Project ID:
24018

Title:
Secure and Restore Critical Fish and Wildlife Habitats 

Section 9 of 10. Project description

a. Abstract 
When Hungry Horse Reservoir filled, 124 km of high quality stream habitat was lost, and  23,750 acres of low elevation forest, wetland, and riparian habitats were inundated, including seasonal habitat for a wide variety of avifauna, spring and fall grizzly bear habitat, and important big game range and calving areas. Similarly, the construction and operation of Libby Dam resulted in the direct loss of 28,850 acres of wildlife habitat. To replace these lost fishing and hunting resources and plant harvesting and spiritual sites, the Salish and Kootenai Tribes have been forced to rely more heavily on Reservation lands, which in turn have been degraded from over one hundred years of private and federal land management and development activities. Rapid residential and commercial growth now threatens the best remaining habitats. 

Low elevation spring and fall grizzly bear habitat on the Reservation is decreasing, while the level of disturbance and the number of conflicts with private landowners are increasing. Because of the limited amount of winter range and chronic conflicts with surrounding ranchers, Tribal biologists now manage elk within the Ferry Basin Elk Conservation Area well below what the summer range could support. Rapid growth and development near or adjacent to lakes and streams has resulted in the loss or degradation of significant riparian and wetland habitats, which in turn has resulted in much lower fish and wildlife numbers than could otherwise be achieved. 

Fish migrations have been blocked  by road culverts, dewatered stream reaches, and irrigation diversions. Channelization, road fill, bank armoring and other encroachments along stream segments have narrowed channels and limited meanders inside floodplains. These developments and others have led to a severe decline in the range and abundance of two native trout species. Bull trout were recently listed under the Endangered Species Act and westslope cutthroat are a species of special concern in the state of Montana.
This program is designed to enhance efforts by the Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes (CSKT) towards securing critical fish and wildlife habitats within the Flathead Indian Reservation. Consistent with the goals and objectives of the 1994 Fish and Wildlife Program, it seeks to rebuild to sustainable levels weak, but recoverable, native populations injured by the hydropower system. The Flathead River and Kootenai River Subbasin Summaries identified the protection of habitats for these populations as one of the most critical needs in the subbasin. 

This project proposal will address these problems by 1) securing habitats through land acquisition and conservation easements; (2) enhancing existing and newly acquired habitats to maximize their value to fish and wildlife; (3) creating a wildlife-conflicts specialist position to resolve wildlife conflicts with surrounding landowners and implement proactive projects to resolve conflicts; and (4) utilizing a balanced system-wide, watershed approach to reverse the downward trends in native species and protect healthy populations. Target species include grizzly bear, elk, all native riparian species, cutthroat trout and bull trout.
b. Technical and/or scientific background

This proposal addresses five of the eleven limiting factors identified in the Flathead River Subbasin Summary: alteration of the littoral zone, floodplain alteration, fragmentation of habitats, human wildlife conflicts, and vegetation change (Ducharme et al. 2000).  It also addresses three of the limiting factors identified in the Kootenai Subbasin Summary: fragmentation/connectivity, vegetation change, and human /wildlife conflicts (Marotz et al. 2000).  

It accomplishes this by securing and managing critical grizzly bear, elk, and riparian habitats; securing and restoring important fish habitats; and conducting focus watershed activities. Although fish and wildlife are separated in the discussions that follow, the quality of habitat in riparian and wetland areas as well as upland areas affects both fish and wildlife. Upland areas that have been heavily roaded or overgrazed affect big game populations, but they also can contribute sediment to waterways, thereby impacting fish and other aquatic organisms. Similarly, when wetlands and riparian areas are lost or degraded, both fish and terrestrial wildlife species suffer. Conversely, habitat improvements in upland areas that are designed to benefit wildlife usually have beneficial effects on fish, just as measures designed to rehabilitate riparian and wetland areas for fish almost certainly benefit wildlife.

 The technical and scientific background for each of these components follows.

Grizzly Bear Habitat

Grizzly bear habitat use can generally be divided into four periods based on seasonal food abundance and bear life history.  During spring, low elevation seep and riparian habitats provide most of the foods available to grizzly bears and are used extensively (Servheen 1983).  Grasses, forbs, ferns and horsetails comprised a majority of the diet during this period.  Carrion and insects are also important food sources.  This is also a period when depredations on cattle (particularly calves), sheep, and other forms of livestock tend to occur (Unpubl. data. CSKT Wildlife Management Program).  During the summer, bears generally move to higher elevations to feed in avalanche chutes, berry fields, and at high elevation moth sites.  In the autumn, many bears in the Mission Mountains return to low elevations to feed on the abundance of tree fruit (mainly apples and plums) that can be found along the base of the mountains.  This is also a time of high human-bear conflicts because bears search extensively for food as they attempt to gain as much weight as possible to survive the winter denning period (Unpubl. data. CSKT Wildlife Management Program).  Human sources of food—for example, garbage, pet and livestock feed, and orchards—draw bears into conflict with people during this period.  Bears generally move to higher elevations in late October and November to den (Servheen and Klaver 1983).  

Although the CSKT manage much of the summer and denning habitat in the Mission and Rattlesnake Mountains specifically for grizzly bears, much of the low elevation spring and fall habitat is privately owned.  Currently, there are 4,502 acres of private land within Situation 1 (USFWS 1993) Critical Bear Habitat and 14,211 acres of private land within important grizzly bear habitat adjacent to the critical habitat (Table 1).  The vast majority of this land is low elevation spring and fall habitat, which is much more limited than the large expanses of summer habitat.  Homes in these areas have increased dramatically (Table 2).  Homes in critical habitat have increased from 25 in 1962 to 58 in 1992, while homes in important habitat have increased from 122 in 1962 to 437 in 1992.  All of this development is located in low elevation habitat. Unfortunately, the pace of development is continuing to increase.

Table 1. Current Land Ownership (acres) of lands classified as Critical and Important Grizzly Bear Habitat within the Flathead Indian Reservation.

Habitat Classification
Tribal
Individual Allotment
Private Fee
State
Federal

Situation 1 – Critical
140,097
1,546
4,502
3,050
0

Situation 2 – Important
75,486
4,010
14,211
2,980
35

Table 2. Number of homes within lands classified as Critical and Important grizzly bear habitat within the Flathead Indian Reservation for the years 1962, 1972, 1984, and 1992.

