurred at the Thonpson Falls project.

B. HYDRCELECTR CPRQJECT - DESCRI PTI ON AND OPERATI ON

~ Thonpson Falls Damnear Thompon Falls, Mntana is situated 69
mles upstream from Lake Pend Oreille located in |daho. Construc-
tion on the power generation pr% ect began in 1913. The proj ect
consists of a 1,016 foot long and 54 foot high concrete main dam
and a 449 foot long and 45 foot high concrete auxiliary dam A 12
mle long reservoir with a surface area of 1,446 acres was forned.
Mont ana Power Conpany acquired the project fromthe Thonpson Falls
Power Conpany in 1929 and continues to operate the dam Prior to
instal lation of taintor gates in 1983, a seasonal drawdown of 14
feet occurred in spring. Current operation of the project is run-
o;-t?F-erer, with fluctuations due to the variations in the flow
of the river.

C. PROJECT AREA DESCRI PTI ON

The lower Cark Fork River flows in a northwestern direction
to Lake Pend Oreille, Idaho. The topography was greatly influenced
by the massive glacial Lake Mssoula (Tilton 1977) as evi denced by
the typically narrow, Ushaped river valley. Tine valley floor at
2,400 feet is bounded by steep mountains rising to over 5 900 feet.
The Cabi net Mountains border on the north and the Coeur d' Al ene
Muntains lie to the south of the river. Chief tributaries are the
Thonpson, Verm | lion and Bul | rivers.



The floristic conposition reflects the mld Pacific maritine
climte influence. Red cedar (Thuja plicata) and hem ock (Tsuga
het erophyl I a) dom nate the western nmost section of the |ower Cark
Fork River area as well as the stream bottons. Dense forests of
douglas fir (Pseudotsuga menziesii), lodge:pol e pine (Pinus con-
torta), western larch (Larix occidentalis), and ponderosa pi ne
(Pinus pondercsa) occupy the benches and sl opes above the river.

Broadl eaf trees and shrubs are found as narrow strips along the
river and stream bottoms. A mosaic of conifers and hardwoods |ie
in between. CQultivated areas of small grains and hay are scattered
throughout the valley floor.

Abundant and diverse wildlife popul ations inhabit the area.
Bi g game speci es such as el k (Cervis el aphus?1e whi te tailed deer
(Qdocoi | eus virginianus) and nul e deer nonus) are common in
the tinbered nmountai ns and bottonm ands. Bal d eagl es (Hal i.aeetus
| eucocephal us) and osprey (Pandion haliaetus) are found al ong t he
wat erways. Qther big game species, upland gane birds, waterfow,
furbearers and raptors occupy the area.

For the purpose of this report, the reservoir wll be defined
to include the inpoundment area between the Thonpson Falls Dam and
the mouth of the Thonpson River, a distance of six river mles
(Figurel). Athough the Feder al Energy Regul atory Conmi ssion
licensing docunent describes the reservoir boundary as occurring 12
miles upstream from the dam it was agreed b¥ entities participa-
ting in the devel opnent of this report that little or no inpact can
be attributable to the reservoir W|th|n the upper six mles.



Figure 1. The Thompeon Falle project area - 12 as defined by the
relicensing application. Six miles was considered the
major impact area.
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|'I. METHODS
A LI TERATURE REVI EWAND | NTERVI EVS

An extensive review was conducted of the files maintained by
the Mntana Departnment of Fish, Wldlife and Parks (MDFWP) and the
US. Forest Service, Lolo and Kootenai National Forests, 1n order
to obtain all the records containing wildlife information pertinent
to the lower Cark Fork River project area

Persons know edgeabl e of the area were interviewed. These
contacts included current area biologists, retired MDFWP personnel
andf!?ng-tlne residents of the area. Notes of the interviews are
on file.

B.  HABI TAT TYPI NG

To determne the acreage of wildlife habitat inundated by the
Thonpson Fal | s Reservoir, a river profile survey map conpleted in
1911 (US. Dep. Inter. 1914) was used to delineate the river onto
current topographic maps. Estimated acres inundated were deter-
mned by planimeter. Photos taken prior to construction of the
Thonpson Fall's Damwere used to verify the presence of vegetation
species. Lacking i nformation on the specific habitat types present
at the tine of construction of Thonmpson Falls Dam it was decided
to use the habitat information available fromthe Cabinet Gorge and
Noxon Rapids dans report (see Vol. Two (h)). A range of acres
i nundat ed by specific generic habitat types was determ ned by
cal cul ating the percentage of those types occurring at both the
Cabinet Gorge and Noxon Rapids dams. It was assuned that simlar
trPes and simlar percentages would have occurred at the area
aftected by the Thonpson Falls Reservoir

. Description of the generic habitat types which likely occurred
in the project area follows:

1) Aquatic

This habitat mapping unit (HW) included all the open water
areas, associated rivers, streans, ﬁonds, sl oughs, and narshes
located in the project area. Al the emergent vegetation zones
identified within or alon%]the edges of the open water were in-
cluded. When possible, the follow ng subtypes were identified: a
rivers and streams, and b) ponds, sloughs and marshes.

2) Gravel Bars

- These were unstabl e areas containi ng sparse vegetation asso-
ciated with islands and streambanks. These areas were usually
covered with water during periods of high flows which inhibited the
establ i shment of grasses and grass-1ike plants



3) Grasslands/Hay Meadows

This HW included those areas dominated by a variety of grass-
es, sedges (Carex spp.) and rushes (Juncus spp.) i nfluenced by the
presence of an elevated water table. Agricultural hay bottoms and
grain fields were included within this type and conposed the mgjor-
Ity of the areas identified as grasslands/hay meadows. A variety
of trees and/or shrubs were sonmetimes present within this type:
however, they conposed less than an estinmated 10 percent of the
total canopy coverage.

4) Riparian Tree-Shrubs/Shrub steppe

This HW contai ned deci duous trees, primarily black cotton
wood (Popul us trichocarpa) and a dense deci duous shrub understory
associated with riverine systems. This type also included the
shrubfield areas related to ol d fires or logged areas. Several
shrub species were included: serviceberry(Anmelanchieralnifolia)
Rocky Mount ai n mapl e (Acer gl abrunm), and snowberry (Synphori carpus

Spp.) .
5 M xed Deci duous/ Goni fer For est

This HWJ general Iy occupi ed the fl oodpl ai n between the ripar-
lan vegetation and the dense conifer forests and represented a
conplex mosaic of conifer tree species and deciduous tree/shrubs.
The canopy was general |y dominated by conifer species such as
douglas fir, ponderosa pine, and |odgepole pine. Deciduous tree
speci es such as cottonwood and birch (Betula spp) and a variety of
deci duous shrub species were found in this type.

6) Devel oped Areas

These areas included towns, farm buildings, gravel pits and
other disturbances that were associated with human devel opment.

C TARGET SPECIES LI ST

A target species list was devel oped which addressed the pri-
mary wildlife species inpacted by the project and of primary con-
cern to MOFWP.  This list did not address the abundance of nongane
species which utilized the habitats associated with the project
area. The loss of riparian areas, nountain shrublands and open
conifer forests had a detrimental inpact on the small mamals,
raptors and ot her avifauna whi ch were yearlong or seasonal resi-
dents of the area. Mtigationdirected toward the target species
wll also benefit many of these species.

~The follow ng were considered for designation of target
Speci es:

a) Those species determned to have incurred the greatest
inpacts attributable to the reservoir,



b) Species previously targeted by the MDFwP as "species of
speci al concern” (Flath 1981),

¢) Species listed as threatened or endangered, and/or
d A priority species designated by the MOFWP regional plan.
D. I MPACT ANALYSI S

A inpact analysis was devel oped for each species or group of
species identified on the draft target species |ist. The inpact
anal yses were based on historical population and species distribu-
tion information and acres of disturbance. Al available data were
used in the analysis, and where possible, quantitative |oss esti-
mate ranges were developed. In some cases, the quantitative |o0ss
estimates reflect actual densities of animals capable of having
been supported by the habitat inundated. Wen species density
estimates were not possible to determne, the quantitative |oss
estimates reflect the loss of specific required habitat. For
white-tailed deer and ruffed grouse it was agreed, during coordina-
tion meetings, that the habitat |oss estimates would be calcul ated
by subtracting the acres adjacent to the townsite (88), which
| Tkel'y did not support either species, from the total acres inun-
date ﬁ34n, yielding a |oss estimte of 259 acres. Wien a species
(ie. mule deer and bear) was tied to specific habitat types, the
habitat |oss estinmates were based on the percentage of those types
i nundated by Cabinet CGorge and Noxon Rapids reservoirs. Since this
met hod produced a rough approxinmation of the habitats lost, it was
considered to be appropriate to base the |osses on percentages of
the total acres inundated by the Thonpson Falls reservoirs (347.
For certain species, i.e., mountain lion and bobcat, it was diffi-
cult to quantify the losses based on either density estimates or
acres of required habitat lost. The loss estimate for nountain
| ions was assessed in ternms of prey species lost. No quantitative
loss estimate for bobcats was determ ned

E  CREATI ON OF W LDLI FE HABI TAT

Recent color aerial photos were conpared to old aerial photos
and topo%raphlc maps to determne the extent of wildlife habitat
created by the reservoir. The presence of "new' islands, ponds
marshes and riparian vegetation attributable to the formation of
the reservoir was documented.

