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FIGURE D-1.

LOCATION OF THE PLANNING AREA AND HCP PROJECT AREA
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FIGURE D-2. LOCATION OF DNRC LAND OFFICES AND ADMINISTRATIVE UNITS
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FIGURE D-3.
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FIGURE D-4A. EXISTING ROADS IN THE STILLWATER BLOCK
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FIGURE D-4B. TRANSPORTATION PLAN FOR THE STILLWATER BLOCK UNDER THE PROPOSED

HCP
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FIGURE D-5A. EXISTING ROADS IN THE SWAN RIVER STATE FOREST
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FIGURE D-5B. TRANSPORTATION PLAN FOR THE SWAN RIVER STATE FOREST UNDER THE
PROPOSED HCP

Swan River |
State Forest |

{

ALY 1 'l 1
""f' ,:1 w ﬂ

.,\5&

Restricted Roads |:' g\gmz::;atwe Lk Private Land D US Forest Service
~ (Non-Swan River State Forest)

[ HCP Project Area Plum Creek w11 | ands
Open Roads DNRC Land Timber Co.

(Non-Swan River State Forest) -

not included in HCP

SWAN RIVER STATE FOREST :
DNRC EXISTING ROADS
Open 170 {Hwy J‘Counly} Open Yaar Round Open Year-Round Open Year-Round 0 05 1 2 3
Open - 190 (Forest Road) Open Year-Round Open Year-Round Open Year-Round " . 1 4 1 o |
Restricted - 120, 121 Closed Year-Round Open Year-Round Open Year-Round ' Miies
Restricted — 125,126 Closed Year-Round Restricted Seasonally Restricted Seasonally
i ACTIVIT
SWAN RIVER STATE FOREST
DNRC PROPOSED ROADS 1
Symbol _ Seasonz : (Pertaining to "Restricted Seasonally™ Restriction T
L Spnng Reslnchons (Apnl 1-.I|.me 15) Area of Interest
File: B-6B.mxd

Montana DNRC D-13
EIS

Appendix D
EIS Figures






FIGURE D-6A. MAJOR LAKES AND RIVERS IN THE NORTHWESTERN LAND OFFICE
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FIGURE D-6B. MAJOR LAKES AND RIVERS IN THE SOUTHWESTERN LAND OFFICE
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FIGURE D-6C. MAJOR LAKES AND RIVERS IN THE CENTRAL LAND OFFICE
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FIGURE D-7. LOCATIONS OF THE AQUATIC ANALYSIS UNITS IN THE PLANNING AREA
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FIGURE D-8A. LOCATIONS OF GRAZING LICENSE PARCELS WITH AND WITHOUT HCP FISH-
BEARING STREAMS WITHIN THE NORTHWESTERN LAND OFFICE
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FIGURE D-8B. LOCATIONS OF GRAZING LICENSE PARCELS WITH AND WITHOUT HCP FISH-
BEARING STREAMS WITHIN THE SOUTHWESTERN LAND OFFICE

®  Major City

Major Road

Grazing License Parcels
[~ "] No HCP Fish Species

[ | HCP Fish Species

I Hep Project Area

I ONRC Land not included in HCP

l:l Aguatic Analysis Units SWLO i Ci !

0 10 20 40
Flle name: C-6b.mxd ——t —_—

Miles Area of Interest

Montana DNRC D-25 Appendix D
EIS EIS Figures






FIGURE D-8C.

LOCATION OF GRAZING LICENSE PARCELS WITH AND WITHOUT HCP FISH-

BEARING STREAMS WITHIN THE CENTRAL LAND OFFICE
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FIGURE D-9. LOCATION OF PRIORITY FISH PASSAGE BARRIER CULVERTS WITHIN THE HCP
PROJECT AREA
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FIGURE D-10A. LOCATION OF SENSITIVE PARCELS IN THE NORTHWESTERN LAND OFFICE
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FIGURE D-10B. LOCATION OF SENSITIVE PARCELS IN THE SOUTHWESTERN LAND OFFICE
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FIGURE D-10C. LOCATION OF SENSITIVE PARCELS IN THE CENTRAL LAND OFFICE
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FIGURE D-11. DISTRIBUTION OF COLD-WATER FISH SPECIES WITHIN THE PLANNING AREA
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ANALYSIS UNIT FOR THE NORTHWESTERN LAND OFFICE
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FIGURE D-12B. BULL TROUT DISTRIBUTION WITHIN THE HCP PROJECT AREA BY AQUATIC
ANALYSIS UNIT FOR THE SOUTHWESTERN LAND OFFICE
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FIGURE D-12C. BULL TROUT DISTRIBUTION WITHIN THE HCP PROJECT AREA BY AQUATIC

ANALYSIS UNIT FOR THE CENTRAL LAND OFFICE

\
B Sk
L R

Fm e M
33 50

A,
e

S

1, .". "
Nufor hisdop , 2

:

®  Major City
Major Road
Bull trout distribution N -
e A S NELD ~—
- HCP Project Area ~ L 7~
I DNRC Land not included in HCP “\;- smo:; co ;--: 1, mo |
. . . 'Y G S0
E Aquatic Analysis Unit 0 15 30 60 \ e )
1 i " L 'l L n i 1 \‘___._,r\_.
' Miles '
File: C-10c.mxd Area of Interest
Montana DNRC D-43 Appendix D
EIS EIS Figures






FIGURE D-13. LOCATION OF BULL TROUT CORE AREAS WITHIN THE HCP PROJECT AREA
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FIGURE D-14. LOCATION OF BULL TROUT CRITICAL HABITAT WITHIN THE HCP PROJECT AREA
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FIGURE D-15A. WESTSLOPE CUTTHROAT TROUT DISTRIBUTION BY AQUATIC ANALYSIS UNIT IN
THE NORTHWESTERN LAND OFFICE
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FIGURE D-15B. WESTSLOPE CUTTHROAT TROUT DISTRIBUTION BY AQUATIC ANALYSIS UNIT IN
THE SOUTHWESTERN LAND OFFICE
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FIGURE D-15C. WESTSLOPE CUTTHROAT TROUT DISTRIBUTION BY AQUATIC ANALYSIS UNIT IN
THE CENTRAL LAND OFFICE
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FIGURE D-16.

COLUMBIA REDBAND TROUT DISTRIBUTION BY AQUATIC ANALYSIS UNIT IN THE
NORTHWESTERN LAND OFFICE
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FIGURE D-17. GRIZZLY BEAR DISTRIBUTION IN WESTERN MONTANA
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FIGURE D-18A. WILDLIFE LINKAGE ZONES IN THE PLANNING AREA AND HCP PROJECT AREA
WITHIN THE NORTHWESTERN LAND OFFICE
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FIGURE D-18B. WILDLIFE LINKAGE ZONES IN THE PLANNING AREA AND HCP PROJECT AREA
WITHIN THE SOUTHWESTERN LAND OFFICE

® Major City
Major Road
Major River
HCP Project Area

Servheen (2003) Linkage Zone

Swan Agreement Linkage Zone MALO NELO
|| DNRC Linkage Zone i ) % -
Major Lake sLO
0 25 50
Flle name: C-15b.mxd | } + - |
Miles Area of Interest
Montana DNRC D-61 Appendix D

EIS EIS Figures






FIGURE D-18C. WILDLIFE LINKAGE ZONES IN THE PLANNING AREA AND HCP PROJECT AREA

WITHIN THE CENTRAL LAND OFFICE
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FIGURE D-19. CANADA LYNX DISTRIBUTION IN WESTERN MONTANA
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FIGURE D-20. LYNX CRITICAL HABITAT IN THE HCP PROJECT AREA
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FIGURE D-21. WOLF PACK TERRITORIES IN THE PLANNING AREA AND HCP PROJECT AREA
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FIGURE D-22. BALD EAGLE NESTING TERRITORIES AND POTENTIAL BALD EAGLE NESTING
HABITAT IN THE PLANNING AREA AND HCP PROJECT AREA
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FIGURE D-23. LOCATION OF COUNTY BOUNDARIES WITHIN THE PLANNING AREA
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TABLE E3-1. GRIZZLY BEAR CONSERVATION COMMITMENTS BY ALTERNATIVE

No Action
(Alternative 1)

Proposed HCP Increased Conservation HCP Increased Management
(Alternative 2) (Alternative 3) Flexibility HCP (Alternative 4)

Program-wide Conservation Commitments

Information and Education

Informal training, as needed.