Habitat Classification
1962
1972
1984
1992

Situation 1 – Critical
25
23
42
58

Situation 2 – Important
122
172
317
437

Bear mortalities are greater on private land than public lands or lands managed similarly to public lands.  Although private, corporate, or Tribal land makes up only 17 percent of the Northern Continental Divide Grizzly Bear Ecosystem, 61 percent of all human-caused mortalities between 1988-1998 occurred on or within 1 km of these lands.  Most of the mortalities were the result of people coming into conflicts with bears attempting to use remnant habitats surrounded by development. Although this analysis pooled Tribal lands with private, none of the mortalities occurring on the Flathead Indian Reservation occurred on Tribal lands.  Over the past ten years, four human-caused bear mortalities (3 females, 1 male) have occurred on the Flathead Indian Reservation.  All of these occurred on or within 1 km of private land. In addition, three cubs were orphaned because of a human-caused mortality on private land. In an attempt to resolve conflicts and prevent mortalities, Tribal wildlife biologists and conservation officers respond to dozens of calls each year.

Maintaining grizzly bear populations in the Mission and Rattlesnake Mountains is an important goal of the CSKT as exemplified by: (1) a prohibition on bear hunting passed in 1982; (2) the development of  the Flathead Indian Reservation Grizzly Bear Management Plan; (3) the establishment of a Grizzly Bear Conservation Area; (4) efforts to acquire and enhance low elevation habitats as described in Section c; and (5) efforts to resolve human-bear conflicts.  However, subdivision pressures continue to degrade existing bear habitat through disturbance, habitat degradation, and direct mortality from human-bear conflicts.  

A more proactive approach to resolving conflicts could allow bears to use these  low elevation habitats while at the same time reducing bear mortalities. In 1997, Tribal Biologists secured funding and implemented a project consisting of an eight-wire, high-tensile, electric fence constructed around a dairy farm that had been the source of numerous grizzly bear conflicts and mortalities.  Since construction of the fence, no bears have penetrated the fence, and no conflicts have occurred at the site.  This past fall, Tribal Biologists documented four to five different grizzlies using adjacent habitats without conflict.  In 1995, two demonstration electric fences (one temporary and one permanent) were constructed around beehives near bear habitat in order to show beekeepers that they can effectively prevent bear damage.  The trial resulted in local beekeepers fencing several additional bee yards in the Mission Valley, which in turn led to a marked decline of bear depredations on beehives. As bear habitat continues to decline and subdivision and development pressure increases, conflicts will become more numerous.  To minimize these conflicts, there is a need for a person to work full time developing a rapport with landowners, managing existing conflicts, and developing proactive plans such as the ones described above.     

Critical habitats need to be purchased or protected with conservation easements in both the Mission and Jocko Valleys if grizzly bear populations are going to persist on the Reservation.  In addition, habitats degraded by past land uses need to be restored to maximize the value of remaining habitats. To maximize the benefits of protected and enhanced habitats, the conflict specialist described in the preceding paragraph would work with surrounding residents.  Money is available through partners for proactive projects, but the conflict specialist is needed to plan projects, submit proposals, implement projects, and monitor results.  

Elk Habitat

The CSKT established the Ferry Basin Elk Conservation Area after augmenting a small local population there in 1985.  Once established, the elk herd grew to a high of 567 animals in 1993. However, because of growing conflicts with surrounding landowners over winter range, the Tribal Wildlife Management Program built more than two miles of electric fence on a ranch within the Conservation Area.  However, conflicts on other ranches persisted.  The Tribal Wildlife Management Program then took steps to reduce the herd to between 200 to 300 animals through increased hunter harvest.  This level is far below the population level that the Ferry Basin Elk Conservation Area could support.

The members of the CSKT place tremendous value on the Ferry Basin elk herd.  Applications for limited permits to harvest the elk have numbered as high as 682 in 1996.  But since the herd has been reduced, applications have dropped. Only 307 were submitted in 1999, a decline attributable in large part to the loss of hunting opportunities.

In order to restore the elk population to a level that the area can support, critical winter range habitat will need to be purchased. Having a conflict specialist to develop proactive projects would greatly improve relations with surrounding landowners. 

Riparian Habitat

Hungry Horse Reservoir eliminated 124 km of high quality stream habitat (Bissell and Yde 1985). Filling of the reservoir also inundated 6,019 acres of low elevation forest, wetland, and riparian habitats, including seasonal habitat for a wide variety of avifauna, spring and fall grizzly bear habitat, and important big game range and calving areas. 

At Libby Dam, 4,051 acres of riparian habitat was lost due to inundation (Yde and Olsen 1994).  Filling of the reservoir behind Libby Dam resulted in the loss of 20,105 acres of low elevation forest, grassland and shrub habitat, including habitat for a most of the wildlife species that inhabit the area.

To replace these lost fishing and hunting resources and plant harvesting and spiritual sites, the Salish and Kootenai Tribes have been forced to rely more heavily on Reservation lands. These lands have been degraded from over one hundred years of federal and private land management and development, much of it beyond the control of the Tribal government. 

Riparian habitat on the Flathead Indian Reservation is currently undergoing many of the same pressures as riparian areas elsewhere.  Riparian sites are undergoing tremendous subdivision pressures, many of which degrade habitat quality and character.

A major concern for the CSKT is the environmental health of the Flathead River.  The riparian habitat adjacent to the river has been severely degraded due to the construction and operation of Kerr Dam and Hungry Horse Reservoir (Mackey et al 1987; Mack et al. 1990; Hansen and Suchomel 1990).  Research conducted by the CSKT in the 1980s and 1990s indicated that the effects of regulated water levels in the Flathead drainage was a result of the operations of both facilities (Suchomel 1990; Makepeace, Unpubl. Data; CSKT Water Management Program).  

The co-licensees of Kerr Dam, PPL Montana, and the CSKT reached agreement with the Department of the Interior regarding the degree of impact upon riparian habitat attributable to the operations of each facility.  That agreement is currently awaiting final approval of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission.  With regard to riparian habitat impacts, the agreement indicates that 312 acres of riparian habitat has been severely degraded by the operation of Kerr Dam.  That degradation will continue under the current operating license due to the dam’s flood control features.

The operational impacts caused by Hungry Horse Dam will also continue degrade the riparian habitat along the lower Flathead River due to Kerr Dam’s operational inability to control the hydrology of Hungry Horse flows.  The amount of riparian habitat affected by these operations is also estimated at 312 acres.  In both cases, the riparian habitat consists of deciduous, mixed deciduous, and conifer habitat types. 

Given the fact that substantial changes in operations of the two facilities is not feasible, the CSKT have chosen to acquire other riparian habitats of similar types and maintain or enhance their features.  These habitats will be located in riparian areas currently or potentially threatened by development or other forms of habitat degradation elsewhere on the Flathead Indian Reservation. Once acquired, they will be managed in a way that maximizes wildlife habitat values and production. 