F PREVI QUS M TI GATION

Previous mtigation efforts were determned by contacting
operator biol ogists and | ocal conservationists and sportsmen. The
current status of known wildlife mtigation projects occurring
within the reservoir were reported



[11.  TARGET SPECI ES LI ST

Nuner ous species of hig game, furbearers, waterfow , upland
gane birds, as well as the non-game species of small manmal s,
ratpors and ot her birds were I npacted by the wsof riparian
habitat. The primary purpose of the target species list is to
focus the dpotential mtigation efforts toward those species which
experienced the greatest inpacts, and those which will receive the
greatest benefit for a given mtigation effort. As mtigation
proj ects are devel oped, they will Dbe designed to benefit one or
more of the target species. In addition, the projects wll provide
benefits to many non-target species.

The target species are:

Whtie-tailed deer (Qdocoileus virgzinianus)
E/UI e deer (0, hemiopus)
ear
Bl ackbear (Ursus americanus)
Qi zzly bear (Ursus arctos horribilus)
Mount ai n | i on (Felis concolor)
Bobcat (Lynx rufus)
Ri ver otter (Lutra canadensis)
Beaver ( Castor; canadensis)
Ruf fed grouse (Bonasa umbellus)

Bal d eagl e (Halaeetus leucocephalus)
Cspr ey (Pandion haliaetus)
Wt er f owl

Canada goose (Branta canadensis)

Mal | ar d (Anas platyrhynchos)

American wigeon (Apas americana)
Gadwall (Anas strepera)

Common gol deneye (Bucephala clangula)
Ri ng- necked duck (Aythya collaris)
Conmon merganser (Merqus merganser)



Iv. RESULTS
A, HABI TAT

1) Habitat Loss Estimations

Estimates indicate approximtely 347 acres of terrestrial
wildlife habitat were inundated by Thonpson Falls Reservoir (Figure
2). The mgjority of the inpact occurred within three mles of the
dam  One 14 acre island and approxi mately one half (five acres) of
anot her island were inundated. The remainder of the reservoir
broadened the existing river and inundated a narrow strip of rip-
arian vegetation on either side of the river. Photos taken in 1909
(US Forest Service files) show Dougl as-fir, ponderosa pine and
Iodgeﬁole pine were the domnant vegetation types. Deciduous trees
and shrubs were also present. Lacking nore detailed information on
specific habitats inundated, it was assumed that habitat types |ost
were simlar to those determned to be inundated by Noxon Rapids
and Cabinet CGorge reservoirs. In order to determne acreages for
the three generic vegetation types believed to be inundated by the
Thonﬁson FalIs Reservoir, percent ages of those habitats |ost due
to the Cabinet Gorge and Noxon Rapids reservoirs were cal cul ated.
The Noxon Rapids reservoir inundated 1,100 acres of the grassland/
hay meadow habitat type (18.3 percent of the total acreage |ost).
The Cabinet Gorge Reservoir inundated 320 acres of the grassland/
hay neadow type (11.9 percent of the total acreage |ost). These
percentages conbined wth the total acres (347) inundated by Thonp-
son Falls Reservoir provided a range of 41-64 acres of grassland/
hay neadow habitat |ost. The percentages of shrub habitat inun-
dated by the Noxon Rapids and Cabinet Corge were 12.2 and 15.7
percent (of the total acreage lost), respectively. These percent-
a%es conbined with the 347 acres produced a range of 42-52 acres of
the shrub type inundated by Thonpson Falls Reservoir. It was
assumed the mxed deci duous/conifer type conprised the remaining
habi tat inundated.

) Wlidlife Habitat Qreated by the Project

Based on recent col or aerial photos and tophgraphic maps, no
ponds or marshes were created by the reservoir. One island (7
acres) was created durin% periods of high water level and is sepa-
rated fromthe mainland by a narrow, shallow water channel. Prior
to 1983, during the spring drawdown of 14 feet, two nudflat areas
were created.

It was estinmated that | ess than 10 percent of the total wiid-
life habitat | ost was replaced by the creation of riparian veget a-
tion. This 10 percent estimate includes vegetation tound on the
nudf | at s and deci duous shrub/forb communities f ound scattered al ong
thereservoir shoreline. |t is questionable whether these piparian
conmuni ties were actual |y created by the reservoir or are remant
comunities that occurred in the floodplain of the river. It

8
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should be noted that fluctuating water levels in run-of-the-river
reservoirs are not conducive to supporting riparian vegetation:
however, with the installnent of the taintor gates in 1983 and the
resultant stabilization of the reservoir, an increase in riparian
veget ati on may occur (Thonpson 1983).
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B. WH TE- TAI LED DEER
1) I'ntroduction

H storical records docunented the presence of deer in the
lower Clark Fork River valley as early as 1809 when David Thonpson
established the Salish House, a trading post, near Thonpson Falls.
Deer were apparently relatively conmon as records indicated Thonp
son and his crew survived on 145 deer during the first winter. No
sPeci es distinction was made but the deer were described as gener-
ally small and of slight stature (Wite 1950). Ross Cox of the
Nort hwest Fur Conpany survived on deer killed along the Cark Fork
Ri ver near Thonpson Falls during the winter of 1812 (Koch 1941).
In the 1840's, W A Ferris during one winter killed 46 deer
(Ferris1873). Toward the end of the century, deer were still
common as indicated inaletter dated January 19, 1890 witten by
D. V. Herriott, an early Thonpson Falls resident,"Thereis an
abundance of all kinds of game here. Deer, prairie chickens,
grouse, ducks, nountain sheep, mountain goats, elk and in fact
every kind of gane in abundance" (Dufresne 1976).

In 1910, approximately 60 percent of the Cabinet National
Forest, which surrounds the [ower Cark Fork River, was burned by a
forest fire. This may have affected distribution and survival of
white-tailed deer due to a decreased availability of preferred
habitat. The construction of Thonpson Falls Dam|ikely compounded
this problem

Wth the establishment of the Cabinet National Forest in the
early 1900's came the first detailed records of ganme species.
Although just estimates, these early records gave useful perspec-
tives on population trends. The Forest Service attenpted to esti-
mate deer populations as early as 1919. Wite-tailed deer were not
classified separately until the md 1930's when reports suggested
dramatic increases in their nunbers. By the late 1950's, white-
tailed deer populations were believed to be at record highs.

) Seasonal Habitat Preference

Various studies have described the distribution and habitat
use of white-tailed deer in northwestern Mntana. In the Swan
River Valley, researchers identified inportant sumer range as
mesic sites I N association with a diversity of habitat types in-
cluding dense coniferous forests (Mickie et al. 1980). Wnter
range was described by Mundinger (1982) as riparian habitat wth
variable use of tinbered upland habitat. River bottom ands were
identified as primary winter range for white-tailed deer in the
Fi sher River and Kootenai River drainages (Blair 1955). M xed
riparian hardwoods and open ponderosa pine stands found on south
and west slopes were two general forest types identified on these
winter ranges. During average winter conditions, deer were distri-
but ed t hroughout the two types Under severe winter conditions,

11



deer were restricted to the riparian |ands and | ower benches
(Zajanc 1948, Blair 1955).

~ White-tailed deer found along the |ower Clark Fork River show
simlar habitat preferences. During the md to [ate 1930's, the
Cabi net National Forest initiated "winter game studies" that iden-
tified 22 inportant deer winter ranges (original maps are on file
Regi on One headquarters, MDFWP, Kalispell). All but six of the
areas were located along the Gark Fork Rver bottomand the nmouths
of several inportant drainages (Duvendack 1935).

~ Meadows (19372. indicated that with deep snow conditions deer
utilized Douglas fir thickets feeding on cedar and fir needles,
mount ai n mapl e, serviceberry, |ichens, and ceanot hus (Geonothus
spp) depending on availability. Cedar furnished about 90 percent
of the forage to the deer on the Dead Horse and Bull River units
during late winters. Roemer (1938) observed white-tailed deer in
the éjpper Thonpson River area concentrated in the Douglas fir-larch
stands.

Wite-tailed deer were reported as the nost numerous big game
speci es west of Thonpson Fal |'s (Rognrud 195Ce). The deer wi ntered
along the Gark Fork River and near the nouths of the |esser drain-
ages.  The map included in Rognrud's 1950 report conbined all the
w nter range areas identified by the Forest Service in the 1930s
and delineated the entire Clark Fork River bottomas inportant
W nter range.

3) Population Status

- The earliest estimtes of deer populations were made by the
Cabinet National Forest. Nunbers of deer estimated for the entire
Forest are available from 1919 to 1939 (Appendix A). These early
figures represent estimtes of the district managers based on
daily sightings and are not based on systematic surveys. These
estimates are useful primarily for determning historic trends of
increases or declines in the deer populations. These estimates
2888nent the increasing trend in deer populations during the early

'S,

Estinmates made during the period 1934-1938 were likely nore
accurate since the Forest Service hired personnel to make estimates
of deer poPul ations based on browse surveys and specific counts.
Estimates for each winter range area were conbined for each year to
give a total estimate for the |ower Cark Fork River (Table 1). An
Sverage figure of 1,707 deer was calculated from the three years
at a.