GB-PR1 Information and Education: Grizzly bear awareness information to contractors and their employees and training to DNRC’s employees.

Firearms

Firearm prohibition for contractors
and DNRC employees, unless the
employee is specifically authorized
to carry a firearm under DNRC
Policy 3-0621.

GB-PR2 Firearm Restrictions:

Same as Alternative 1, plus, any employee authorized to carry a firearm under DNRC Policy 3-0621 required to maintain current written
authorization on file.

Food Storage/Sanitation

In contract language for contractors,
as needed informally for employees.

GB-PR3 Food Storage/Sanitation: Within 2 years of Permit, implement a DNRC- Same as Alternative 2.
) . . wide food storage/sanitation order for all activities
New regulations requiring bear-resistant storage (not just forest management). The order would

of food and sanitation requirements for all be designed following IGBC Task Force
DNRC personnel and in contracts for recommendations (IGBC 2005).
contractors and their employees who conduct

forest management activities or camp in the

HCP project area.

Road Management

Minimize total roads on the
landscape and implement measures
to minimize impacts of roads as
described in ARMs 36.11.302
through 313 and MCA 77-5-301
through 307.

GB-PR4 New Open Road Construction in Riparian Areas and Avalanche Chutes:

Minimize new open road construction in riparianzoresRMZs, WMZs, or avalanche chutes.

Active Den Site Protection

Considered on a project-by-project
basis.

GB-PR5 Active Den Site Protection:

No mechanized operations within 0.6 miles of active, occupied den site from time of discovery through May 31, unless DNRC confirms that bears
have vacated den site vicinity prior to May 31.




TABLE E3-1.

No Action
(Alternative 1)

GRIZZLY BEAR CONSERVATION COMMITMENTS BY ALTERNATIVE (CONTINUED)

Increased Conservation HCP
(Alternative 3)

Increased Management
Flexibility HCP (Alternative 4)

Proposed HCP
(Alternative 2)
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Retention of Visual Screening

SMZ rules and forest management

rules (see description under Riparian

Harvest Conservation Commitments
in Table E3-3).

GB-PR6 Retention of Visual Screening in Riparian and Wetland Management Zones:

Provide visual screening in riparian areas as described in Table E-3 for AQ -RM1/and; AQ-RM2-ard-AQ-RM3, and in wetlands through
implementation of forest management ARMs pertaining to WMZs.

Gravel Operations

Adhere to requirements of Opencut
Mining Permit for large gravel pits.

GB-PR7 Noxious Weed Control at Gravel Pits:

DNRC gravel pits will comply with biennial agreements with county weed boards. Noxious weeds will be managed using an integrated weed
management approach. Non-vegetated areas associated with large gravel pits may not exceed 40 acres.

Helicopter Use

¢3

In the Stillwater Block, minimize the
duration of air- and ground-based
harvest to the extent practicable
when conducting project activities in
or near security core and areas of
seasonal importance for bears
through ARM 36.11.432(1)(f).

Make efforts to design flight paths to
avoid or minimize flight time across
security core or areas of seasonal
importance for bears and, where
practicable, to design flight paths to
occur at least 1 mile from these
areas.

GB-PR8 Helicopter Use:

DNRC will design helicopter operations requiring flights less than 500 meters above ground level for forest management activities in a manner that
avoids or minimizes flight time over known seasonally important areas in NROH or recovery zones, scattered parcels in rest in recovery zones,
grizzly bear subzones in rest in recovery zones, and/or federally designated security core areas in recovery zones. Where practicable, DNRC will
design flight paths less than 500 meters above ground level to occur at least 1 mile from such areas.

Non-recovery Occupied Habitat (NROH) Conservation Commitments (Program-wide commitments also apply under Alternatives 2 through 4)

New Open Road Construction

Not applicable.

GB-NR1 New Open Road Construction:

Minimize construction of new open roads, but no target or cap on total road densities.

Granting of Easements

Environmental impacts from
easements considered through
DNRC Access Road Easement
Policy (2004).

GB-NR2 Granting of Easements:

Discourage granting future access easements that relinquish DNRC control of roads, with allowances.

O4NQ eueluoN
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TABLE E3-1.

No Action
(Alternative 1)

Proposed HCP
(Alternative 2)

Increased Conservation HCP
(Alternative 3)

GRIZZLY BEAR CONSERVATION COMMITMENTS BY ALTERNATIVE (CONTINUED)

Increased Management
Flexibility HCP (Alternative 4)

Spring Management Restrictions

No spring management
commitments.

GB-NR3 Spring Management Restrictions:

A. Prohibit commercial forest management
activities during spring period in spring habitat.
B. Prohibit pre-commercial thinning, or heavy
equipment slash treatment during spring period
in spring habitat. Other low-intensity activities
allowed.

C. Annual total of 10 days per administrative
unit for mechanical site preparation, road
maintenance, and bridge replacement within
spring habitat during spring period.

D. Minimize motorized activities in spring
habitat during spring period, except for
necessary low-intensity activities.

E. Allow commercial forest management
activities and low-intensity forest management
activities within 100 feet of an open road during
spring period in spring habitat.

Implement Alternative 2 GB-NR3 commitments
(A), (B), (D), and (E).

Replace commitments (C) and (D) with the
following:

No motorized activities during spring period in
spring habitat, except for seasonally critical
activities — planting, burning, patrol of burns, and
road maintenance.

Implement Alternative 2 GB-NR3
commitments (A), (B), (D), and (E).

Distance to Visual Screening

No distance to visual screening
requirements.

Grazing Restrictions

GB-NR4 Distance to Visual Screening:

Distance to visual screening (vegetative or topographic) in new clearcut and seed tree units no greater than 600 feet from any point in unit, with

some allowances.

No grazing restrictions.

GB-NR5 Grazing Restrictions:

Submit mitigated weed grazing plan to the USFWS 30 days prior to issuing small livestock grazing license.

Cooperate with others to address prompt removal of livestock carcasses identified as creating the potential for bear/human encounters.

Post Denning Mitigation

No post-denning mitigation.

No post-denning mitigation.

No motorized activities within 0.6 mile of mapped

post-denning habitat (slopes > 45% above
6,300 feet) from April 1 through May 31.

No post-denning mitigation.
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TABLE E3-1. GRIZZLY BEAR CONSERVATION COMMITMENTS BY ALTERNATIVE (CONTINUED)

No Action Proposed HCP Increased Conservation HCP Increased Management
(Alternative 1) (Alternative 2) (Alternative 3) Flexibility HCP (Alternative 4)
Gravel Operations
Adhere to requirements of Opencut GB-NR6 Gravel Operations:
Mining Permit for large gravel pits. A. For each administrative unit, up to three specific, active pits per calendar year within NROH and recovery zones, with up to two being large pits.

No restrictions on numbers of pits on scattered parcels outside NROH and recovery zones.