As mentioned previously, securing and restoring riparian habitat will not only benefit wildlife, but also fish by shading and moderating water temperatures, stabilizing banks and protecting the integrity of channel dimension, improving woody debris recruitment to channel for in-channel habitat features, producing terrestrial insects and leaf litter for recruitment to the stream, and helping to accommodate and attenuate flood flows.

Fish Habitat

This project also addresses directly the loss of fish habitat in the interconnected Flathead Lake and River basin that resulted from the construction and operation of Hungry Horse Dam. Fish passage problems in tributaries to Hungry Horse Reservoir were documented following the reconstruction of roads to accommodate higher water levels (Morton 1955; MT Fish and Game Commission 1963). Sixteen percent of the existing westslope cutthroat trout and bull trout spawning and rearing habitat above full-pool elevation was blocked by poorly placed culverts (MFWP and CSKT 1991). Natural barriers include beaver dams and sections of stream channels that intermittently become dry due to subsurface water flow. In Flathead Lake, fish migrations have been blocked from various human-caused barriers, including road culverts, dewatered stream reaches, irrigation diversions, etc.



This project mitigates the blockage of spawning runs and fluvial habitats by Hungry Horse Dam by restoring and creating spawning habitats within the Flathead Subbasin. The CSKT and Montana Fish Wildlife and Parks (MFWP) wrote a Fisheries Mitigation Plan in March 1991 to define the fisheries losses, mitigation alternatives, and recommendations to protect, mitigate and enhance resident fish and aquatic habitat affected by Hungry Horse Dam.  On November 12, 1991, the Northwest Power Planning Council (NPPC) approved the mitigation plan, called for a detailed implementation plan, and amended measures 903(h)(1) through (7).  The implementation plan was submitted in August 1992 and was approved by the Council in 1993.  The fisheries component of this project is consistent with the original contract signed on November 11, 1993 as well as the NPPC’s newer philosophy of addressing issues via a subbasin-ecosystem approach. Methods employed to improve habitat conditions and biological productivity in  the subbasin will include: collecting habitat and population data; purchasing land and conservation agreements; building consensus among landowners living in targeted drainages; restoring stream channels; using fencing and rotational grazing to protect riparian areas; enhancing stream flows by improving irrigation efficiency and storage; and correcting poorly designed or dilapidated stream crossings.

Focus Watershed Activities

Currently, the Flathead watershed has been radically altered by hydropower and other land uses. With the construction of Hungry Horse, Bigfork, and Kerr dams, the Flathead River system has been divided into isolated populations. The biological effects have become apparent relatively recently.  Many streams in the drainage have become remarkably unstable during the last two decades. Past legal and illegal species introductions are causing problems for the remaining ecosystems.  In the drainage, native bull trout have been listed under the Endangered Species Act and westslope cutthroat have been designated by the state as a species of special concern.  This project component fosters in-kind, out of place mitigation in order to offset the impacts of hydroelectric power to 72 miles of the South Fork of the Flathead River and its tributaries upstream of Hungry Horse Dam.

Although bull trout populations appear to be stable in both Hungry Horse Reservoir and Swan Lake, the threat of development and the construction of new roads and increased timber harvest places both populations at risk.  Coordination between Montana and British Columbia will be essential for the persistence of Bull Trout in the North Fork Flathead River drainage.   

Key subbasins within the Flathead drainage, which are critical to native species restoration, are experiencing a rapidly progressing change in land ownership and management patterns.  Subdivision and residential development of agricultural and timber lands adjacent to waterways in the drainage poses one of the greatest threats to weak but recoverable stocks of trout species.  Plum Creek Timber Company, a major landholder in the Flathead drainage is currently divesting itself of large tracks of its lakeshore and streamside holdings basin-wide.  Growth of small tract development throughout the area and its tributaries is occurring at a record rate. Immediate to short-term action is required to protect stream and riparian corridors through many of these areas if cost-effective recovery efforts are to be implemented.  


In order to properly address these issues, other segments of society and other (non-BPA) funding sources must be involved in finding a solution.  As stated in the 1994 Fish and Wildlife Program (section 7.7), “Comprehensive watershed management should enhance and expedite implementation of actions by clearly identifying gaps in programs and knowledge, by striving over time to resolve conflicts, and by keying on activities that address priorities.”  The watershed coordinator helps to initiate and facilitate efforts for addressing the issues mentioned above and pulling together a plan for mitigation.  If recovery of the fisheries and wildlife resources is to be successful in the drainage, locally lead recovery plans are going to provide the greatest chance for success.  Without local support it is unlikely that local governments and individual citizens are going to allow government initiatives to be implemented. 

c. Rationale and significance to Regional Programs
This project directly address seven of the priority needs identified in the Flathead River and Kootenai River Subbasin Summaries (Ducharme et al., 2000; Marotz et al. 2000). They include: (1) protect habitat of native fish and wildlife populations; (2) reconnect fragmented habitats; (3) restore inchannel habitat structure, function, and complexity; (4) restore riparian and wetland habitats and floodplain function; (5) restore watershed function and condition; (6) replace lost Tribal hunting, fishing, and plant harvesting areas and spiritual and cultural sites; and (7) reduce human-wildlife conflicts. In addition, the project will help managers meet the following objectives contained within the Flathead Subbasin Summary:

(a) Acquire and/or protect key habitat parcels (endangered, threatened, and sensitive species habitats) through purchase, conservation easements, or conservation agreements to assist in maintenance of viable populations.

(a) Protect, restore, and enhance riparian/wetland habitats. Protect critical areas through acquisition or conservation easements. Work through the Focus Watershed Coordination project to identify site specific wetland/riparian restoration projects and to coordinate with landowners, agencies, and other funding sources. Implement enhancement and protection projects for wetland and riparian areas in cooperation with all interested parties in the subbasin as opportunities arise.

· Deal with ongoing recreation-fisheries-water quality conflicts on a daily basis, and educate the public to reduce these conflicts.

· Significantly reduce the level of sedimentation in impacted spawning areas by restoring normative surface-water runoff patterns in upland areas using best management practices and habitat improvement measures and by restoring natural stream channel function and form using soft methods.

· Maintain temperatures within the tolerance range of native fish species by improving riparian and in-stream habitat using stream channel and riparian habitat restoration methods as described by Rosgen 1995.

· Deal with ongoing human-wildlife conflicts on a daily basis, and educate the public to reduce human-wildlife conflicts.