Popul ation estimtes of big gane species were made by Mntana
Departnent Fi sh and Game (MFG during the early 1950' s (Couey
1951, 1952, 1953, 1955). The estimates for the O ark Fork Manage-
ment Unit (including the [ower sections of the Flathead River and
the St. Regis River) indicated a sharp increase in white-tailed

12



Table 1. Population estinates of deer found on winter range al ong
the Gark Fork River from w nter gane studies.

Numbr of deer for Nunber est i mat ed

Year the Cabinet National Forest along G ark Fork
1934-1935 8, 342 1,525
1935-1936° 10, 300 1,875
1936-1937° 9,997 1,721

> Duwvendack (1935)
? Roener (1936)
* Meadons (1937)
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deer nunbers by the md-1950s | Appendi x B).

Wnter range surveys conducted by MDFG personnel during the
winters of 1949 and 1950 ?ive the best estimates of white-tailed
deer popul ations. MDowel | (1949) estimated 2,200 white-tailed
deer 1n the area fromEddy Creek (east of Thonmpson Falls) to Beaver
Creek (west of Thonpson Falls) along both sides of the Gark Fork
River. Rognrud (1950a) surveyed the area fromBeaver Creek to the
ldaho line and estimated 1,375 white-tailed deer in the bottom
along the Aark Fork River and the nouths of the | esser drainages.
O that total, 700 white-tailed deer were found strictly along the
Cark Fork River.

4) Assessat o lnpedts

The maj or negative inpact on the white-tailed deer Bopulation
due to the creation of the Thonpson Falls Reservoir has been the

| 0ss of igﬁprtant_mjnter range by inundation. Approximately 259
acres of white-tailed deer wnter range were inundated. The inpor-
tance of the habitat was |ikely enphasized by the 1910 fire, as the
remai ni ng unburned bottom and vegetation became critical islands of
habitat (J. Peek 1983, pers. conmun.)

The second inpact has been the |oss of deer by drownings in
the ice-covered reservoir. The hazards to deer attenptin? to cross
i mpounded areas were recogni zed by the U S Fish and Wldlife
Service (U S Dep. Inter. 1959). ~ The Thonpson Fal I s Reservoir
freezes over nearly every year during the winter nonths (H Craw
ford 1984, per-s. comun.). A H Cheney (1983, pers. comun.) and
Tuffy Smth (1983, pers. comun.) both recalled an incident of 35
white-tailed deer romningwéust east of Thonpson Falls. Faye Couey
(1983, pers. commun.) and Merle Rognrud (1983, pers. connunkf,
both retired MDFG biol ogists, also recalled reports of deer drown-
ing. The current MDFWP gane warden, Chester Lamoreux receives
nang reports of drownings during severe winters. M. Lanmoreux
(1983, pers. comun.) recalled one incident of 13 deer found in
Verm|lionBay. Al persons interviewed believed the | osses were
more significant during severe winters. Wen considered over the
lifetime of the reservoirs, the total |osses can contribute to a
sizeable | oss of deer.

5 Estinmated Losses Due to the Project
-Quantitative |l oss estimate for the Thonpson Fal | s Reservoir:
-Nunber of acres of habitat inundated - 259

-g?ng$ of white-tailed deer nunbers negatively affected -

-No quantitative |oss estimtes were determned due to drown-

ings or other losses attributable to hazardous ice-covered
reservoir conditions,

14



6) Derivation of Loss_Estimates

~ Several assunptions have been made in order to estimte
white-tailed deer |osses.

1) The nost significant impact to white-tailed deer popul a-
tions occurred because of the loss of inportant wnter
range. It is assumed that adjacent winter range was at
carrying capacity.

2) The deer are evenly distributed throughout the winter
range. This is a sinplified statement of conplex habitat
use, but necessary in order to calculate deer nunbers per
acre with available information.

3) Deer densities are simlar throughout the lower Cark Fork
River.

4) Density estimates from other areas in northwestern Mntana
are conparable to the lower Cark Fork River area. Areas
used for conparison were selected based on location (all
occurred in northwestern Montana) and simlar habitat.

5 Early popul ation estintes nade by the Forest Service are
useful only in determning range of figures.

These assunptions were necessary in order to make reasonable esti-
mates based on available information.

Density estimates fromdeer studies in northwestern Montana
were used to define the loss estimtes. Using strip count nethods,
M Dowvel | 81950) reported density figures of 0.13 deer/acre in 1949
and 0.18 deer/acre in 1950 for an average of 0.155 deer/acre for
white-tailed deer wintering in the Thonpson River drainage. Yde
and O sen (1983, see Volune I) used the density figure of 0.155
deer/acre in their loss estimtes along the Kootenai River. After
five years of research on white-tailed deer in the Swan River
Val [ ey, Miundinger (1983, pers. comun.) believes a density of 100
deer per squaremle (0.156 deer/acre)is a realistic estinmate for
winter range. Janke (1977) and Slott (1979) studies fromthe
Clearwater River area also |ikely reflect conditions found in the
Thompson Falls vicinity. They reported density estimates of 0.08
and 0.12 deer/acre on winter range. Lacking pre-inpoundment, site
specific deer density estimates, it was felt that a region-wde
density range would give the best estimates for the [ower Cark
Fork River area. The low and high density estimtes were used to
set the bounds of the loss estimate range. Therefore, based on the
density range of 0.08 and 0. 18 (deer/acre) and the estinated | 0ss
of winter range acreage (259 acres), a range of 21-47 white-tailed
deer were estimated to be |ost.
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C  MLE DEER
1) Introduction

The early historical records on deer rePorted in the previous
section on white-tailed deer undoubtedly included a percentage of
mule deer. Mile deer were native to the Gark Fork River area and
were present during the construction of all three projects. Mile
deer were not nmentioned separately as a species until the U S
Forest Service records of 1937 (Wckwerth 1959).

2) Seasonal Habitat Preference

The early Forest Service winter game studies indicated inpor-
tant deer wnter ranPe occurring along the Cark Fork River and the
| esser drainages. Mile deer wintered at the higher elevations
within these ranges above the white-tailed deer concentrations

Roemer 1936). The deer started to concentrate on winter ranges by

cember 15 seeking south slopes. As snow became deeper, deer
concentrations on the [ower slopes became greater and were heavi est
during late wi nter (Duvendack 1935). Rognrud (195Ca) al so reported
finding mule deer at the higher elevations of known winter ranges
in his surveys of the Noxon area. A nore recent docunent, Mackie
et al. (1976), reported nule deer w’nterin? in each of several
creeks of the Cark Fork drainage. Typically nule deer occurred at
md to upper slopes and in close association with old burns. The
tinbered areas were domnated by ponderosa pine and Douglas fir

Little information exists on other seasonal habitat use by
mil e deer in the lower Clark Fork River area. However, Meadows
(1937) reported that during spring deer concentrated on the bottons
along the river and at |ow el evations where green grass had begun
to appear in abundance. A percentage of these deer were probably
nul e deer as evidenced by a nore recent studK. Hender son (1983
pers. comwun.) radio-col lared nmule deer in the 20-Qdd Mountain area
and tracked their use of the river bottoms fromthe end of March to
the end of May. A few of the deer remained on the |ower bottons
throughout the summer.

These spring “green-uE” areas provided nutritious forage
necessary to ensure good physical condition prior to parturition
and lactation. The inportance of high quality spring range and
i ncreased productivity in deer has been docunented (Cheatum and
Sever inghaus 1950).

3) PopulationStatus

McDowel | (1949) was abl e to estimte 1,600 nule deer for the
Thonpson Fal |'s area (excl uding the Cherry Creek gane preserve).
MDFG estimates for nule deer inthe entire Gark Fork Management
Unit are reported in Appendix B
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4) Assessment of Impacts

~ Available data did not indicate |oss of any known nule deer
winter range due to inundation.

The |l oss of inportant spring habitat was a major inpact on the
mul e deer population. A detrinental impact to the nule deer popu-
| ation was assessed due to reduced productivity with [oss of Inpor-
tant spring ran?e. Mautz (1978) summarized the inportance of high
qual ity seasonal range and the effects on fawn size and fawn survival.

5) Estimated Losses Due to the Project

-Quantitative |oss estimtes for mule deer were based on the
| oss of inportant spring range

-Total nunber of acres inundated by the reservoir - 347
acres

-Acres of grassland/hay meadow | ost (determ ned from per-
centages occurring at the Noxon Rapids and Cabinet Gorge
reservoirs) - 41-64 acres

6) Derivationof Loss Estinmates

. To determne the range of acres of inportant sPring range
inundated by the Thonpson Falls Reservoir, the total nunber of
acres inundated (347) was nultiplied by the percentage of spring
range found prior to construction of the Noxon Rapids and Cabi net
Corge reservoirs (18.3 and 11.9 percent, respectively):

Spring range (grassland/hay meadows)

Noxon Rapids .183 x 347 acres = 64
Cabinet Gorge .119 x 347 acres = 41
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D. ELK

1) Introduction

El k were uncommon in the lower Gark Fork River valley during
the early 1800s David Thonpson nade no mention of the elk during
his second wi nter near Thonpson Falls Wite 1950). The el k popu-
| ations apparently increased by the | ate 1800's, as one Thonpson
Falls resident wote that el k were abundant (Dufresne 1976).