B. Pits used for state and federal road projects that are more than 0.25 mile from an open road will be counted as active pits. Such pits within
0.25 mile of an open road will not be counted or subject to season or duration of use restrictions (C and D below).

C. Pits within 0.25 mile of an open road may be developed and operated without restrictions on season of use and duration of motorized activity.
For this commitment, seasonally restricted roads may be considered “open” during the season they are not restricted under transportation
planning.

D. Operations may occur in pits more than 0.25 mile from an open road during the spring period, but count operating days against the 10-day limit
for low-intensity forest management activities during spring period (GB-NR3).

Recovery Zone Conservation Commitments (Program-wide and NROH commitments also apply under Alternatives 2 through 4)

Habitat Considerations

Minimize impacts to grizzly bear GB-RZ1 Habitat Considerations:
habitat elements project-by-project

with input from wildlife biologist. Design timber sales to minimize impacts to important grizzly bear habitat elements.

Visual Screening

Retain visual screening along open GB-RZ2 Visual Screening: Same as Alternative 2. Same as Alternative 1.

roads, where practicable. .
Leave up to 100 feet of vegetation between

open roads and clearcut and seed tree harvest
units, with some allowances.

Road Closure Maintenance

No requirements for road closure GB-RZ3 Road Closure Maintenance: Examine all primary road closures annually and Same as Alternative 2, and examine
maintenance. Examine all primary road closures annually and repair aI.I |neffect|ve closu'res W.It'hln the operating closures on scattgrgd pargels every
repair ineffective closures within 1 year of season in which they are identified. 2 years and repair ineffective closures

identifying problem. If resources (time, manpower, contracting funds) ~ Within 1 year of identifying problem.

were limited in a particular year due to the need
to address multiple closures, DNRC would
prioritize which closures to address first, repair as
many as possible within that season, and repair
them all within 1 year of identifying.

Grazing Restrictions

No grazing restrictions. GB-RZ4 Grazing Restrictions:
Note: For projects in the recovery zone, this commitment supersedes commitment GB-NR5.
A. No authorization of new, or conversion to, small livestock grazing licenses.
B. No initiation of establishment of new grazing licenses.




SI3

O4NQ eueluoN

TABLE E3-1. GRIZZLY BEAR CONSERVATION COMMITMENTS BY ALTERNATIVE (CONTINUED)

Increased Conservation HCP
(Alternative 3)

No Action
(Alternative 1)

Proposed HCP
(Alternative 2)

Increased Management
Flexibility HCP (Alternative 4)

Post-Denning Mitigation

No motorized activities within 0.6 mile of mapped Same as Alternative 1.
post-denning habitat (slopes > 45% above

6,300 feet) from April 1 through May 31.

No post-denning mitigation. GB-RZ5 Post-Denning Mitigation:

No motorized forest management activities on
slopes > 45% at elevations above 6,300 feet
from April 1 through May 31.

Granting of Easements

Environmental impacts from
easements considered through
DNRC Access Road Easement
Policy (2004).

GB-RZ6 Granting of Easements:

Note: This commitment is intended to complement the requirements of GB-NR2.

A. Avoid granting existing or new access across HCP-covered lands where possible, except for reciprocal access and cost-share agreements.
B. Evaluate and condition easements with bear mitigation measures. Report summary of each easement evaluation to the USFWS.

C. Work with existing and future reciprocal access grantees to avoid or mitigate impacts to grizzly bears.
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Stillwater Block Conservation Commitments (Program-wide, NROH, and recovery zone commitments also apply under Alternatives 2 through 4)

Transportation Management

Reduce total roads to the extent
practicable.

No net increase in the proportion of
each BMU subunit that exceeds an
open road density of 1 mi/mi? from
1996 baseline levels, without bureau
chief approval.

Consider seasonal closures and
activity restrictions for mitigating
proposed actions.

Examine and repair road closures

GB-ST1 Transportation Management:

A. Transportation plan designates permanent
roads needed, roads with seasonal restrictions,
and road miles by road class and type for the
next 50 years (see HCP Chapter 2, Table 2-2 in
EIS Appendix A).

B. Maintain up to 8 miles of temporary roads at
any one time, to a minimum standard and
reclaimed within one operating season following
project completion.

C. Install signs indicating bear presence on
main open (portal) roads entering the Stillwater
and Coal Creek State Forests.

Same as Alternative 1, plus commitment
GB-ST1(C) under Alternative 2.

Same as Alternative 2.

Forest Harvest and Road Activities

Security core area commitments:

No net decrease from 1996 baseline
in the proportion of each BMU
subunit (trust lands only) designated
as security core areas without
bureau chief approval.

Security core kept intact for

10 years, as practicable. Establish
security core in areas of known
seasonal importance.

GB-ST2 Class A Lands:
A. No new permanent roads.

B. Maximum 4 years active forest management,
followed by minimum 8-year rest period. During
the rest period:
1. low-intensity forest management activities
allowed, except as restricted during spring
period in GB-NR3;
2. rest status not applicable during the winter
period (November 16 to March 31);

Same as Alternative 1, plus the following:

Do not allow a net decrease from 1996 baseline
in the proportion of each BMU (trust lands only)
designated as security core, without USFWS
approval. Keep core intact for 10 years, as
practicable. Provide security in areas of known
seasonal importance.

Same as Alternative 2.
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TABLE E3-1. GRIZZLY BEAR CONSERVATION COMMITMENTS BY ALTERNATIVE (CONTINUED)

No Action
(Alternative 1)

Proposed HCP
(Alternative 2)

Increased Conservation HCP
(Alternative 3)

Increased Management
Flexibility HCP (Alternative 4)

Conduct management activities
during the denning period
(November 16 to March 31).

Minimize duration of air/ground
harvest activities to the extent
practicable when working near
security core areas during the non-
denning season.

Provide for secure areas of known
seasonal importance for displaced
bears where displacement risk is
deemed high.

Retain no less than 40% of any BMU
subunit (trust lands only) in hiding
cover.

3. commercial forest activities allowed for
minor projects after the spring period, with a
total of 30 aggregate operating days per year
per subzone, for which two operations within
0.5 mile of one another may count as one
operation and operations within 100 feet of an
open road do not count against the allowable
days.

No salvage allowance unless
activities are conducted during the
denning period or through helicopter
harvest.

GB-ST3 Salvage on Rested Class A Lands:

A. Conduct salvage harvest activities under the
following order of preference when economically
and operationally practicable:
1. during winter period;
2. in an expedient manner if outside winter
period;
3. count operating days from June 15 through
November 15 toward 30-day limit for minor
projects (GC-ST2); and
4. forgo unused annual operating days in
other inactive subzones to compensate.

B. If approach above can’t be followed, DNRC
allowed to interrupt rest period for 30 to 150
days. DNRC not required to restart the 8-year
rest period, but only one interruption allowed per
rest period.

C. Document the necessity for interrupting a
rest period, including preparation of a site-
specific mitigation plan submitted to the
USFWS.

Same as Alternative 1.

Same as Alternative 2.

See Transportation Management
above.

GB-ST4 Class B Lands:

A. Transportation plan designates proposed
new roads (see HCP Chapter 2, Table 2-2 in
EIS Appendix A) and specifies seasonal
restrictions.

Same as Alternative 1.

Same as Alternative 2.
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TABLE E3-1. GRIZZLY BEAR CONSERVATION COMMITMENTS BY ALTERNATIVE (CONTINUED)

No Action Proposed HCP Increased Conservation HCP Increased Management
(Alternative 1) (Alternative 2) (Alternative 3) Flexibility HCP (Alternative 4)

B. Prohibit commercial forest management and
motorized activities on 39.6 miles of road
identified in the transportation plan.