The goal of the 1994 Fish and Wildlife Program (FWP) addressed by this project is the rebuilding to sustainable levels of weak, but recoverable, native populations injured by the hydropower system. Specific objectives in the FWP include: 7.7A, 7.7|B, 10.2A.2, 10.2B, 10.2B.1, 10.2C.4, 10.3A.2, 10.3A.4, 10.3A.10, 10.3A.11, 10.3A.13.
Grizzly Bear, Elk, and Riparian Habitats

The Flathead and Kootenai Subbasin Summaries (Ducharme et al. 2000; Marotz et al. 2000) identify the protection and enhancement of critical wildlife habitats through acquisition, conservation easements, and habitat restoration as fundamental and urgent needs in the subbasin. This is especially true for rare and unique species such as the grizzly bear and for highly productive species utilized by Tribal members such as elk.  Both grizzly bears and elk will benefit if fragmented habitats are reconnected, which will be accomplished by prioritizing acquisitions and easements.  Both species will also benefit from the restoration of riparian and wetland habitats and floodplain functions that will be accomplished through various restoration projects.  Restoring habitats and enhancing elk and grizzly bear populations will in turn address the need to replace lost tribal hunting, fishing, and gathering areas and cultural and spiritual sites because both species have both cultural and spiritual significance to the Tribal membership.  The subbasin summaries also identify a need to reduce human/wildlife conflicts.  This project includes a position for a wildlife-conflict specialist that would work with landowners in and surrounding project areas to allow both elk and bears to utilize protected and enhanced habitats with minimal conflicts.  This is an especially important component where conservation easements are concerned, as existing farming and ranching activities must continue to coexist with increased wildlife use on these properties.  

The 1993 USFWS Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan specifically identifies the importance of maintaining grizzly bears in the Mission Mountains.  In outlining criteria for recovery of grizzly bears in the Northern Continental Divide Ecosystem, the plan states: “Furthermore, recovery cannot be achieved without occupancy in the Mission Mountains portion of this ecosystem.”  Paramount to maintaining occupancy of grizzly bears is the protection and enhancement of remaining low elevation habitat.  In a letter dated May 29, 1998 the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Grizzly Bear Recovery Coordinator stated, “I believe that without the maintenance of large blocks of undeveloped land along the west slope of the Missions, the probability of maintaining a grizzly bear population in the Mission Mountains is very low.”

Maintaining grizzly bear populations on the Flathead Indian Reservation is a major goal of the CSKT as well.  The CSKT developed a Grizzly Bear Management Plan in 1981. That plan, outlines management direction and priorities to maintain grizzly bear populations.  Acquisition and conservation easements were identified as a priority.  The plan also acknowledges resolving human/bear conflicts as an important part of protecting grizzly bear populations.

Big game populations, including elk, mule deer, and white-tailed deer comprise significant subsistence resources for the members of the CSKT.  These resources provide a healthy source of food for the people.  The fragmented nature of much of the summer and winter ranges on the Reservation causes continuing conflicts between some ranches and elk when the animals are drawn to hayfields,  haystacks, and pastures.  Furthermore, the lack of access to these animals by Tribal members on some properties blocks the ability of wildlife managers to effectively manage both the habitats and the populations of the animals.  The proposed wildlife-conflict specialist will also help to alleviate some of the existing conflicts.

     The proposal to mitigate for riparian habitat lost or degraded by the operation of Hungry Horse Reservoir will allow the Tribes to regain lost or degraded riparian habitat values.  Although the habitat impacted by the operations of Hungry Horse Dam will be mitigated for off-site in some cases, the mitigation will nonetheless accomplish the protection of other potentially endangered riparian habitat from further degradation and loss.  Other projects to enhance wildlife habitats on site will also benefit riparian health and result in higher wildlife production than currently exists.

Fish Habitat

This project works to achieve the goals and objectives of the FWP by implementing measures that mitigate the loss of fish habitat resulting from construction of Hungry Horse Dam.  These measures have included direct supplementation and habitat restoration. Implementation of the project will be conducted in close cooperation with Project No. 9101903, which represents a necessary collaborative effort between the State and the Tribes, who share jurisdiction and management in the basin.  

Focus Watershed Activities

As stated above, the Focus Watershed component of this project complements other projects such as the Excessive Drawdown Mitigation Program (project 940100), Hungry Horse Mitigation/Habitat Improvements (9101903), Hungry Horse Fisheries Mitigation (9101901), Hungry Horse Mitigation (9101904) and its sister project in the Kootenai River system (9608702).  It is supported by Montana Fish Wildlife and Parks; the Flathead Basin Commission; Lake, Lincoln, Sanders, and Flathead County Conservation Districts,; the Natural Resource Conservation Service; Citizens for a Scenic Lake County; Yellow Bay Biological Station; etc.  Activities are being coordinated with these agencies and groups to implement plans and projects in the future. All of these activities further the Tribal and state goals of habitat restoration being conducted from a coordinated, watershed perspective.

d. Relationships to other projects 
There has been a concerted effort to plan conservation easements on properties in the Mission Valley. The effort has encompassed much of the low elevation grizzly bear habitat utilizing Land and Water Conservation dollars from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS).  This project, called The Mission Valley Conservation Easement Program (part of the larger Western Montana Project) has had limited success due to funding limitations. The Mission Valley Preservation Alliance, a local-landowner group, formed to promote conservation easements in an area encompassing much of the low elevation grizzly bear habitat in the Crow, Pistol, and Mission Creek watersheds within the Mission Valley.  The Tribal Council supported this effort (Tribal Resolution 98-156), but little has been accomplished because of limited funding.

Several small wildlife-conflict projects have been conducted in the past.  A cooperative project among the CSKT, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and Vital Ground (a private conservation organization seeking to preserve grizzly bear habitat) involved constructing an eight-wire, high tensile electric around a dairy farm that had been the source of numerous grizzly bear conflicts and grizzly bear mortalities.  Since construction, no bears have penetrated the fence.  The CSKT sponsored two demonstration electric fences (one temporary and one permanent) around beehives near bear habitat to show beekeepers that they can effectively prevent bear damage.  This resulted in the fencing of dozens of additional beehive yards by beekeepers in the Mission Valley and a marked decline of depredations of beehives by bears.  The CSKT also constructed over two miles of electric fence on a ranch near Ferry Basin to prevent elk depredations on alfalfa hay fields.  In addition, two separate efforts have been made to construct an electric fence to keep otter from depredating at fish farms.  These projects have been planned and implemented as funds and time allows within the overall Tribal Wildlife Management Program.

Defenders of Wildlife Sponsors a fund to reimburse ranchers for the cost of livestock lost because of depredations from grizzly bears.  They also have funding to implement projects to prevent grizzly bear conflicts in the Northern Continental Divide. 