In 1912, thirty-eight elk fromYellowstone National Park were
rel eased a few mles east of Thonpson Falls to augnent the native
herd. In 1933 the Cherry Creek Came Preserve was created to pro-
vide sanctuary for the growi ng elk herd and by 1949 the herd had
nearly doubled in size and severe overuse of wnter range was not ed.
The preserve was abandoned in 1950 (Rognrud 195(b), and the el k
di spersed westward. Introductions of 75 elk near the Verm|lion
River in 1951 and 28 elk near MKay Creek in 1960 further increased
the herd. A Iar?e ﬁopul ation currently occupies areas on the north
and south side of the [ower Gark Fork R ver.

)) Seasonal Habitat Preference

Habitat use during winter was described in several reports.
South slopes at md elevations were selected during normal wnters.
El k concentrated on | ower slopes as snow becane deeper during late
wi nt er (Duvendack 1935). During periods of severe w nter condi-
tions elk noved into the creek bottoms and flats along the O ark
Fork River when deep, crusted snow made foraging inpossible on the
| owner sl opes (MDowel | 1949). The use of bottom ands by el k during
severe winter conditions and the potential for interspecific conpe-
tition with white-tailed deer has been noted on other northwestern
Mont ana el k herds (Blair 1955).

Elk di sperse fromtheir winter concentrations on to spring
range including the sites of earlr "green-up". Diverse scattered
habitats were utilized through fall.

3) PopulationStatus

Early U S Forest Service records document the estimtes of
el k popul ations (Appendix A. The Cabi net National Forest records
indicated a sharp increase in nunbers following the establishment
of the Cherry Creek Game Preserve in 1933 (Appendix (. Montana
Departnent of Fish and Game estimates for the Gark Fork Minagenent
Unit indicated increased numbers of elk from1950 (2830) to 1954
(4170) (Appendi x B).
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4 Assessnment of |npacts

Due to the | ow popul ation nunbers present at the tine of
consttruction of the Thonmpson Falls Dam a negligible inpact was
assessed due to inundation of spring and winter range. No quanti-
fied loss estimate was determ ned.
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E. BEAR
1) Introduction

Bl ack bears were historically common in the [ower CGark Fork
River area. The earliest attenpt to estimate their popul ation was
made by the US. Forest Service in 1921 (Appendix A). Reports of
increasing black bears coincide with the extensive donestic sheep
grazing on Forest Service lands followng the 1910 fire. Paul
Har | owe (1983, pers. commun.), a local rancher, recalled black
bears "were common along the bottonlands and we al ways had trouble
with our sheep bands". Apparently a nunber of bears, both black
and grizzly were shot during this period, but no records of actual
nunbers were kept. Sheep grazing on Forest Service lands continued
through the 1940's.

Gi zzIIy bears, currently a threatened species in Mntana, have
hi stori cal (Y I nhabi ted the G ark Fork River drainage. Hal vorson
(1974) mapped approxi mate | ocations of 89 historical observations.
Al Tocations were north of the river at higher elevations: how
ever, one grizzly bear kill was recorded at Trout Creek in 1953
(Rognrud 1954). Later observations in the 1970's record grizzly
bears in the |esser drainages on the south side of the river. A
known grizzly bear population currently occupies the Cabinet Moun-
tai n Range (W Kaswor m1983, per-s. comun.).

) Seasonal Habitat Preference

No detailed study of habitat use by black bears in the |ower
Cark Fork River area was available. Only broad generalizations
were reported in existing big gane references, i.e. "black bears
ageg)commn t hroughout the Thonpson Falls district" (Wckwerth
1959).

Studies of black bears in other areas of northwestern Mntana
reveal ed that permanent hone ranges were found in forested | ow
elevation areas. These forested habitats were sites of old burns
in various seral stages. Stream bottons and meadows were season-
ally used in early and md-sumer (Jonkel and Cowan 1971). These
riparian areas were particularly inportant as sites of high nutri-
tional forage, influencing reproductive potentials of black bears.
Rogers (1974% suggested a relationship between nutritional inade-
quacy and reduced reproductivity due to smaller litters, reduced
frequency of litters and a raising of the mninum breeding age.

The riparian areas also provide inportant denning sites for
bl ack bears. The base of a hollow tree was the site nost often
used i n denni n? (Jonkel and Cowan 1971). The najori tJ’ of bl ack
bear dens were tound at the base of hol | ow cottonwoods in the
Fi sher River bottom ands (G |1 espie 1977).

Specific habitat use by grizzly bears in the ark Fork drain-
age is unknown. A current research project in the Cabinet Mun-
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tains will determne habitat preference. Generally, grizzly bears
prefer relatively open areas with early successional sites being
prime grizzly habitat (Erickson 1976). Riparian areas are "key"
habitat for %ri zzl'y bears during Sﬁl’i ng (C. Jonkel 1983, pers.
commun. ), while early successional shrubfields provide inportant
forage areas in late sumrer and fall.

3) Population Status

U S. Forest Service estimates of black bears found in the
entire Cabinet National Forest were available for the years 1921-
1939 (Appendix A). These estimtes suggest a trend of increasing
nunbers of black bears by the late 1930°s fol | owi ng a popul ation
decline in 1931. Estimates made by MDOFG for the Clark Fork Manage-
nment Unit suggest a decline in black bear numbers from 1950 (1,325)
to 1954 ¢:25) (Appendi x B).

Popul ation estimtes fromU S. Forest Service records dated
1922-1939 (Appendix A indicate a small population of grizzly bears
within the Cabinet National Forest. A general decline in nunbers
was noted after 1930. Between five and 25 grizzly bears were
estimated by the Trout Creek and Noxon ranger districts during the
construction periods for the cabinet Corge and Noxon Rapids dans
(Weckwerth 1959). Montana Department of Fish and Game estimates of
grizzly bears in the Clark Fork unit were as fol lows: 1951 - 18;
1952 - 25; 1953 - 40; and 1954 - 20 (Appendix B).

1) Assessnent of |npacts

The inundation of riparian and upland shrub habitat resulted
in the loss of key foraging sites during spring and late sunmer for
both species of bears. Additionally, black bear denning sites were
likely lost. The presence of gri zzl_% bears on both sides of the
Cark Fork River suggests that possible travel corridors have been
interrupted 'by the creation of the reservoirs (C Jonkel 1983,
pers. conmun. ).

5 EstinmatedLosses Duetothe g et

-Quantitative | oss estimate for bears is based on the
loss of inportant foraging areas:

Cabi net  Gorqge Noxon ThonpsonFal | s
| nundat ed Acres

(% total) (wtotal) acres | ost
Grassl and/ hay nmeadows 119 .183 X347 4164
Shrub steppe . 157 122 42- 54
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6) Derivation of Losses

The negative impacts associated with |oss of denning sites and
disruption of travel corridors was unquantifiable. To determne
| osses attributable to inundation of inportant forage sites, the
number of acres of grassl and/ hay meadows (41-64) and shrubfiel ds
42-54) was cal cul ated based on percentages from the Cabinet Corge
.119 ‘and .157) and Noxon Rapi ds (.183 and .122) projects.
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F. MOUNTAIN LI ON
1) Introduction

The Gark Fork area has always been good nountain |ion habitat
(M Hornocker 1983, pers. commun.). The historical presence of
mountain lions inthe Gark Fork drai nage systemhas been docunent -
ed. Albert Sales is reported to have killed over 500 nountain
lions in the Thonpson River area during his 40 year trapping career
(Roenmer 1936). Mountain lion sign was noted during surveys of
wi nter ranges (Duvendack 1935, Meadows 1937, Roemer 1936, 19381.
The use of river bottom ands by nountain |ions in northwestern
Mont ana was docunented by Hornocker (1983, pers. comun.). Mun-
tain lions probably utilized the areas inpacted by the Thonpson
Fal | sproject The concentrations of big gane animals present on
winter range within the inundated areas provided an abundant food
source. No popul ation estinmates were avail able.

2) Assessment of Inpacts

The | oss of habitat capable of sustaining the prey base (deer)
woul d have a detrimental effect on the mountain |ion popul ation
(M Hornocker 1983, pers. comun.). Additionally, the disruption
of mountain lion territories would have a ne?atlve i npact on the
popul ation. It is believed the disruption of nountain lion
territories by the loss of habitat or prey base (ie. inundation of
habitat by a reservoir) woul d displace individuals and have an
adverse effect on lions occupying adjacent territories. The
overal | disruption of the territorial behavior would have a
negative inpact to the mountain lion population (M Hornocker 1983,
pars. commn.).

3) Estimated Losses Due to the Project
-No quantitative loss estimte for mountain lions was devel oped.
-Quantitative |l oss estimate for prey species:

Wite-tailed deer - 21-47
Yul e deer spring range - 4164 acres.

4) Derivation of Loss Estimmtes

It was not possible to determne |osses of actual nunbers of
mountain lions: however, because of the dependence of this sPecies
on ungulate prey species, it was agreed to express nountain |lion
|l osses in terms of the deer |osses which occurred. The derivation
of the loss estimtes for white-tailed deer (21-47) and nule deer
(41-64 acres spring range) were reported i n previous sections.
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G  BOBCAT
) Introduction

Bobcats probably utilized the habitats flooded by the project.
The abundant small manmal and bird popul ations associated wth
riparian habitats provided a Brey base for resident bobcats. No
current information is available to describe bobcat use of the
remai ni ng habi tat: however, a current graduate student project in
the area may define specific habitat requirenents.

2) Population Status

No popul ation estimtes were availabl e; however, Cool ey (1957)
rePorted that bobcats were increasing and were killed in consider-
ag g numbers by local residents along the |ower Cark Fork River in
1956.