Gravel Operations

Adhere to requirements of Opencut GB-ST5 Gravel Operations:
Mining Permit for large gravel pits.

A. Specific, active pits limited to five per calendar year, with no more than three large pits.
B. Large pits more than 0.25 mile from an open road prohibited on Class A lands.

C. During the 4-year active management window for each subzone, development and operation of gravel pits more than 0.25 mile from an open
road allowed outside spring period without restriction on amount or duration of activity.

D. Operate only one pit more than 0.25 mile from an open road on Class B lands. Operation and duration of use will comply with transportation
plan.

E. Operation of one pit more than 0.25 mile from an open road on Class B lands allowed without following transportation plan restrictions if DNRC
minimizes distance from pit to open road and, to the extent possible, ceases activity on all allowable remaining pits while the pit is active.

Swan River State Forest Conservation Commitments (Program-wide, NROH, and recovery zone commitments also apply under Alternatives 2 through 4)

Transportation Management

Manage in accordance with the GB-SW1 Transportation Management:

Swan Agreement. . . . _ .
A. Transportation plan designates permanent roads needed, roads with seasonal restrictions, and road miles by road class and type for the next

Keep ogen road density below 50 years (see HCP Chapter 2, Table 2-3 in EIS Appendix A). Miles of new road construction limited by decade (see HCP Chapter 2, Table 2-4).
1 mi/mi on at least 33% of BMU B. New road construction (closed to public) limited to approximately 70.3 miles identified in Swan River State Forest Transportation Plan map.
subunits. C. Limit new temporary road construction to 5 miles in any given year, to a minimum standard and reclaimed within one operating season
Retain minimum 40% hiding cover following project completion.

by BMU subunit. DC. Limit traffic on DNRC restricted use roads to “low use” (< 1 vehicle/day), except roads used for commercial forest management activities.

E. Install signs indicating bear presence on main open (portal) roads entering the Swan River State Forest.

Adjacent Landowners

Cooperative management with GB-SW2 Adjacent Landowners: DNRC would participate if a collaborative Section Same as Alternative 2.
neighboring USFS and Plum Creek ) . 7 planning process is initiated with neighboring
Timber Company through the Swan Consider cooperative management USFS and other willing cooperators to coordinate

Agreement. opportunities with adjoining landowners for activities and access management (similar to the
grizzly bear conservation. Swan Agreement).

Active Management Followed by Rest

Active management (3 years) GB-SW3 Active Management Followed by Rest:
followed by rest (6 years) in

cooperation with neighboring USFS
and Plum Creek Timber Company,

Manage each of five Swan River State Forest subzones independently on a rest-rotation basis with maximum 4 years active management,
followed by minimum 8-year rest period. During the rest period:

with some exceptions. 1. low-intensity forest management activities allowed, except as restricted during spring period in GB-NR3;

2. rest status not applicable during the winter period (November 16 to March 31); and
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TABLE E3-1.

No Action
(Alternative 1)

GRIZZLY BEAR CONSERVATION COMMITMENTS BY ALTERNATIVE (CONTINUED)

Proposed HCP Increased Conservation HCP Increased Management
(Alternative 2) (Alternative 3) Flexibility HCP (Alternative 4)

3. commercial forest activities allowed for minor projects after the spring period, with a total of 30 aggregate operating days per year per subzone
(only from June 16 through September 15), for which two operations within 0.5 mile of one another may count as one operation and operations
within 100 feet of an open road do not count against the allowable days.

Salvage harvest shall not continue
for periods of more than two
consecutive weeks or for more than
30 days in the aggregate during a
given calendar year in the non-
denning period (April 1 to
November 15).

Salvage activities that result from
catastrophic fire or blowdown and
that require more than two
consecutive weeks to complete,
require special management
considerations.

GB-SW4 Salvage on Rested Subzones:

A. Conduct salvage harvest activities under the following order of preference when economically and operationally practicable:
. during winter period;

. in an expedient manner if outside winter period;

. count operating days from June 16 through September 15 toward 30-day limit for minor projects (GC-SW3); and

. forgo unused annual operating days in other inactive subzones to compensate.

A ON -

B. If approach above can’t be followed, DNRC allowed to interrupt rest period for 30 to 150 days. DNRC not required to restart the 8-year rest
period, but only one interruption allowed per rest period.

C. Document the necessity for interrupting a rest period, including preparation of a site-specific mitigation plan submitted to the USFWS.

Gravel Operations

Adhere to requirements of Opencut
Mining Permit for large gravel pits.

GB-SWS5 Gravel Operations:
A. Specific, active pits limited to four per calendar year, with no more than three large pits.

B. During the 4-year active management window for each subzone, development and operation of gravel pits more than 0.25 mile from an open
road allowed outside spring period without restriction on amount or duration of activity.

C. Operation of one pit more than 0.25 mile from an open road in one selected resting subzone allowed. DNRC would minimize distance from pit
to open road and, to the extent possible, cease activity on all allowable remaining pits while the pit is active.

Conservation Commitments for Scattered Parcels in Recovery Zones (Program-wide, NROH, and recovery zone commitments also apply under Alternatives 2 through 4)

Open Roads

No permanent increase in open road
density for parcels exceeding
1 mi/mi’.

Temporary increases allowed.

Reduce total road density when
compatible with other agency goals
and objectives.

Same as Alternative 2, plus no net increase in Same as Alternative 2.
baseline total road densities for forest
management projects at the DNRC administrative

unit level.

GB-SC1 Open Roads:

This commitment supersedes commitment
GB-NR1.

A. Evaluate potential for restricting access to
open roads at the project level. Document
rationale for not restricting or closing open
roads.

B. Do not exceed (with minor allowances) the
HCP analysis baseline open road amounts (total
length) at the administrative unit level for the
purpose of conducting forest management
activities.

C. Update DNRC GIS road layer by project-
level road assessments.
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TABLE E3-1. GRIZZLY BEAR CONSERVATION COMMITMENTS BY ALTERNATIVE (CONTINUED)

No Action Proposed HCP Increased Conservation HCP Increased Management
(Alternative 1) (Alternative 2) (Alternative 3) Flexibility HCP (Alternative 4)

Active Management Followed by Rest

No mandatory rest periods. GB-SC2 Active Management Followed by Rest:

Manage scattered parcels independently on a rest-rotation basis with maximum 4 years management followed by minimum 8 years rest. The
4-year management period may be extended due to management delays beyond DNRC'’s control, with explanation submitted to the USFWS.
During the rest period:
1. low-intensity forest management activities allowed, except as restricted during spring period in GB-NRS3;
2. rest status not applicable during the winter period (November 16 to March 31); and
3. commercial forest activities allowed for minor projects after the spring period, with a maximum number aggregate operating days per year per
administrative unit, for which two operations within 0.5 mile of one another may count as one operation and operations within 100 feet of an
open road do not count against the allowable days.

Salvage Harvest

Commitments applied on project-by- GB-SC3 Salvage Projects on Rested Parcels: Same as Alternative 2, but mitigation plans Same as Alternative 2.

project basis. o required under (C) subject to USFWS approval.
A. Conduct salvage harvest activities under the

following order of preference when economically
and operationally practicable:

1. during winter period;

2. in an expedient manner if outside winter
period;

3. count operating days from June 15 through
November 15 toward 30-day limit for minor
projects (GC-SC2); and

4. forgo unused annual operating days in
other inactive parcels to compensate.

B. If approach above can’t be followed, DNRC
allowed to interrupt rest period for 30 to 150
days. DNRC not required to restart the 8-year
rest period, but only one interruption allowed per
rest period.