 The CSKT have acquired over 1000 acres of habitat along the Mission Mountains since 1981.  The majority of this land has been kept as open space and managed as forest and agricultural land where appropriate.  One habitat project has been implemented (Redhorn Range Aspen Habitat Restoration) and another project initiated (Poison Oak Habitat Restoration) on existing or newly acquired Tribal lands.  Securing surrounding lands that may otherwise be developed is critical to expanding and further securing these habitat areas.  For example, a planned subdivision adjacent to the Redhorn Range Aspen Project will compromise much of the value of the project if the property to be subdivided is not purchased and secured.  Many additional critical habitat areas  in need of protection have also been identified.

The Tribal Council has a policy of vigorously acquiring land within the Reservation boundaries.  These lands are managed to provide a variety of benefits for the Tribal membership.  The benefits include wildlife and wildlife habitat.  Much of the land acquired to date serves as important big game summer and winter range.  Other wildlife, including waterfowl, upland gamebirds, nongame birds, mammals, amphibians, and reptiles benefit form these acquisitions.  The Tribal membership benefits from an increased ability to hunt, fish, and gather subsistence and medicinal plants.  Non-members of the Tribes also derive benefits form the ability to utilize these lands for recreational pursuits such as hunting, fishing, wildlife observation, and photography.

The final settlement of the CSKT’s mitigation claims related to the construction and operation of Kerr Dam will be completed during the winter of 2000-2001. This settlement includes provisions for the acquisition of 985 acres of wetland and riparian habitat to replace varial zone habitat lost due to the operations of Kerr Dam on the lower Flathead River. It also includes provisions for acquisition of 312 acres of riparian habitat.  For Flathead Lake impacts, the settlement dictates acquisition of 1,792 acres of wetland habitat to replace lakeshore varial habitat that was lost. Habitats acquired under this settlement will be restored to provide the optimal wildlife habitat and wildlife productivity. In addition, other opportunities for restoration at other sites on the Reservation will be pursued. Wildlife monitoring will center on representative habitat tracts and existing and acquired habitats to gauge the degree of change in wildlife status following restoration activities. It will also maintain long-term population monitoring of particular species.- pull language from FWIS Wildlife habitat monitoring will be conducted to determine the success of various restoration and enhancement actions. 

The Jocko River Watershed Restoration Program is a large-scale watershed restoration project directed at restoration of riparian and wetland habitat and enhancement of native bull trout populations.  This program will involve acquisition and management of Jocko River wetland, riparian, and adjacent habitats and management of these tracts to benefit fish and wildlife resources.

Monitoring and implementation of Flathead Lake fisheries are conducted in close cooperation with Project No. 9101903, which represents a necessary collaborative effort between the State and the Tribes who share jurisdiction and management in the basin. The Flathead Focus Watershed program plays a crucial role in directly integrating the other four Hungry Horse mitigation projects (9101901, 9101904, 9101903, 940100) as well as these newly proposed projects.  This program also dedicates resources toward watershed protection and restoration with the US Forest Service; Lake, Lincoln, Sanders, and Flathead County Conservation Districts; the Natural Resource Conservation Service; Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks; the US Fish and Wildlife Service; the Flathead Basin Commission; Yellow Bay Biological Station; Plum Creek Timber Company, as well as private citizens and interest groups. The Flathead River Focus Watershed Coordinator will also be exchanging information with its sister project, the Kootenai Focus Watershed Coordinator.  Through sharing information, both projects will benefit from each others’ successes and failures. 

e. Project history (for ongoing projects) 

The grizzly bear, elk, and riparian habitat acquisition components of this project are new. Two other components of this project—fish habitat and focus watershed—are parts of ongoing BPA-funded projects (9101901: Hungry Horse Fisheries Mitigation - Flathead Lake and 199608701: Focus Watershed Coordination-Flathead River Watershed, respectively).


The fisheries mitigation component project was initiated in 1992 after NPPC adopted Hungry Horse Mitigation Plan (November 1991, see NPPC program:10.3A.10), and has received annual funding since that time.  The original project (HH Fisheries Mitigation Flathead Lake, Project 9101901) began with a baseline creel survey. Additional support and coordination was provided by the Focus Watershed Program (Project 9608701) in 1997.  Adaptive management is actively being practiced, most notably in the implementation and subsequent completion of the kokanee reintroduction experiment.  Additionally adaptive management is practiced in the targeting of lake trout as a species to monitor because lake trout predation bears so heavily on our ability to mitigate for the losses of species identified in the Fish and Wildlife Program.

Major results of these two components achieved include the following:

Monitoring—

1) detailed monitoring of a five year kokanee reintroduction experiment that   identified and quantified the reason for the failure of the experiment.

2) accurate and repeatable quantification of baseline angler use of the Flathead Lake fishery in 1992-3 and 1998-9.

3) continuation of annual trend monitoring of native westslope cutthroat and bull trout to establish a 19 year period of record.

4) initiation of baseline trends in lake trout population size structure and growth and reproductive parameters.

5) A baseline of lake trout mortality and growth rates, age at maturity, and fecundity were established in 1997 and are annually monitored.  

Implementation—

1) creation of a small tributary to Flathead Lake from a marshy drainage area that  has successfully raised outmigrating cutthroat trout.

2) initiation of a process that includes all stakeholders in the Dayton Creek watershed to begin restoration work and reestablishment of adfluvial cutthroat populations.

3) completion of restoration projects in the Dayton Creek watershed including nine miles of riparian fencing, two off-stream watering improvements, irrigation efficiency improvements, and two stream crossing improvements.

4) initiation of a process that includes all stakeholders in the DuCharme Creek watershed to begin restoration work and reestablishment of adfluvial cutthroat populations.  Protection of approximately 30 acres of riparian and wetland habitat from adjacent livestock by construction of a boundary fence.

5) correction of a culvert passage barrier in Skidoo Creek by reconstructing a degraded portion of channel.

6) completion of five miles of riparian fencing in the Valley Creek watershed protecting stream, riparian and headwater wetland habitats.

7) channel restoration in Marsh Creek.

8) bank stabilization in Post Creek.

9) completion of riparian fencing to exclude livestock from a feedlot irrigation ditch emptying into the lower Flathead River.  

Research results—

1) determination that Mysis relicta abundance in Flathead Lake is controlled by predation (top-down) rather than by resources (bottom-up).

f. Proposal objectives, tasks and methods

Grizzly Bear, Elk, and Riparian Habitat

Objective #1:  Secure critical habitats.

Many important grizzly bear habitat areas in the Mission and Jocko valleys have been identified as being at risk of subdivision development, which would compromise the integrity of the habitat. Key parcels containing elk winter range and having a history of elk conflicts have been identified within the Elk Conservation Area. Riparian areas throughout the Flathead Indian Reservation are at risk of development or are being degraded by current land management. All of these habitats need to be secured to ensure the full potential of wildlife habitat. 

(a) Develop Prioritized Property List.