3) Assessment of Impacts

The fl oodi ng of the riparian areas and adjacent upland habi -
tats, and the subsequent [oss of the prey base supported by this
habitat likely resulted in a detrinental inpact on the resident
bobcats (H Hash 1983, pers. commn.).

4) Estimated Losses Dueto theProjects

-No quantitative |oss estimtes were determned, although it
was recogni zed that negative inpacts occurred (loss of prey
base). It was agreed, during coordination neetings, that
adequacy of mtigation for bobcats will be assessed by inter-
agency review during Phase 2. It is likely that nitigation
almed at other target species will include habitat manipul a-
tions which may result 1n an increased prey base adequate to
of fset negative inpacts to bobcats.
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H RMERAMR

1) I'ntroduction

Historical records docunent the presence of river Qiter in the
lower Cark Fork River drainage (Ferris 1873, US. Dep. Agric.
1919-1941).  Alongtine trapper of the 1920-1960 period, Carl
Hol mes, apparently trapped a nunber of river otter in the |ower
Gark Fork River (R Browne 1983, pers. commn.). Currently, one
river otter has been sighted in the Martin Bay area of Noxon Reser-
voir (R Wodworth 1983, pers. commun.). Adjacent areas are known
to support otters. US. Forest Service biol ogyst Jerry Deibert
(1983, pers. comun.) reports otters are found in the river reach
near Plains ﬁ]upstreamfro.m Thonpson Fal I's). Three otter were
trapped in the Thonpson River during the past two years (S. Riley
1983, pers; . conmun. ).

2) Seasonal Habitat Preference

Fromstudies of otters in Idaho, Melquist and Hornocker (1983)
found that otters preferred valley to nountain habitats, and stream
associ ated habitats to lakes, reservoirs and ponds. Fish were the
most i nport ant pre?/_ species. Kokanee salnon, |argescale suckers,
and rﬁount%[n whitefish were the three major fish species occurring
in their diets.

Seasonal habitat use was described by Mel quist and Hornocker
(1983). Open mar shes, swanps and backwater sloughs found al ong
rivers were used nost often during summer. Unobstructed forest
streans were used during winter. Activity centers were often
located at log jams especially during the fall.

Den and resting sites were selected based on the protection
and seclusion they provided. Natural formations and man-made
structures were used. Active and abandoned beaver bank dens and
| odges were used nore often than any other kind of den or resting
site. Dense riparian vegetation waS also a preferred resting site.

3) Popul ation Status

The Cabinet National Forest estimated five otters per year
from1938-1941 for the entire forest (U S. Dep. Agric. 1919-1941).
Mont ana Departnent of Fish and Cameharvest records for the years
1956- 1964 ranked District 1 (northwest Montana) second in total
harvest. The annual harvest ranged from 14-25 otters with an
average of 17.4 otters (Rongrud 1964).

Mel qui st and Hornocker's (1983) study in west central |daho
|%rovi des the only density estimates for river otter in the northern
ocky Mount ains” Based on their studies of the Payette River
drai na?e, they reported a density range of 2.7 kmand 5.8 km per
otter Tor ail "habitats considered (includingstreans, |akes, ponds,
and reservoirs?.
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4 Assessnent of Inpacts

The transformation of a river habitat to a reservoir habitat
has resulted in the follow ng inpacts: 1) during clearing of the
I npoundment areas, riparian vegetation and natural obstructions
such as log jans were renoved; 2) reservoir fluctuations, prior to
installation of taintor gates in 1983, exposed bare banks and
nudflats offering little escape cover; 3) reduced beaver popul a-
tions limted the number of bank dens and |odges available for
otter den sites: and 4) flooding of marshes, swanps and sl oughs
renoved sunmer foraging areas. The conbined effect of these Im
pacts has been detrinmental to the river otter Bopulat|on. Reser -
voirs in the Idaho study were virtually unused by otters because
there was insufficient escape cover and resting sites along the
shoreline (W Mel qui st 1983, pers. commun.).

5) Estimated Losses Due to the Project

-Quantitative loss estimtes: (This indicates a [oss of the
ability of the habitat to support these individuals):

-Nunber of river otter lost due to inundation of habitat -
2-4

6) Derivationof Loss Estinates

The range of |oss estimates was determ ned by conbining the
density estimates (2.7 km- 5.8 kmper otter) fromthe Melquist and
Hor nocker st udy (198% with the known length of waterway for the
reservoir. The two density figures fromthe Ml quist and Hornocker
él98$ study represent the high and [ow estinates and were used to

etermne the loss estimte bounds

9.6 km5.8 (knotter) = 1.6
96kmz7(mmna):%2

Range river otters |ost

The | oss estimtes assumed that all river otter were [ost due to
the construction of the Thonpson Falls project.

26



|, BEAVER

1) I'ntroduction

Early records docunent the presence of beaver on the |ower
Cark Fork River area (Ferris 1873, Wite 1950). %{ the late
1940' s beaver were conmon and found all along the dark Fork River
and the |ower sections of the side drainages (Cooley 1957, A
Cheney 1983, pers. commun). The first general beaver season
occurred in the winter of 1953-1954. Popul ation trends were noni-
tored by aerial surveys and harvest information (Haw ey 1957, 1958,
Rognrud™ 1964) .

) Seasonal Habitat Preference

Beavers are known to occupy large rivers (Martin 1977) as wel |
as small nountain streams. Due to the large volune of flow and the
i npossi bility of construction of dams and |odges nost beaver reside
in bank dens, although |odges and dans have been found in side
channel s and backwater areas.

W1l ow and young cottonwoods are the primary food source on
western Montana rivers (Townsend 1953). Wnter food supplies are
stored in caches in deep water near den sites.

3) Population Status

Beaver popul ations in the Cabinet National Forest were esti-
mted for the years 1939-1941. An increasing trend from1,550 to
2,300 beavers was noted (U. S. Dep. Agric.1939-1941).

Density estimtes were available for the 1950's and are re-
ported in Table 2. Montana Department of Fish and Gane records
i ndi cated reduced beaver populations during 1956 in area 15, the
lower Cark Fork River. Mich of the streamsurveyed fell wthin
the Noxon Daminpoundnent area and Fish and Game personnel reported
that, "the deterioration of the habitat in the inpoundment area
t hrough brush cl earing operations, has been coincident with the
decrease i n nunber of colonies counted" (Haw ey 1958). A decline
I n nunbers of beaver harvested occurred during the construction
years of Noxon RapidsDam(Table 3) and may reflect reduced beaver
nunbers; however, other variables such as current fur prices and
normal popul ation fluctuations may have al so been responsible for
reduced harvest figures.

Current MDFWP beaver cache surveys have focused on the area
fromDi xon to Thonpson Fal I s and i ncl uded the reservoir. The
surveys do not distinguish caches found in the river versus the
reservoir; however, the area biologist could not recall ever find-
ing a cache within the main pool of the Thonpson Falls reservoir
(R Henderson 1984, pers. comun.). Evidence of current beaver
activity within the reservoir has been reported by the MPC biolo-
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Table. 2. Aerial colony counts of beaver trapping areas for Region
1, Montana Departnent of Fish, Wldlife and Parks. Area
15 is the same as the lower Gark Fork Rver area.’
Col onies per Mle
Area 1953 1954 1955 1956 1957
lla .67 1.11 - .45 .53
12a 83 .67 .83
13 -- — - - .71
15 .67 .42 11 .36
l6a .45 .63 - 11 .52
17 .71 .45 -- .42 1.25
- Hawl ey 1958.
Table 3. MNunbers of beavers harvested in Region 1 (northwestern
Mont ana) . '
Year Nunber

1954-55 2,000

1955- 56 1,700

1956- 57 1,100

1957-58 1,100

1958- 59 1,100

1959- 60 1,100

1960- 61 2,100

1961- 62 2,300
- Rognrud 1964.
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gist (T. ONeil 1984, pers. comun.). A current study in eastern
Mont ana, supported by MPC, may further clarify the use of inpounded
areas by beavers. Based on |imted data fromone field season,
beavers were found to occhy several reservoirs but in |ower densi-
ties than adjacent free-flowing rivers (R Bown 1984, pers. commun.)

4) Assessment of |npacts

Data indicates an initial reduction in beaver numbers during
construction of Noxon Rapids dam It is assuned that a simlar
reduction occurred during construction of the Thonpson Falls dam
Beavers currently occupy the reservoir but |ikely at |ower densi-
ties than reported for the upstream free-flowing river. The io0ss
of cottonwood and willows, and the effect of reservoir fluctuations
on dens and food caches offer sub-optimal. beaver habitat and is
l'i kel'y responsible for the reduced densities.

The indirect inpacts have the potential to be nore detrinenta
to the beaver population than the initial direct |oss of resident
beavers, as suggested by Martin (1977). Due to the operation of
nost reservoirs, regulated rivers do not exhibit peak flows, the
primary influence responsible for the formation of new islands and
?ravel bars. Loss of islands and gravel bars in turn results in

oss of the associated early seral species, wllows and cotton-
woods the primary food for beavers. Additionally, fluctuations of
reservoir levels can expose bank dens, thereby increasin? beaver
| osses by predation. Food caches may be washed away or frozen to
the river bed, depending on the flowreginme in winter (Martin
1977:.  Prior to 1983, Thonpson Fal |s Reservoir, a run-of-the-river
BijeCt, exhi bited seasonal drawdowns and probably inpacted the
eaver population simlar to other reservoir projects. Since 1983
and the installation of the taintor gates, the seasonal drawdowns
have been elimnated and the stabilized water |evels probably do
not have as severe of an inpact to the beaver popul ation.