C. Document the necessity for interrupting a
rest period, including preparation of a site-
specific mitigation plan submitted to the

USFWS.
Gravel Operations
Adhere to requirements of Opencut GB-SC4 Gravel Operations on Rested Parcels:
Mining Permit for large gravel pits. Operation of one pit more than 0.25 mile from an open road in one rested scattered parcel allowed. DNRC to minimize distance from pit to open

road and, to the extent possible, cease activity on all allowable remaining pits while the pit is active.
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TABLE E3-1.

No Action
(Alternative 1)

Proposed HCP
(Alternative 2)

Increased Conservation HCP
(Alternative 3)

GRIZZLY BEAR CONSERVATION COMMITMENTS BY ALTERNATIVE (CONTINUED)

Increased Management

Flexibility HCP (Alternative 4)

Cabinet-Yaak Ecosystem Conservation Commitments (Program-wide, NROH, and recovery zone commitments, as well as commitments for scattered parcels in recovery
zones, also apply under Alternatives 2 through 4).

Minor Project During Rest

Not applicable.

GB-CY1 Minor Projects During the 8-year Rest
Period: (Apply in RZ and NROH)

A. Commercial forest management activities
(including salvage harvest) allowed after spring
period, but limited to an annual maximum
number of operating days per administrative
unit.

B. When the USFWS determines the CYE
grizzly bear population no longer warrants
endangered status and can sustain the
anticipated level of take associated with relaxing
CYE commitments to those consistent with the
NCDE Recovery Zone and NROH, the
maximum allowable operating days for the Libby
and Plains Units will be increased for parcels in
the Recovery Zone and lifted for parcels in the
NROH.

For parcels in CYE RZ, restricted road use
associated with minor allowances would follow
USFS standards for CYE -- Do not exceed 57
vehicle round trips during non-denning period per
parcel, apportioned as follows: < 19 round trips in
spring (April 1 through June 15); < 23 round trips
in summer (June 16 through September 15); and
< 15 round trips in fall (September 16 through
November 15).

Same as Alternative 2.

Salvage Harvest

Commitments applied on a project-
by-project basis.

GB-CY2. Salvage Harvest. (Apply in RZ and
NROH)

Implement Commitment GB-SC3, but for
measure (C), allow time for USFWS review and
consideration of the proposed mitigations.

Same as Alternative 2, but for measure (C)
require USFWS approval of mitigation plan.

Same as Alternative 2.

More Restrictive Management in Spring Period

Not applicable.

GB-CY3 More Restrictive Management in
Spring Period: (Apply in RZ and NROH)
Implement commitment GB-NR3(A), (B), (C),
and (E).

Replace GB-NR3(D) with the following:

Motorized low-intensity activities allowed on
50% of parcels in CYE Recovery Zone and CYE
NROH in spring habitat during spring period, up
to 10 days total per parcel.

Implement commitment GB-NR3 (A), (B), and (E).
Replace GB-NR3 (C) and (D) with the following:

1. Non-motorized use only for inventory, sale
preparation, road location, planting, monitoring,
data collection, and weed management;

2. Road maintenance and bridge replacement
only along open roads (emergencies exempt);
and

3. Mechanical site preparation, prescribed
burning, and patrol of winter burns only
conducted when parcel is in a management
period.

Same as Alternative 2.
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TABLE E3-1.

GRIZZLY BEAR CONSERVATION COMMITMENTS BY ALTERNATIVE (CONTINUED)

No Action Proposed HCP Increased Conservation HCP Increased Management
(Alternative 1) (Alternative 2) (Alternative 3) Flexibility HCP (Alternative 4)
Open Roads

No permanent increase in openroad  GB-CY4 Expedited Reduction of Open Road Densities for Recovery Zone Parcels (Apply in Recovery Zones only):

density for parcels exceeding

1 mi/mi.

For parcels in the CYE Recovery Zone, DNRC to expedite addressing open road densities, rather than doing it on a project-by-project basis.

Helicopter Use

Not applicable.

GB-CY5 Helicopter Use in the CYE:

A. For scattered parcels in the CYE recovery zone, DNRC will design helicopter operations less than 500 meters above ground level for
commercial log yarding to avoid important areas for grizzly bears by requiring flight paths to be at least 1 mile from scattered parcels in rest or
federally designated security core areas. Where practicable, flight paths will also be designed to avoid or minimize disturbance to any known
seasonally important areas.

B. For scattered parcels in the CYE recovery zone and NROH only, DNRC will limit helicopter use associated with activities of short duration
requiring few or multiple trips, such as, but not limited to, weed control, prescribed burning ignition and control actions, aerial seeding, and moving
large pieces of equipment or materials to remote and/or rugged locations, to those requiring less than 48 hours to complete.
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TABLE E3-2. CANADA LYNX CONSERVATION COMMITMENTS BY ALTERNATIVE

No Action
(Alternative 1)

Proposed HCP Increased Conservation HCP Increased Management Flexibility
(Alternative 2) (Alternative 3) HCP (Alternative 4)

Lynx Habitat Commitments

Includes mapped lynx habitat on blocked lands
and scattered parcels.

Includes mapped lynx habitat on all HCP lands.

Lynx Habitat Map

Lynx habitat defined in ARM based on DNRC lynx
habitat mapping protocol.

LY-HB1 Lynx Habitat Map:

Establish and maintain a lynx habitat map, based on DNRC lynx habitat mapping protocol and modeling procedures. For gravel pits greater
than 5 acres, track and account for acres cleared for development in normal stand level inventory (SLI) data collection and subtract those
acres from mapped lynx habitat until re-forested.

Den Site Attributes (Potential Dens)

No salvage within stands identified as necessary to
meet denning habitat requirements.

When assessing lynx habitat, consider proximity to
foraging habitat and habitat connectivity.

Scattered parcels: For parcels containing
appreciable amounts of lynx habitat, maintain
minimum of 5 acres of denning habitat.

Blocked lands: Retain 5% of total lynx habitat as
denning habitat in patches of > 5 acres.

Monitor post-harvest to demonstrate Denning Habitat Retention: Same as Alternative 2.-exceptblowdown
retention of lynx denning material. ) . . requirement-same-as-elsewhere—retain-at

A. Denning habitat programmatically least two-potential-den-sites per square-mile-in
LY-HB2 Den-Site-Attributes: estimated using SLI. Requirement would be lynx-habitat.

applied at the project level and verified in the

A-—At projectlevel retain-atleast two field.

lyax-habitat-exceptforblowdown B. Retain at least 10% of denning habitat
salvage-uhits: within each LMA and at the parcel level for
) each scattered parcel.
B-—On-blowdown-salvage-units;-leave
1%-of the-area-unsalvaged: C. Retain at least two dens sites of
2 5 acres of denning habitat per square mile.
C—DBuring-timbersalelayoutpositien

. . . ’ . _ . . .
ota ed_de sites adjas_e_ tHo suta.b € B-—Fellow ’g atdra dstu_ba_sse( QHE.St
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No Action
(Alternative 1)

Proposed HCP
(Alternative 2)

TABLE E3-2. CANADALYNX CONSERVATION COMMITMENTS BY ALTERNATIVE (CONTINUED)

Increased Conservation HCP
(Alternative 3)

Increased Management Flexibility
HCP (Alternative 4)

Coarse Woody Debris (CWD)/Snag Retention

Maintain adequate amounts of CWD on site.

Apply CWD abundance at the project level based
on scientifically accepted technical references.

Retain two snags and two live snag recruitment
trees > 21 inches diameter at breast height (dbh)
on warm and moist and wet habitat type groups.
Retain one snag and one live snag recruitment tree
> 21 inches dbh on all other habitat type groups.