Three separate lists of properties will be developed based on the 3 types of wildlife values being considered: grizzly bear habitat, big game habitat, and riparian habitat.  The riparian habitats will be prioritized using the method developed for the Kerr Mitigation Habitat Acquisition Plan (CSKT 2000).  This method will be modified through the use of big game and grizzly bear criteria for those types of habitat.

Because it is often not possible to acquire only the riparian habitat on the properties, a ranking and crediting system for other non-riparian habitats located on the properties was developed for the Kerr Project.  This process provides for crediting ratios similar to those utilized in past Bonneville Power Administration habitat acquisitions.  In addition, the Tribal Wildlife Management Program has developed a ranking system similar to past systems used elsewhere in the Columbia River Basin to rank potentially competing properties.

(b) Conduct Cultural Use Survey 

Cultural resource specialists will research, document, and synthesize information about the Salish and Kootenai Tribes’ historical and cultural use of potential acquisitions to provide a context for restoration and mitigation activities. Cultural survey data on traditional-use sites and place names will provide information about what the landscape was like prior to European settlement. This information is often key to determining pre-European fire frequencies because the Salish and Kootenai doubled the frequency of fires in their traditional-use sites. In addition, because Salish and Kootenai place names typically describe the resources that were utilized in an area, a place name survey will add to our knowledge of the pre-European distribution of native fish and wildlife species (we know, for example, much more about the pre-European distribution of  bull trout because of this kind of place-names work). This specific knowledge is essential to fully understanding how a landscape functions, which is a prerequisite for any kind of restoration work. The cultural use survey will also help the Tribes meet the subbasin summary objective to replace lost Tribal hunting, fishing, and gathering areas and cultural and spiritual sites.
(c) Negotiate Acquisitions and Conservation Easements.

A conservation realty expert will be contracted to negotiate acquisitions or conservation easements on properties from the prioritized lists.  The realty expert will work with Tribal wildlife biologists to develop terms for individual conservation easements.  The realty expert will work with the Tribal Land Acquisition Committee when securing properties.

(d) Monitor Terms of Conservation Easements.

A schedule and system will be established to monitor the conditions of conservation easements.  Land technicians will work with landowners to assure compliance.

Objective #2:  Restore and Enhance Existing Habitats.

Wildlife habitats have been degraded across the subbasin.  Secured habitats must be restored and enhanced to maximize their potential for wildlife.

(a) Evaluate Parcels.

Once parcels are obtained aerial photographs and a site visit will be used to evaluate conditions and develop goals for property and habitat management.

(b) Document Baseline Habitat Conditions.

Baseline habitat conditions will be documented.  Types of information to be used to document baseline conditions are further explained under Task g.

(c) Develop management plans.

Once lands are secured by purchase, a management plan will be developed for each parcel or group of parcels.  The management plans will include habitat protection measures such as stock fences or pasture rotation plans and habitat restoration plans, (described under task d)including native plant establishment, weed treatments, prescribed burning, and riparian/wetland restoration, along with other restoration measures.

(d) Develop Habitat Restoration Project Plans.

Habitat project plans will be developed to restore and enhance habitats on existing Tribal Trust lands, private lands with cooperating landowners, and on newly acquired parcels. A variety of assessment, planning, and enhancement activities may occur on these sites, depending upon the specific needs and possibilities of each location. Assessment and planning involves: (1) filling data gaps in our knowledge of acquired parcels, (2) identifying the activities that degraded the parcels, and (3) developing a comprehensive, ecologically based restoration strategy. Some of the potential enhancement activities include wetland construction and restoration, fencing, riparian enhancement, noxious weed control, and revegetation.
(e) Implement Habitat Project Plans

Once plans are established, measures will be implemented on a priority basis.

(f) Operation and Maintenance on Project Lands

Projects will be maintained on an annual basis to preserve habitat improvements.

(g) Monitor Management Plans and Restoration Efforts.

Periodic measures will be obtained at five-to-ten-year intervals to compare with baseline information as described in Task a.  Aerial photographs will be obtained to monitor major shifts in plant communities.  The coverage of noxious weeds will be estimated and monitored on all properties.  Within grasslands the species composition of the plant community, a measure of winter range productivity, and a measure of nesting cover using Visual Obscurity Readings (Martin et al. 1997) will be monitored.  For riparian and wetland habitats, health assessments (RWRP 2000) will be conducted for a baseline to be compared with future assessments collected on a five-to-ten-year interval. 

Objective #3: Manage human/wildlife conflicts within conservation easements and surrounding habitat projects.

If wildlife is going to be able to maximize the use of protected and enhanced habitats, human/wildlife conflicts need to be addressed.  The first set of tasks will involve developing proactive conflict prevention projects with landowners, securing cost-share funding, implementing the projects and monitoring the results.  Another major task will be to manage conflicts as they occur including working with landowners to resolve the conflict and dealing with the individual animals that are involved in the conflict.

(a) Develop Proactive Wildlife-conflict Prevention Projects.

The wildlife-conflict specialist will evaluate past wildlife-conflict sites and types of wildlife conflicts to develop a prioritized list of potential conflict projects.  The conflict specialist will work with residents, landowners, and businesses to develop specific project plans.  Proposals for cost-share funding will be submitted when possible.  Types of projects include electric fencing, attractant source reductions, bear-proofing attractants using various methods (Hygnstrom et al. 1994, Richardson et al. 1991) among other potential projects.

(b) Implement Wildlife-conflict Projects.

The wildlife-conflict specialist will oversee existing crews to implement conflict projects.  Small contracts will be established to do specialized work such as welding or fabrication.  

(c) Monitor Conflict Projects.

The conflict specialist will work with cooperating residents, landowners and businesses to monitor the success of conflict projects.  Success will be measured by an elimination of or significant reductions in human-wildlife conflicts at the site.

(d) Manage Existing Wildlife Conflicts.

The conflict specialist will be trained to handle existing wildlife conflicts.  Duties will include: using aversion techniques, capturing, tranquilizing (Jonkel 1993, Kreeger 1996) and relocating wildlife species, and developing conflict projects as described previously.  

(e)  Operation and Maintenance of Conflict Projects

Projects will be maintained on a regular basis.

Fish Habitat

Objective #5. Conduct Hungry Horse Fisheries Habitat Restoration Activities for Flathead Lake. 

Methods employed to improve habitat conditions and biological productivity in tributaries of Flathead Lake will be a continuation of those employed since the inception of this program and include: (a) the collection of habitat and population data using standard inventory methods; (b) consensus building among landowners living in targeted drainages to foster changes in existing management practices; (c) restoration of stream channels using the natural channel design method primarily described by Rosgen (1996); (d) the use of fencing and rotational grazing to protect riparian areas using methods primarily described by Erhart (1997); (e) the enhancement of stream flows by improving irrigation efficiency and storage; and (f) the correction of poorly designed or dilapidated stream crossings.