5 Estimated Losses Due to the Projects

-Quantitative loss estimates: (Losses indicate aninability
of the habitat to support these nunbers due to dam construc-
tion and operation)

-MTes of river inpacted
-Beaver col onies |ost | -

w o

5 Derivation of Loss Estinates

Pre-construction popul ation indices of .30 and .63 col oni es
per mle for 1953 and 1954, respectively (Newby 1955), found on the
CGark Fork River between Thonmpson Falls and Noxon, were used to
deternine the | oss estimte ranae for the Thonpson Fal | s project.
These indices were conbined with the mles of river inpacted () to
estimate beaver beaver col onies lost (2-4). This method assunes
the area i npacted by the Thonspon Falls Dam was simlar to
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conditions for the Noxon Rapids Dam It was agreed during the
coor di nation neetings (January 30 and February 1, 1984) that the
current presence of one beaver colony on the Thonpson Falls
reservoir (T. O Neil 1983, pers. comun.) woul d be subtracted from
the | oss estimate (2-4 colonies) to develop the net [oss of 1-3
beaver col onies.
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J. BALD EAGLE

1) Introduction

No records were avaiiable to document bald ea?I e use of the
| ower Gark Fork River prior to the construction of the Thonpson
Falls dam However, both Crai ghead (1983, pers. conmn.) and Flath
(1983, pers. comun.) believe the lower Gark Fork River supported
Winteri ng popul ations of "bal d eagl es and probablz a few nesting
ﬂairs. ~ Adjacent areas, the Bull River and Lake Pend Oreille have

i st or|ca||?/ (as well as currently) supported bal d eagle popul a-
tions (D Flath 1983, pers. comun.).

Recent observations docunent bal d eagle use of the |ower Cark
Fork River during winter (US. Dep. Inter. md-winter bald eagle
counts).  Craighead and Crai ghead (1979) reported use of the |ce-
freekareas of the lower Gark Fork during January. No nest sites
are known.

)) Seasonal Habitat Preference

Food habits and habitat preference have been described by
Crai ghead and Crai ghead (1979) for bald eagl es on the Kootenai
River. Riparian habitat was utilized for perching, hunting, and
roosting. Cenerally trees of all species were used for hunting and
nesting while cottonwoods were preferred for roosting. Gavel bars
and shorelines were used for resting and foraging. During wnters,
bal d eagl es used open water areas for foraging.

A variety of food itenms were utilized. Muntain whitefish
(Prosopiumw ['liansoni) were a prinmary food source during fall
spawning runs. Big gane carrion was utilized during winter. Tur-
bine damaged fish were utilized year-round. Magrating waterfow
and resident upland birds were also utilized as food.

3) Popul ationStatus

Current surveys of md-winter bald eagle use of the |ower
Cark Fork River area have been conducted by the U S. Forest
Service for the U S Dep. Inter. md-wnter count. Mapping of the
bal d eagl e sightings indicate the Thompson Falls reservoir was not
used during ice-covered periods during the recent surveys (R
Krepps 1984, pers. commn.).

4) Assessment of Inpacts

Fall's reservoir has been the loss of vvinteri.nP habitat for bald
eagles.  During periods of ice cover the availability of the food
resource (fish) is reduced and limts the forage flexibility of the
eagles during a time when the food resource may be a limting
factor.  Additionally, the inundation of conifer and deciduous
forests removed perching, hunting and nesting sites. Foraging and

The main i n’ﬁact associated with the formation of the Thonpson
P
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resting areas such as gravel bears were also lost. The clearing of
the inpoundment areas |ikely removed suitable nest sites for bald
eagl es.

5 Estimated Losses Due to the Project

-Quantitative loss estimate of 2-3 wintering bald eagles due
to ice-covered conditions and reduced food availability was
assessed

6) Derivation of Loss Estimate

The best available site specific information was used to
devel op the loss estimte bounds. It was assunmed that densit
estimates for bald eagles found on inpounded, OEen wat er reaches of
the Aark Fork River would adequately reflect the nunber of eagles
inpacted by the loss of this habitat. Md-wnter counts for 1983
conducted by the U S. Forest Service reported 14 eagles within 28
mles of river between the mouths of the Flathead and the Thonpson
rivers for a density of one eagle per 2.0 mles (R Krepps 1984,
pers. comun.). In 1979, Craighead and Craighead reported a den-
sity of one eagle per 2.7 mles for the open water reaches of the
Cark Fork River. Conbining these densities with the [ength of
river affected bg the Thonpson Falls reservoir (6 mles), a loss
estimte of 2-3 bald eagles was cal cul ated.
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K. OSPREY
1) Introduction

No records were available that document the osprey popul ations
present prior to the construction of the Thonpson Falls project.

2) Seasonal Hdbitat Preference

Cspreys require riparian areas for nesting sites and their
primary food source - fish. Several studies document the presence
of osprey on rivers, lakes and reservoirs in Mntana (G over 1983,
Hnz 1977, MacCarter and MacCarter 1979, Swenson 1981). Nesting
occurs along the shorelines and small islands. Preferred sites
include live or dead conifer trees, cottonwood snags, and power
pol es (MacCarter and MacCarter 1979).

3) Population Status

No popul ation estinmates were available to determne the status
of the osprey prior to construction of the Thonpson Falls dam A
marked decline in osprey popul ations was documented in the eastern
United States during the 1950's and 1960's (MacCarter and MacCarter
1979). A simlar decline likely occurred in the western half as
wel I, and may have been reflected in | ow nunbers of osprey
occupying the | ower C ark Fork River areas.

Currently two osprey nests are found near the Thonpson Falls
reservoir ST. O Nei | 1984, pers. commun.). One nest, known to be
active, is located near the mouth of Prospect Creek. The second
nest, found on a platformon a power line tower adjacent to the
reservoir, is not currently active and is in a state of disrepair.
It is assumed that this site was active at one tinme although no
records to document this were found

4) Assessment of [macts

Increased use of reservoirs by osprey has been docunented
el sewhere in Mntana (Gover 1983, Swenson 1981). It is assuned
that increased use by osprey also occurred on the Thompson Falls
reservoir.

5 Estimated Losses/ Gains Due to theProiect

-A quantitative estimate of a net gain of 1-2 osprey nests
was assessed for the Thonpson Falls reservoir.

6) Derivation of Gain Estimates
The inpact estimte was determned by conparing the nunber of
nests currently present (2 to the probable nunber present before

the reservoir. It was assumed that uni npounded river areas woul d
reflect pre-dam conditions. MPC supplied data that indicated a
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density of 0.12 nests per mle along the Flathead River (T. O Neil
1984, pers. commun.). Conbining this density (012 nests per mle
for uninpounded rivers) with the nunber of river mles inundated

by the Thonpson Falls reservoir (6 mles), it was determned that 1
nest woul d be expected to have occurred ﬁri or to construction of

the dam To calculate the net effect, the pre-construction estimte
of 1 nest was subtracted fromthe current nest nunber (2) to derive
the net inpact of a gain of 1 nest. A range of 1-2 nests gained
was established in order to allow for flexibility in determning
mtigation goals. It should be noted that credit was given for 2
active nest sites, even though only 1 nest site is docunented to be
active.
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L RABEDGOE=

1) I'ntroduction

Ruffed %rouse were probably the most common upl and gane bird
inhabiting the inpact area prior to inundation. The mxture of
deci duous and conifer habitat types are typical Ig/ utilized by
ruffed grouse for yearlong habitat (Hungerford 1951). It was
assumed that nesting and brood reari nﬂ habitat was provided by the
ﬁlekc):j duous habitat type found within the mxed conifer/deciduous
anitat.

) Assessnent of |npacts

Approxi mately 347 acres of habitat was inundated when the
project was conpleted. Ruffed grouse occupied a najority of the
Inpact area. The |oss of yearlong habitat capabl e of sustaining
resudent grouse popul ations had a negative inpact on the grouse
popul ati on.

3) EstimatedLosses Duetothe Project

-The quantitative loss estimate for ruffed grouse due to
the loss of yearlong habitat: 28-54 ruffed grouse.

4) Derivation of Loss Estinates

~ Density estimates fromvarious studies (Landry 1980) were
reviewed to determne a reasonable estimte for western Montana.
The density estimtes summarized by Landry (1980) ranged from 0. 07
- 0.55. It was assumed that the density range reported for north-
ern | daho (0.11-0.21; Hungerford 1951) woul d nost adequatel y re-
flect popul ations inwesternMntana. It was agreed to conbine
this density rar;%e with the acreage of ruffed grouse habitat |ost
to determne nunpers of ruffed grouse lost. The nunmber of acres of
ruffed grouse habitat was determned by taking the original 347
acres inundated by the reservoir and subtracting 88 acres that
occurred adjacent to the town and likely did not support grouse
popul ations. The resultant acreage figure (259) was conbined with
the density range (0.11-0.21) to calculate the |oss of 28-54 ruffed
grouse.
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M. WATERFOWL

1) Introduction

No breeding or winter surveys of waterfow were available
prior to construction of the dam H storical records docunent the
presence of geese, ducks and swans on the lower Clark Fork River
(White 1950, Dufresne 1976). Cavity nesting species such as the
conmon nerganser and the common gol deneye were probably present (J.
Bal | 1983, pers. commun.). Mallards, upland nesters, were probably
also found on the lower Cark Fork River. Canada geese were common
on the Gark Fork River above Plains durln? the 1950's and probably
nested on islands on the reach of river below Plains as well (J.
Crai ghead 1983, pers. commun.).