LY-HB2 Coarse Woody Debris (CWD):

A. For CWD retention at the project
level, follow Graham et al. (1994), with
some allowances.

B. For CWD recruitment at the project
level, retain average of two snags and
two live snag recruitment trees

(> 21 inches dbh) per acre on the warm
and moist, and wet habitat type groups;
retain average of one snag and one live
snag recruitment tree (> 21 inches dbh,
or other largest ones, if > 21 inches not
available) per acre on all other habitat
type groups.

C. On blowdown salvage units, leave
1% of the area unsalvaged.

Same as LY-HB2 (A) and (B), plus:

Following natural disturbance (not just
blowdown), no salvage units = 5 acres in
size allowed. Allowances:

1. in case of fire interface protection

around developments or campgrounds, or

2. where inventory verifies = 10% denning

habitat and at least two sites per square
mile.

Same as Alternative 2, except within blowdown
areas, retain at least two potential den sites per
square mile in lynx habitat.

Den Site Protection

Den sites protected on a case-by-case basis.

LY-HB3 Den Site Protection:

Prohibit motorized forest management
activities and associated prescribed
burning within 0.25 mile of known active
lynx den sites from May 1 through

July 15, or earlier for any site
documented to be fully vacated prior to
July 15.

Same as Alternative 2, plus: on lynx
management areas (LMAs) with less than
10% denning habitat, no motorized forest

management activities or burning from May
1 through July 15 within 0.25 mile of denning

habitat.

(Note: Denning habitat would be identified
through SLI and verified in the field).

Same as Alternative 2.

Foraging Habitat Treatments

Scattered parcels:
In lynx habitat, delay thinning in young foraging
habitat stands with stem density = 4,000 stems
per acre until average tree height is = 15 feet.

Retain approximately 10% of the lynx habitat
acreage in mature or young foraging habitat at
appropriate sites.

Blocked lands within the Stillwater Block and
Swan River State Forest:

By BMU, manage for 10% of total lynx acreage
to be in a mixture of mature foraging and young
foraging habitat.

LY-HB4 Foraging Habitat Attribute Retention:
A. Retain small, shade-tolerant trees in thinned portions of pre-commercial thinning units within lynx habitat that do not pose substantial

competition risks to desired crop trees.

B. Retain patches of advanced regeneration of shade-tolerant trees, where operationally feasible, as a component of commercial harvest

prescriptions in winter foraging habitat.
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No Action
(Alternative 1)

Proposed HCP
(Alternative 2)

TABLE E3-2. CANADALYNX CONSERVATION COMMITMENTS BY ALTERNATIVE (CONTINUED)

Increased Conservation HCP
(Alternative 3)

Increased Management Flexibility
HCP (Alternative 4)

Allow salvage in mature foraging stands
provided understory sapling densities are not
reduced below the moderately stocked condition
and CWD is enhanced or not appreciably
altered.

Habitat Connectivity

When assessing lynx habitat, consider habitat
connectivity. Minimize new road construction, use
temporary roads, and obstruct or obliterate
unnecessary existing roads in lynx habitat.

Additional connectivity provided through SMZ rules.

LY-HB5 Habitat Connectivity:

A. At project level, design harvest units
to maintain a connected network of
suitable lynx habitat along riparian
areas, ridge tops, and saddles, with
allowances.

B. Additional connectivity provided by
measures in the riparian harvest
conservation strategy for riparian cover
and grizzly bear conservation strategy
(maximum 600-foot distance to cover).

Implement LY-HB5 (A) and (B) described for
Alternative 2, plus:

C. On scattered parcels outside of LMAs,
limit contiguous occurrences of temporary
non-suitable habitat to < 200 acres.

D. Within harvest units, provide
interspersed patches of suitable habitat
100 yards wide when possible (does not
apply in cases where existing cover type or
natural disturbance has created impossible
baseline conditions to apply this
prescription).

Same as Alternative 2.

Habitat Suitability

Not Applicable.

LY-HB6 Habitat Suitability:

Of total potential lynx habitat within
scattered parcels at the land office
scale, maintain at least 65% as suitable
lynx habitat and no more than 35% as
temporary non-suitable.

Of total potential lynx habitat within scattered
parcels at the land office scale, maintain at
least 70% as suitable lynx habitat and no
more than 30% as temporary non-suitable.

Of total potential lynx habitat within scattered
parcels at the land office scale, maintain at
least 60% as suitable lynx habitat and no more
than 40% as temporary non-suitable.

Lynx Management Area Commitments

Habitat Suitability

Not Applicable.

Not Applicable.

LY-LM1 Habitat Suitability:

Maintain at least 65% of total potential
lynx habitat as suitable lynx habitat and
no more than 35% as temporary non-
suitable within each LMA.

LY-LM2 Habitat Conversion:

Convert no more than 15% of total lynx
habitat to temporary non-suitable lynx
habitat per decade within each LMA.

Maintain at least 70% of total potential lynx

habitat as suitable lynx habitat and no more
than 30% as temporary non-suitable within

each LMA.

Same as Alternative 2.

Maintain at least 60% of total potential lynx

habitat as suitable lynx habitat and no more
than 40% as temporary non-suitable within

each LMA.

Convert no more than 20% of total lynx habitat
acres to temporary non-suitable lynx habitat
per decade within each LMA.
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TABLE E3-2. CANADALYNX CONSERVATION COMMITMENTS BY ALTERNATIVE (CONTINUED)

No Action Proposed HCP Increased Conservation HCP Increased Management Flexibility
(Alternative 1) (Alternative 2) (Alternative 3) HCP (Alternative 4)
LY-LM3 Foraging Habitat: Same-as-Alternative 2, plus; A. Same as Alternative 23.
A. Maintain at least 20% of total A. Maintain at least 20% of total potential B. splusHFor thinning projects in lynx habitat,
potential lynx habitat as winter foraging lynx habitat as foraging habitat (any retain at least 10% of acres available for
habitat-{any-combination-of winterand combination of winter and young foraging thinning in an unthinned condition until lower
young-foraging-habitat). habitat). dead branches grow to above snow level
about 6 feet).
B. On pre-commercial thinning units B. Ffor thinning projects in lynx habitat, ( )
targeting saplings in lynx habitat, retain retain at least 20% of acres per available
20% of the unit in an unthinned stand for thinning in an unthinned condition
condition. Patches can-not be re- until lower dead branches grow to above
entered for commercial harvest or snow level (about 6 feet).
additional thinning until they have
matured and grown into @ minimum
sawtimber size class (as defined in
DNRC'’s SLI database).
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TABLE E3-3. AQUATIC CONSERVATION STRATEGIES BY ALTERNATIVE

Increased Conservation

Increased Management

No-Action Proposed HCP HCP Flexibility HCP
(Alternative 1) (Alternative 2) (Alternative 3) (Alternative 4)
Riparian Harvest Conservation Commitments
Class 1 streams and lakes-with-HGPfish-species: Classt-streamsandlakeswith Applies to Class 1 streams and
AQ-RM1 Class 1 Riparian Management Zone HCP fish-species: lakes with HCP fish species.

Stream management zone (SMZ) defined as ordinary
high water mark (OHWM) to 50.

On slopes > 35% SMZ extended to 100 feet.

SMZ boundary is extended to include adjacent
wetlands that intercept the normal SMZ boundary.

|On Class 1 streams or lakes supporting fish, RMZ is
also established and extends from OHWM to one site
potential tree height (SPTH).

Within the SMZ:
No clearcutting.
Retain shrubs, sub-merchantable trees.

Retain at least 50% of trees 2 8 inches dbh or 10
trees = 8 inches dbh per 100-foot segment,
whichever is greater.

Some exceptions to address salvage harvest.
Within the RMZ:

Retain trees to ensure adequate levels of shade and
potential large woody debris (LWD) recruitment.