Focus Watershed Activities

Objective #4. Conduct Focus Watershed Planning and Design Activities.

This part of the project will result in a coordinated effort toward addressing resource concerns within the Flathead River basin from a watershed perspective.  Pilot projects initiated under this project will help guide the plan for fisheries and wildlife losses caused by Hungry Horse Dam construction and operation.  This project will also include on-the-ground habitat improvement and protection measures directed toward the same goal.  The watershed coordinator will continually search the literature for funding opportunities and new research studies relating to the condition of the Flathead River watershed.


This program fosters “grass roots” public involvement to achieve the goal of habitat restoration.  We will incorporate the principles of consensus, collaborative effort, and interagency cooperation.  Public scoping will be conducted by approaching existing public groups and private landowners to assess their needs and soliciting cooperation.  One-on-one interviews will be used to obtain candid insights. Given the unique stakeholders and personal dynamics within the Flathead drainage, it seems unlikely that a single uniform approach to establishing local watershed groups is going to be successful.  Local watershed restoration is going to have to be dynamic to meet the needs of local communities as well as promote the persistence of target fish and wildlife species. 


Restoration activities will be based upon the latest and best available science.  Activities will be approached in an effort to restore things to as close to what Mother Nature would have had them as possible.  When “heavy handed” restoration activities are necessary, work will always be based upon such natural channel design techniques as promoted by Dave Rosgen.


When on-the-ground projects are implemented, pre-and post-treatment surveys will be used to compare various habitat restoration, passage improvement, and offsite mitigation efforts.  Photo points measure the success of revegetation and bank stabilization projects.  Habitat surveys quantify shifts in cover, pool-riffle run ratio and substrate.  Population assessments compare species relative abundance, population structure, and survival recruitment.  Redd surveys estimate adult spawning population and describe habitat requirements.  Migration counts compare strength of spawner populations.  Please refer to related projects 9101903 (Hungry Horse Mitigation/Habitat Improvements), 9101901 (Hungry Horse Fisheries Mitigation) and the Confederated Salish & Kootenai Tribes Tribal Fisheries Management Plan for a more detailed explanation. 


Other useful information for monitoring purposes includes work currently in progress by the Flathead Basin Commission (FBC), University of Montana Yellow Bay Biological Station, and the Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes.  This includes water quality monitoring done by the FBC as well as work done in conjunction with MFWP through FBC’s Volunteer Monitor Program. Yellow Bay Biological Station & CSKT conduct water quality analyses in their mid-Flathead Lake studies. The Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes have a Water Quality Program that closely keeps track of water quality within the Reservation’s boundaries.  This program also monitors sediment levels and the presence/absence of aquatic invertebrates to determine lake, stream, and river health.  All of this information will be utilized to identify trends, improvements or declines in watershed health.  This information can also be used to identify the need to adapt management practices and/or the need to conduct new research or adapt current studies to better assess watershed health.  

Objective #6. Plan, Develop, and Implement a Comprehensive Information and Education Program to Promote the Project back to Stakeholders and to increase public involvement.

To secure stakeholder support for this project, the Information and Education (I&E) Specialist will develop a comprehensive I&E Plan that will be aimed at increasing public involvement, participation, and understanding of project objectives and activities. The plan will incorporate all types of media and will reach out to schools and organizations utilizing an array of tested and new and innovative initiatives to increase the level of public awareness and knowledge and to gain public support for fish and wildlife restoration efforts. Once the plan is developed, the I&E specialist will work with closely other project staff to implement the plan.

Objective #7. Develop a predictive model of shoreline erosion potential in Flathead Lake.

This objective will be implemented by contracting with a firm specializing in shoreline erosion control modeling.

Objective #8. Develop an electronic-based subbasin plan for Flathead Subbasin.

An electronic-based subbasin plan will result from the efforts of this program coordinating with other BPA projects and other entities in the Flathead drainage.  The initial phase, a subbasin summary was completed in FY2000.  The summary provides background, identifies limiting factors, areas of priority and concern, resource issues, etc. within the Flathead River basin and some implementation strategies to address each limiting factor. Limiting factors identified in the subbasin summary will be further addressed in the subbasin plan.  The subbasin plan will then prioritize subwatersheds according to their recovery potential for each major species.  


The subbasin plan will be an umbrella document encompassing existing and ongoing information  from the Flathead Basin Commission, county and state offices, Hungry Horse Mitigation, Kerr Dam Mitigation, the University of Montana’s Yellow Bay Biological Station, Conservation Districts, and the Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes (see references & above paragraph).  Throughout the course of putting together the plan, the above groups will be consulted and intrinsically involved in the formation, structure, and content of the document.  Public scoping will be conducted by approaching existing public groups and private landowners to solicit their input into the plan. The plan will be developed both as a traditional paper report and as an interactive CD and website. The latter will be continually updated and allow stakeholders to view and obtain (and in come cases interact with) maps, video and digital photography of ongoing projects, technical data, future planning initiatives, and a variety of relevant reports and studies. 

Once the plan is completed, locally based watershed restoration projects will be initiated and recovery strategies formulated and implemented. Easements and long term management plans will ensure that our efforts are long lasting.  Other assurances that our efforts will be long lasting are CSKT ordinances such as the Aquatic Lands Conservation Ordinance, CSKT Streamside Ordinance, CSKT Tribal Forestry Best Management Practices, and CSKT Water Quality Ordinance.  Improved biological production and increased fish growth potential in the tributaries, rivers, and closed-basin lakes and ponds are an expected outcome of these efforts.

g. Facilities and equipment

Grizzly Bear, Elk, and Riparian Habitats

The Tribal Wildlife Management Program proposes to play a lead role in the acquisition, management, and monitoring of the habitat acquired or protected under this part of the habitat mitigation program.  The needs for these activities entail facilities, personnel, vehicles and equipment. The facilities include both office and equipment storage space.  Specific equipment needs include vehicles, which would be leased from the General Services Administration, computer equipment, office supplies and field equipment.  The CSKT’s Wildlife Management Program employs seven wildlife biologists and four wildlife technicians.  Additional wildlife biologists, a riparian/wetland ecologist, a land steward, and a wildlife-conflict specialist are proposed positions to be hired under this proposal.  

Fish Habitat

The following facilities and equipment are needed for this component of the project: a 23 foot welded aluminum boat with 250 hp outboard motor, office space, laboratory, microscopes, computers, and vehicles, all adequate to achieve the project objectives.  The CSKT have a 23 foot welded aluminum boat, office space, laboratory, microscopes, computers and vehicles, all of which are adequate to achieve the objectives.  The Tribes employ a staff of four trained biologists, six experienced technicians, and numerous specialists on retainer for specific project needs.  The subcontractor, Flathead Lake Biological Station also has boats, sampling gear, water quality measuring instruments, computers, and personnel more than adequate to achieve the research objectives.