Recent winter surveys reported the follow ng species along the
lover Clark Fork River: Canada geese, mallard, Anerican w geon
fowygf goldTneye, gadwal | and t he ri ng-necked duck ( MDFWP unpub-

i shed data).

2) Population Status

Popul ation estimtes were not available for the years prior to
or inmediately after construction of the dam [t is assuned water-
fow densities were highest during spring and fall mgrations. An
unknown density of geese and ducks were residents in the winters
and nested along the Gark Fork River. Canada goose breeding pair
surveys conducted by U S. Fish and Wldlife Service from1976 to
1983 I ndicate an average of one nesting pair per mle |ess occur-
ring on the Noxon Reservoir than on the free-flowing river (Table 4).

3) Assessnent of lmpacts

Vaterfow production was negatively affected by the formation
of the Thonpson Falls reservoir. Cavity nesting sites utilized by
some ducks were likely renoved during clearing of the inpoundnent
area. At least one island and nunerous gravel bars, preferred
nesting and loafing sites Bellrose 1976) were inundated. | npor-
tant brood rearing areas were lost with the inundation of grassland
habitats adjacent to the river. The negative impact t 0 canada
goose production as a result of construction of hydroelectric
projects has been documented. Bowhay§197a reported a 67 percent
reduction in the goose production the first year followng con-
struction of hydroelectric projects in Washington. The reduction
of productivity was attributed to loss of nesting sites (islands)
and reduced brood size.

Food resources preferred by waterfow species were |ikely
negatively affected by the formation of the reservoir. The [oss of
sl oughs and marshes reduced the aquatic vegetation food resource.
The nportance of macroinvertebrates as a food resource has been
docurrent ed (Sugden 1973).  Changes in the species conposition of
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Table 4. U S Fish and Wldlife Service surveys of Canada geese
nesting pairs found on the lower Cark Fork River. 1

Thonmpson Fal I's to Noxon Plains to Thonpson Falls

Year Total pairs Pair/mle Total pairs Pair/mle
1976 34 .83 65 2.32
1977 48 1.17 75 2.68
1978 43 1.05 50 1.79
1979 57 1.40 94 3.36
1980 53 1.30 65 2.32
1981 53 1.29 62 2.21
1982 35 .85 31 1.10
1983 75 1.83 __ 60 2.14
X= 49.75 1.22 62. 75 2.24

- U.S. Departnetn of Interior, Fish and Wldlife Service, unpublished
data
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macroi nvertebrates due to inpoundnent of rivers has al so been
docurent ed (Bonde and Bush 1982, McMillin 1979).

The formation of reservoirs may have had amfositive inpact in
provi ding stop-over areas for mgrating waterfow. The Iar%p open
water attracts geese (J. Craighead 1873, pers. conmun.). The
Egparent increase in geese believed to occupy the reservoirs (R

nderson 1983, pers. conmun., H Know ton 1983, pers. commun.) may
reflect the general trend of increasing nunbers of geese throughout
the Pacific Northwest (J. Ball 1983, Fers. comun.). Intensive
management efforts on the Ninepipes Wldlife Refuge, Flathead Lake
and the Flathead River may be responsible for the apparent increase
(R Weckwerth 1983, pers. comnm.F

A second positive inpact can be attributed to the creation of
Thonpson Fal | sreservoir. Prior to 1983, the annual spring draw
down resulted in the creation of at least two nudflat areas within
the main pool of the reservoir. These areas were preferred by
goose broods and are believed to have resulted in Increased nunber
of broods in the area (R Henderson 1983, pers. commun.). Survey
flights by US. Fish and Wldlife Service indicated brood concen-
tration areas within Thonpson Falls reservoir (on the |awn of the
Forest Products office) and the big islands upstreamfromthe
Thonpson River as wel|l as, several sites near Plains and Paradise
(H. Nul | 1984, pers. comun.). Since the installnent of the tain-
tor gates in 1983 and the resultant stabilizing of the reservoir, a
50 percent decrease of brood production in the Thonpson Falls area
was noted (T. O Neil 1983, pers. conmun.). Montana Power Conpany
i's managing a five acre parcel near an island used by nesting geese
as potential brood-rearing habitat.  Surveys during the next sev-
eral years will determne if the current nmitigation efforts wll
of fset the inundation of the nudflats.

4) Estimated_Losses/ Gains Due to the Project

. Itwas agreed by the participating entities that the net
inmpact to waterfow attributed to the Thonpson Falls project would
bFf"no effect" based on the bal ance of the negative and positive
effects.
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N PREVIQUS M I NI GAITON

No projects have been undertaken at the Thonpson Falls reser-
voir in order to mtigate the inpacts to wildlife due to the con-
struction of the original dam wever, in the current relicensing
appl i cation for proposed expansion of the generation capacity, a
tenporary inpact to nesting geese was indicated. To conpensate for
this potential inpact, Montana Power Conpany constructed six rock-
pillar type nesting structures on the nudflat within the min poo
area. Al'though none of the nests were used by geese during the
spring of 1983, Mntana Power Conpany will maintain these struc-
tures and monitor their use.

Wth the installment of the taintor gates in 1983 and the
subsequent stabilization of the reservoir, the nudflats used as
broodi ng habi tat were i nundated. A 50 percent decrease in goslings
reared occurred in the spring of 1983. To mtigate for this |oss
of brood habitat, Mntana Power Cbnﬁany cleared nearly 5 acres of
| and adj acent to the reservoir and has planted the site with grass
and |egune species.

Sportsmen groups placed two wood duck nests on Rai nbow I sl and

within the main gool uring spring, 1982. These nests were not
monitored in 1983.
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. SUMMARY

The Thonpson Fal | s dami nundat ed approxi nately 347 acres of
wildlife habitat that |ikely included conifer forests, deciduous
bottons, m xed conifer-deci duous forests and grassland/ hay meadows.
Additional Iy, at least one island, and several gravel bars were
I nundated when the river was transforned into a reservoir. The
| 0ss of riParian and riverine habitat adversely affected the di-
verse wildlife comunity inhabiting the [ower Gark Fork R ver
area. Quantitative |oss estimates were determned for selected
target species (Table 5) based on best available information.

The | oss estimates were based on inundation of the habitat
capall e of supportingthe target species. Wenever possible, |oss
estimates bounds were devel oped by determning ranges of inpacts
based on density estimates and/or acreage |oss estinates.

O the twelve target species or species groups, nine were
assessed as having net negative inpacts. Based on the inundation
of 259 acres of wnter range, an estinmated 21-47 white-tailed deer
were |ost fromthe population. Region-wide density estimtes for
winter range were used to calculated the estimate bounds. The
estimted |oss of 4164 acres of grassland/hay neadows, inportant
spring range for nule deer, was assessed. This habitat also pro-
vided inportant foraging sites for both black bears and grizzly
bears. Additionally, a negative inpact to bears was assessed due to
the loss of shrub areas (42-54 acres), inportant forage areas for
bears during late sumer. It was not possible to quantify nmountain
lion [osses; however, the major inpact was the loss of prey species
and this inpact was estimated. The |oss of 21-47 white-tailed deer
and 41-64 acres of spring range capabl e of supporting nule deer
reduced the prey availability for nountain [1ons. A negative im
Eact to bobcats was assessed due to loss of prey species supﬁorted

the habitats inundated. This loss was not quantifiable, however
the bobcat |osses will be addressed in the mtigation phase of this
report.

An estimated 2-4 river otter were |ost due to the tranforma-
tion of riverine habitat to reservoir habitat and the resultant
|l oss of foraging, denning and resting sites. One to three beaver
colonies were estimated to have been |ost due to the sub-optina
conditions created by the reservoir. As a result of the reservoir
becom ng ice-covered during winter, food resources (fish) were
unavailable for wintering eagles. An estimated 2-3 bald eagles
were lost. Inportant yearlon% habitat for ruffed grouse was inun-
dated and an estimated 28-54 birds were lost fromthe popul ation
based on density ranges.

~ Negligible | osses were assessed for el k due to the | ow popul a-
tion present at the time of construction of Thonpson Falls dam
Only one species, osprey, was assessed a net positive inpact. |t
was estinmated that an increase of |-2 nests was attributable to the
creation of the reservoir. Anet effect of "no inpact" was assess-

40



Tabl e 5.