Commitments-apply:
Applies to all Class 1 streams and lakes.

RMZ defined as OHWM to one 100-year site index
tree height (typically 80 to 120 feet).

RMZs-to-be-extended-forsome-CMZs:
Within the RMZ:
50-foot no-harvest buffer.

For remainder of RMZ (50 feet to 100-year site
index tree height):

Retain shrubs, sub-merchantable trees.
Retain at least 50% of trees = 8 inches dbh.

Some allowances within the RMZ te-harvest
restrictions-to address fire, disease, and insects,
while still meeting minimum requirements of SMZ
Law. within-a DNRC L : it
o s B
> eate t.E S%-ottotalfipa an-area d e
class:

RMZs extended to include CMZs likely to influence
riparian functions potentially affected by timber
harvest on HCP fish-bearing streams:

Type 1 CMZ — 50% retention area for RMZ extended
to include entire flood-prone area.

Type 2 CMZ — No harvest in entire flood-prone width,
plus an additional 25-foot no-harvest buffer.
Delineation of RMZ, including 25-foot no-harvest
buffer, begins at edge of flood-prone width.

Same-as-Alternative 2,-but-Applies
to Class 1 streams and lakes with
HCP fish species.

Similar to Alternative 2, but no-
harvest buffer is the entire RMZ
and is extended to include CMZs.

For both Type 1 and Type 2
CMZs, no harvest for the entire
flood-prone width.

Same as Alternative 1, plus:
25-foot no-harvest buffer.

From 26 to 50 feet, retain shrubs,
sub-merchantable trees, and at
least 50% of trees = 8 inches
dbh.

CMZs managed as under
Alternative 2.

Riparian Harvest Conservation Commitments

Class 1 streams and lakes with non-HCP fish species:

Same as Class 1 streams and lakes with HCP fish
species.

Not Applicable.Class-+-streams-with-non-HCP-fish
o5 AQ-RM2 ies. .
Alternative1-for Class—1-streams-

Same as Alternative 1.

Same as Alternative 1.
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TABLE E3-3. AQUATIC CONSERVATION STRATEGIES BY ALTERNATIVE (CONTINUED)

Increased Conservation
HCP
(Alternative 3)

Increased Management
Flexibility HCP
(Alternative 4)

Class 2 and 3 streams:
SMZ defined as OHWM to 50.

|Class 2 streams, where On-slopes > 35%, SMZ
extended to 100 feet.

SMZ boundary is extended to include adjacent
wetlands that intercept the normal SMZ boundary.

Within the SMZ:
No clearcutting.
Retain shrubs, sub-merchantable trees.

| For Class 2 streams, rRetain at least 50% of trees
= 8 inches dbh or 5 trees = 8 inches dbh per
100-foot segment, whichever is greater.

Some exceptions to address salvage harvest.
SMZ defined-as- OHWM-to- 50
SMZ . . .

Class 2 and 3 streams: AQ-RM2 applies, but is the same as Alternative 1.

Sediment Delivery Reduction Conservation Commitments

Minimizing Roads

Minimize amount of roads.
Conduct comprehensive road management planning.

Where feasible, plan road systems cooperatively with
adjacent landowners and consider yarding systems
that minimize roads.

Abandon or reclaim roads that are non-essential to
near-term future management needs or where
unrestricted access would cause excessive resource
damage.

Prohibit road construction within SMZs, except when
necessary to cross a stream.

AQ-SD1 Commitments for Minimizing Forest
Management Roads:

Same as described under Alternative 1, except
DNRC will reclaim roads that are non-essential to
near-term future management needs or where
unrestricted access would cause excessive resource
damage.

Same as Alternative 1. Same as Alternative 1.
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TABLE E3-3. AQUATIC CONSERVATION STRATEGIES BY ALTERNATIVE (CONTINUED)

No-Action
(Alternative 1)

Increased Conservation
HCP
(Alternative 3)

Proposed HCP
(Alternative 2)

Increased Management
Flexibility HCP
(Alternative 4)

Existing Roads/Corrective Actions

Complete sediment delivery road inventory during
timber sale planning, design, and environmental
assessment.

|Bring roads up to BMP standards on a project-by-
project basis where feasible and when funding is
Iavailable.

Assess and prioritize road maintenance needs by
inspecting the condition of both open and closed roads
every 5 years. (Currently on scattered parcels, the
inspection interval is somewhat longer then every

5 years.)

AQ-SD2 Commitments for Reducing Sediment
Delivery from Existing Roads:

Same as Alternative 2, plus:

Inventory completed in 5 years for
bull trout watersheds, and 10
years for WCT and Columbia
redband trout watersheds.

Same as described under Alternative 1, plus classify
road segments or sites by level of sediment delivery
risk and prioritize corrective actions:

A. Inventory all roads and stream crossings for
which DNRC has legal access and sole ownership,
or cost-share or reciprocal road agreements for
sediment delivery in bull trout watersheds within
10 years and westslope cutthroat trout (WCT) and
Columbia redband trout within 20 years.

Corrective actions on high-risk
sites within 10 years for bull trout
watersheds, and 20 years for
WCT and Columbia redband trout
watersheds.

B. Complete corrective actions on all roads for which
DNRC has legal access and sole ownership with
high risk of sediment delivery in bull trout watersheds
within 15 years, and within 25 years for WCT and
Columbia redband trout watersheds. On shared
roads where DNRC does not have access and sole
ownership, work with other cooperators to address
moderate- and high-risk sediment delivery road
segments.

C. Moderate-risk sediment delivery roads to have
corrective actions, on a project-by-project basis, for
those watersheds with HCP fish species.

D. Incorporate goals, targets, and prescriptions in
approved total maximum daily loads (TMDLs)
applicable to HCP-covered forest management
activities where DNRC has actively participated in
the TMDL'’s development and the TMDL planning
area is within a watershed containing HCP project
area parcels supporting HCP fish species. DNRC
would actively participate in TMDL development
when 25% or more of the TMDL planning area
consists of HCP project area parcels in watersheds
supporting HCP fish species.

Same as Alternative 2, plus:

Inventory completed in 15 years
for bull trout watersheds, and
25 years for WCT and Columbia
redband trout watersheds.

Corrective actions on high-risk
sites for all HCP species
watersheds on a project-by-
project basis.
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TABLE E3-3. AQUATIC CONSERVATION STRATEGIES BY ALTERNATIVE (CONTINUED)

Increased Conservation
HCP
(Alternative 3)

Increased Management
Flexibility HCP
(Alternative 4)

New Road Construction, Reconstruction, Maintenance, and Use

Minimize sediment delivery from roads by
implementing BMPs.

Minimize amount of roads; prohibit road construction
within SMZs, except when necessary to cross a
stream; minimize stream crossings.

DNRC water resource specialist typically reviews
proposed road management activities in watersheds
with sensitive fish and makes recommendations to
reduce risk of sediment delivery. However, the review
is not required by the ARMs.

AS-SD3 Commitments for Reducing Sediment Delivery from New Road Construction, Reconstruction, Maintenance, and Use:

Same as described under Alternative 1, plus DNRC water resource specialist required to review road management activities
associated with forest management activities located within watersheds supporting HCP fish species. Specialist would make

recommendations to reduce risk of sediment delivery.

Incorporate goals, targets, and prescriptions in approved TMDLs applicable to HCP-covered forest management activities where
DNRC has actively participated in the TMDL'’s development and the TMDL planning area is within a watershed containing HCP

project area parcels supporting HCP fish species.

Timber Harvest, Site Preparation, and Slash Treatments

Implement SMZ and RMZ harvest restrictions
described above for Riparian Timber Harvest
Commitments.