Focus Watershed Activities

The CSKT complex contains several buildings containing office space, computer equipment, and vehicle compounds sufficient for this component's staff.  However administrative assistance dollars are needed to help with billing, budget tracking, etc.  Office space rental may become an issue in the future. This component of the project works closely with those projects mentioned above in Section 7c making SCUBA and snorkel gear, electrofishing equipment, GPS equipment, and sampling/monitoring equipment available from these other programs.
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Grizzly Bear, Elk, and Riparian Habitat Component

Art Soukkala

.1 FTE

· Bachelor of Science, Wildlife Management, University of Minnesota, 1979

· Master of Science, Wildlife Management, University of Maine, 1983

· Tribal Wildlife Biologist since 1991, with experience in carnivore population monitoring and management, grizzly bear management and conflict resolution, habitat restoration, hydroelectric impact assessment and mitigation planning, and multiple use planning

· Formerly employed by Montana Fish, Wildlife, and Parks on Grizzly Bear Research Project (1990).

· Formerly employed by Montana Cooperative Wildlife Research Unit studying impacts of Kerr Hydroelectric Project on Semi-aquatic Furbearers in the lower Flathead River Drainage, Flathead Indian Reservation (1987-1990).

· Formerly employed by Normandeau Associates Environmental Consultants, Bedford, NH, conducting baseline wildlife studies and impact assessment (1983-1986).

Art’s expertise, as it relates to this project, is in the areas of wildlife habitat restoration, wildlife /human conflict resolution, and land-use planning.  He is very knowledgeable with regard to carnivore population analysis and management, grizzly bear management, and wildlife habitat analysis and restoration.  He has an extensive knowledge of the habitat conditions and issues on the Flathead Indian Reservation.  He has also been involved in all phases of wildlife habitat impact assessment and the development of wildlife habitat mitigation proposals and habitat restoration plans for Kerr Dam. In addition he has a working knowledge of GIS using Arc/Info.

Dale Becker

.05 FTE

· Bachelor of Science, Wildlife Biology, University of Montana , 1980

· Master of Science, Wildlife Biology, University of Montana, 1984

· Certified Wildlife Biologist (The Wildlife Society, 2000

· Tribal Wildlife Program Manager since 1989, involved with mitigation planning for hydroelectric facilities, transportation planning, program administration and oversight

· Formerly employed as a Wildilfe Research Specialist by the University of Montana

Dale’s experience related to this proposal results from extensive experience with land management issues and his knowledge of the on-the-ground management needs for wildlife and wildlife habitat resources on the Flathead Indian Reservation.  He has also been involved with various hydroelectric mitigation issues and working groups and committees involved with wildlife mitigation for Kerr Dam, Hungry Horse Dam, and Libby Dam since 1989.  He has and extensive background in technical writing and has produced numerous publications and technical reports.  A copy of these can be submitted upon request.

Dan Lipscomb

.05 FTE

· Bachelor of Science, Wildlife Biology, University of Montana, 1990

· Tribal Wildlife Biologist since 1991, involved with big game population inventories and development of management prescriptions, wildlife-conflict management, and land management and land-use planning issues

· Formerly employed by the U. S. Forest Service, conducting riparian habitat and rare plant research

Dan’s experience with land management and land-use planning issues on the Reservation and his extensive experience with wildlife-conflict management provide him with an insight of the array of wildlife habitat issues on the Reservation.  His work with the big game populations provide him with a strong knowledge base related to the habitat needs of these species and the limitations of those habitats.

Stacy Courville

.05 FTE

· Bachelor of Science, Wildlife Biology, University of Montana, 1991 

· Tribal Wildlife Biologist since 1995, involved with habitat analysis, land-use planning and management, habitat assessment, forest management planning, habitat management prescriptions, and wildlife-conflict management

· Formerly employed by the University of Montana as a District Wildlife Biologist, involved with baseline habitat analysis, interdisciplinary land management planning, carnivore inventory and management, and human/wildlife conflict resolution

Stacy’s experience in the areas of land management planning and habitat management give him an strong insight into the local situation and the issues facing wildlife resources on the Reservation.  His work with carnivore management and wildlife conflicts also provides him with a good base of knowledge upon which to build habitat management plans.

Fish Habitat Component

Barry Hansen (0.2 FTE)

· Bachelor of Science, Tulane University, New Orleans, Louisiana, 1974

· Master of Science, University of Montana, Missoula, Montana, 1988

· Certified Fisheries Scientist (American Fisheries Society)

· Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes, Fisheries biologist conducting mitigation, monitoring, research, and review.

· Formerly employed by Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks and the U.S. Forest Service

Barry’s expertise for this job results from extensive experience in conducting fisheries research and implementation projects under NPPC direction.  Those projects include instream flow studies, reservoir fluctuation studies, and the current supplementation, monitoring and stream restoration projects conducted over the last five years.  For each project a completion report was prepared resulting in a total of eight reports submitted to BPA.

Hansen, B., and J. DosSantos. 1997. Distribution and management of bull trout populations on the Flathead Indian Reservation, western Montana, USA. ed. Mackay, W.C. et al. Friends of the Bull Trout Conference Proceedings.

Hansen, B. 1990. Changes in the benthic community of Lake Creek, MT, resulting from mine tailings contamination. Pp. 119-127 in: Proceedings of the Clark Fork River Symposium. University of Montana, Missoula, MT.

And reports listed above as project accomplishments.

Les Evarts (0.05 FTE)

· Bachelor of Science, University of Montana, Missoula, Montana, 1978

· Master of Science, Montana State University, Bozeman, Montana, 1985

· Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes, Fisheries Program Manager

· Formerly employed by Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks (1983-1989)

Focus Watershed Component

The Flathead River Focus Watershed program is staffed by Lynn S. DuCharme since its inception.  Prior to this position, Lynn worked as an independent soil consultant and for Gallatin County Health Department as an Environmental Health Specialist.  Prior to the health department, she worked for Soil Services Company, Inc. as a soil consultant.  She completed her Masters degree in Soil Science at Montana State University in May of 1994.  Lynn worked part time while getting her B.S. degree in Environmental Science for Environmental Information Services performing wetland delineations and other environmental assessments. All of these employment positions and educational opportunities provided a diverse array of environmental background as well as helped strengthened Lynn’s people and communication skills.  Her educational background provides a strong base for this position with a wide array of course work and projects in the environmental studies area.  
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