Thonpson Fal | s dam

| npact assessnents for selected target species - the

Speci es/ Maj or Quantitative
Speci es group | npact s Estimate
Wi te-tailed Loss of winter range 21-47 white-tailed
deer deer
Mil e deer Loss of spring rang2 41-64 acres
El k Negligible losses No quantitative
estimate determ ned
Bear Loss of spring and 41-64 acres

Mountain |ion

Bobcat

River otter

Beaver

Bal d eagl e
Gsprey

Ruffed grouse
Wt er f owd

summer forage areas

Loss of prey species

Loss of prey species

Loss of foraging, den-
ning and vesting sites

Loss of optimal habitat

Loss of winter food
resour ce

Increase in nesting

Loss of yearlong habit at

Loss of nesting and

and brood-rearing sites;

creation of brood-
rearing sites and in-

creased open water areas

grass/ hay neadows

42-54 acres shrub
steppe

21-47 white-tailed
deer

41-64 acres of
spring rang2 for
mul e deer

not quantifiable

2-4 otters

| -3 colonies

2-3 eagl es

-2 active nest
sites

28-54 ruffed grouse
Negative iImpacts
bal anced by

positive inpacts and
mtigation efforts
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ed for waterfow based on the bal ancing of the negative inpacts
loss of nesting and brood-rearing sites) and the positive inpacts
.creatllcfon of brood and stopover areas) as well as current mtiga-
tion efforts.
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Axad XA Cabinet National Forest estimates of big gane aninals,
1919-1939."

Bl ack Gizzly

Year Deer El k bear bear
191 4,600 260

1920 4,550 310

1921 5,0c0 369 510 19
1922 4,800 244 590 24
1923 5,260 288 610 41
1924 6, 550 233 745 56
1925 8, 250 298 835 51
1926 9,000 328 870 46
1927 9, 240 300 910 37
1928 9,550 290 840 49
1929 9,400 300 750 57
1930 9,400 340 750 42
1931 5,000 290 520 20
1932 4,700 450 600 25
1933 4,200 500 600 25
1934 4,000 525 575 20
1935 8, 500 500 550 20
1936 10, 300 600 590 20
1937 11, 000 700 600 20
1938 10, 700 620 650 20
1939 10, 600 650 670 25

- Departnent of Agricul ture, 1919-1939.
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Appendi x Popul ation estimtes of big game in the dark Fork
Managenent Unit (MFQG 1.
Ml e Wiite-tailed Bl ack Gizzly
Year deer deer El k bear bear
1950-51 9,250 6,050 2,830 1,325 18
1951-52 9,450 7,350 3,015 900 25
1952-53 9,000 6,400 2,755 890 40
1954-55 12,180 11,300 4,170 825 20

| Couey,

F. 1951, 1952, 1953, and 1955.
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Appendix C. Population estinates of elk in the Thonpson Fal | s
Ranger District-Cabinet Natinal Forest. 1

Year Estimte Year Estimte
1931 150 1946 500
1932 300 1947 400
1933 350 1948 400
1934 375 1949 1500
1935 400 1951 700
1936 525 1952 700
1937 525 1953 700
1943 500 1954 600
1944 600 1355 600
1945 650 1957 700

I US. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, 1931-1957.



REQUESTS FOR FORVAL REVI EW - THOMPSON FALLS PRQIECT

Mr.. Paul Schmechel, President no comments received
Mont ana Power Conpany

40 East Er oadway

Butte, Montana 59701

M. John Wod, Field Supervisor
U S. Fish and WIdlife Service
Ecol ogi cal Servi ces

Federal Euilding, Room 3035

316 North 26th Street

Eillings, Montana 59101

M. Paul Erouha no comments received
U S. Forest Service

P. 0. Eox 7669

M ssoul a, Mont ana 59807

M. Janes Paro

The Confederated Salish and Koot enai
Tri bes of the Flathead Reservation

P. 0. Box 98

Pabl o, Mbnt ana 59855

M. Janes Flynn, Director

Attention: Dr. Arnold d sen

Mont ana Department of Fish, WIldlife and Parks
1420 East Sixth Avenue

Hel ena, Mbntana 59620



UNITED STATES ’0/9& ,
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR '

SH AND Wi FE SERVICE
Ecological Services
Federal Building, Room 3035
316 North 26th Street
Billings, Montana 59101-1396

fN REPLY REFER TO:
ES May 11, 1984

Bonneville Power Administration
P.0. Box 3621
Portland, Oregon 97208

Dear Sirs:

As you requested, we have reviewed the document. "Final Repor: {March
27, 1984), Phase I Wildiife Impact Assessment and Summary of Previcus
Mitigation Related to Hydroelectric Projects in Montana, Volume Two(a) -
Clark Fork Projects: Thompson Falls Dam, Operator: Montana Power
Compoany,” prepared by Montana Department of Fisrh, Wildlife, and Parks
(MDFWP). In addition to reviewing the final document, we have met with
the MDFWP and Montana Power Company on several occasions to discuss
earlier versions of this document.

The subiect 2ocumert adequately describes the fmpacts tc wildlife
resources caused by construction and operation of the Thompson Falls
Dams. It alsc aprears that agreements reached during corevious
discussions between MOFWP, MPC. and FWS nave been incorporated irzz tnis
“Final Report."

We will attend the upcoming {(May 24, 1984) coordination meeting to
discuss any technical issues that may arise.

Sincerely.

7: 2, 2
/
Lao n G.dZi::'04/7

. Field Supervisor
Ecological Services

cc: Field Supervisor, USFWS, helena, MT (SE}
ARD, USFWS, Denver, CO (HR)
Director, Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife, ana “arks,
Helena, MT



THE CONFEDERATED SALISH AND KOOTENAI TRIBES
OF THE FLATHEAD RESERVATION

NATURAL RESOURCES DEPARTMENT

Box 98
PABLO, MONTANA 598SS
(406) 675-4600
Fred Houle, Jr - Executne Secretary TRIBAL COUNCIL MEMBERS:
Vern L Clairmont - Executive Treasurer - i
George Hewankom - Sergeant-at-Arms J;.....muhwm'..:.:“mm- e
Kevin S Howlert
Robert L. McCres
Soany Morigesu
Muchael Publo
Vicsoe L Seinges
Ron Therrisul
Teress Wall
Mr. James Meyer, Wildlife Biologist

Bonneville Power Administration
P.0. Box 3621
Portland, OR 97208

Dear Mr. Meyer:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Department of Fish,
Wildlife and Park's Project Reports entitled, "Wildlife Impact
Assessment and Summary of Previous Mitigation Related to
Hydroelectric Projects in Montana: Volume two (a) Clark Fork
Projects - Thompson Falls Dam and Volume three - Hungry Horse
Project.™

In general, we agree with the approach they utilized to assess
impacts on wildlife due to inundation by these hydropower
developments. In the final analysis there can always be
discussion on actual values and numbers lost, but their
statements on assumptions and criteria utilized, clarify
procedures adequately.

Specifically, on Thompson Falls Project we offer these comments:
1- page 31; J.3) the mid-winter bald eagle count is coordinated
by the National Wildlife Federation;

2- pages 33-34; K.6) Montana Power Company data indicating osprey
nest density of 0.12 nests per mile along the Flathead River
should reference Klaver et, al, 1982. Osprey Surveys in the
Flathead Valley, Montana, 1977 to 1980. The Murrelet 63:40-45,

Specifically, on Hungry Horse Project, we offer these comments:
1- page 10 - we suggest they add goshawk to the raptor list of
species with impacted habitat;

2- page 15-16 B.2) -~ "Within bottomland areas, mature timber
provided thermal cover...." Wwe suggest a discussion on the value
of snow interception from these habitat areas be added as well.
3~ page 48 K.1) - last paragraph - mid-winter survey data for



James Meyer
June 6, 1984
Page two

Flathead Lake in January, 1984 was 34 eagles and in January, 1982
was 26 eagles.

4- page 52 L.4) - we suggest reference to Klaver et. al.
mentioned above for density figures on Flathead River and lake
for additional baseline data.

Again, thank you for the opportunity to review these reports and
feel free to contact us regarding these comments.

§incerel ’
Kroan T X N

es E. Paro, Director
Natural Resources Dept.

JEP/dch

Enclosure



Montana Department
TFish  Wildlife B Parl

Hel ena, MI 59620
July 9, 1984

M. Jim Meyer

Bonneville Power Adm - PJS
P.O Box 3621

Portland, OF 37208

Dear M. Meyer:
This inpact assessnent presents a thorough and concise analysis of

the inmpacts to the wldlife and wldlife habitat resulting from
the construction of the Thonpson Falls hydroelectric project.

This assessnent, based on a thorough review of the available
site-specific information and pertinent literature, was devel oped
b key professinals wthin the Montana Departnment of Fish,
WIildlife and Parks. It incorporates coments received from the
operator, Montana Power Conpany, and the various agencies involved
in the nmanagenent of the wldlife resource or habitat. The

t horough review of the available information and the extensive
coordination which has been <conpleted has al lowed for the
devel oprent of a conprehensive assessnent. It is an adequate
docunentation of the inpacts to the wldlife population and
wildlife habi t at resulting from the construction of t he
hydroel ectric project and represents good faith negotiations
between Montana  Power Company and the other participating
agenci es.

The assessnments for the other hydroelectric devel opments corrently
under consideration by the departnent include cualitative, as well
as, quantitative inpact assessments for the target species.

Qualitative loss estimates were deieted in the process of
finalizing this inpact assessnent. They are, however, available
and should be wused as guidelines for determining | evel s of

mtigation inplenented.

Coordi nati on between the operator, Mntana Power Conmpany, and the
vari ous agencies in the manaement ofthe wildlife resource during
the devel opment of mtigation alternatives w 11 ensure mtigation
of the i mpacts to the wildlife resources will be achieved.

Sincerely,

»

"&(::(/v\—l"" (L ’l,‘/u‘l .l/L"\

¢ Jawes W Flynn T
Di fgctcr