Additionally, within the SMZ prohibit operation of
wheeled or tracked equipment except on established
roads, with some exceptions; and prohibit broadcast
burning without a site-specific alternative practice.

When required, establish an RMZ and prohibit ground-
based equipment operations on sites with slopes
greater than 35 percent and implement restrictions on
slopes less than 35 percent to those operations and
conditions that do not cause excessive compaction or
displacement of the soil.

Establish WMZs and limit equipment operations to low-
impact harvest systems and operations that do not
cause excessive compaction, displacement, or erosion
of the soil.

Also, select logging systems to minimize erosion within
WMZs.

DNRC water resource specialist typically reviews
proposed forest management activities in watersheds
with sensitive fish and makes recommendations to
reduce risk of sediment delivery. However, the review
is not required by the ARMs.

AQ-SD4 Commitments for Reducing Potential
Sediment Delivery from Timber Harvest, Site
Preparation, and Slash Treatments:

Minimize sediment delivery from timber harvest: see
AQ-RM1; restrictions on equipment use and
associated forest management activities within
RMZs; implement BMPs; site-specific mitigation
measures.

DNRC water resource specialist required to review
>100 MBF timber harvests in HCP species
watersheds and provide recommendations to reduce
risk of sediment delivery, except in some instances
with low risk of soil disturbance.

Incorporate goals, targets, and prescriptions in
approved TMDLs applicable to HCP-covered forest
management activities where DNRC has actively
participated in the TMDL’s development and the
TMDL planning area is within a watershed containing
HCP project area parcels supporting HCP fish
species.

See RMZ harvest restrictions Same as Alternative 1.
above; otherwise, same as

Alternative 2.
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TABLE E3-3. AQUATIC CONSERVATION STRATEGIES BY ALTERNATIVE (CONTINUED)

Increased Conservation
HCP
(Alternative 3)

Increased Management
Flexibility HCP
(Alternative 4)

Proposed HCP
(Alternative 2)

Gravel Operations

Adhere to ARM 36.11.421

Apply BMPs for forestry in Montana pertaining to
borrow and gravel pits (January 2002).

Adhere to requirements of Opencut Mining Permit for
large gravel pits.

AQ-SD5 Commitments to Reduce Potential for Sediment Delivery from Gravel Pits:

A. Design and implement site-specific BMPs and other mitigation measures to reduce the risk of sediment delivery to streams
affecting HCP fish species from all gravel pits. DNRC water resource specialist to recommend what would be integrated into
contract specifications, permits, and Plans of Operations (as required under ARM 17.24.217).

B. DNRC gravel pits would comply with biennial agreements established with county weed boards. Noxious weeds would be
managed utilizing an integrated weed management approach. Such practices include, but are not limited to: 1) The use of
weed-free equipment; 2) re-vegetation of disturbed areas with site-adapted species, including native species as available; and
3) biological control measures included in timber sale contracts and Plans of Operations (as required under ARM 17.24.217).

C. Non-vegetated areas associated with large gravel pits may not exceed 40 acres.

D. No development of gravel pits within SMZs. If borrows occur in SMZs, DNRC water resource specialist to develop measures
to minimize risk of sediment delivery, and these would be integrated into contract specifications or permits.

E. No development of gravel pits within RMZs, except for one medium-sized non-reclaimed pit within the portion of RMZ
extending beyond the SMZ in both the Stillwater Block and Swan Unit.

Fish Connectivity Conservation Commitments (AQ-FC1)

When installing new stream crossing structures on
fish-bearing streams, provide for fish passage as
specified in MCA 87-5-501 and the Stream Protection
Act (124 permits).

AQ-FC2 - Provide connectivity to adult and juvenile bull trout, WCT, and Columbia redband trout during low to bankfull flows by
emulating streambed form and function at stream crossings, with some allowances.

AQ-FC9 — Selection of structures for new installations or replacement of existing installations dictated by stream conditions, cost,
sediment risks, and anticipated use and subject to permit approval. (See Chapter 2 HCP, AQ-FC9(a through i) in EIS Appendix
A for design options by order of preference.)

Maintain and update existing DNRC fish passage
inventory and connectivity assessment.

DNRC prioritizes sites based on existing levels of
connectivity, as well as species status and biological

goals established with MFWP and other stakeholders.

Culverts are replaced on a project-by-project basis.

AQ-FC3 - Update existing DNRC fish passage
assessment to inventory and assess connectivity for
all existing stream crossings on known and
presumed bull trout, WCT, and Columbia redband
trout habitat.

AQ-FC4 - Road-stream crossing improvements
prioritized for streams with HCP species based on
connectivity, HCP species presence and status, and
population conservation goals.

AQ-FC5,6,&7 — Develop a schedule and complete
connectivity improvements for streams with HCP
species: 15 years for bull trout streams, 30 years for
WCT and Columbia redband trout, with some
allowances.

AQ-FC8 - Every 5 years, one-sixth of all sites that do
not meet the objectives of the conservation strategy
would be improved to meet the strategy, or, at a
minimum, have final plans and designs for
improvements.

Commitments AQ-FC3, 4 and 8
are the same as Alternative 2.

AQ-FC 5, 6, &7 - Develop a
schedule and complete
connectivity improvements for
streams with HCP species:

10 years for bull trout streams,
20 years for WCT and Columbia
redband trout, with some
allowances.

Commitments AQ-FC3, 4 and 8
are the same as Alternative 2.

AQ-FC 5, 6, &7 — Same as
Alternative 1 - Connectivity
improvements completed on a
project-by-project basis.
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TABLE E3-3. AQUATIC CONSERVATION STRATEGIES BY ALTERNATIVE (CONTINUED)

No-Action
(Alternative 1)

Increased Conservation
Proposed HCP HCP Flexibility HCP
(Alternative 2) (Alternative 3) (Alternative 4)

Increased Management

Incorporate BMPs into project design and
implementation of all forest management activities,
including stream crossings.

Additional mitigation associated with stream crossings
implemented on a case-by-case basis.

AQ-FC10 - Apply additional mitigations for crossings constructed on streams with HCP fish species (e.g., construction windows,
exclude or salvage fish from construction sites, reintroduction of stream flow).

Implement Montana forestry BMPs during and after site modification or construction.
Require DNRC contract administrator to be on site during modification or construction.

Provide training on fish connectivity design and construction techniques to all staff responsible for structure installations.

Grazing Conservation Commitments (AQ-GR1)

Midterm License Inspection - Evaluate range
conditions, levels of riparian forage and browse
utilization, levels of streambank disturbance, and
overall tract conditions.

Renewal License Inspection — Evaluate range
conditions, plant species composition, and levels of
riparian forage; and browse utilization, levels of
streambank disturbance, presence of noxious weeds,
erosion, and condition of improvements on each
grazing license.

Informal training on implementation for all DNRC staff
involved in grazing license administration.

Set license conditions, including stocking rates, animal
unit months (AUMSs), type of livestock, and grazing
period.

Require stipulations at any time during the license
term.

Design grazing plans to minimize loss of riparian
streambank vegetation and to reduce structural
damage to stream banks.

Same as Alternative 2, except
monitor grazing effects every
10 years.

Same as Alternative 2, except
monitor grazing effects every year.

Same as Alternative 1, plus enhanced coarse filter
review regarding damage to stream banks, riparian
vegetation, and noxious weed infestation, and
evaluation of noxious weeds.

Renewal License Inspection — Same as Alternative 1,
plus enhanced coarse filter review regarding damage
to stream banks, riparian vegetation, and noxious
weed infestation.

Develop and complete formal training on Same as Alternative 2. Same as Alternative 1.
implementation for all DNRC staff involved in grazing

license administration. Provide grazing licensees

with informal training opportunities and education

outreach materials.

Same as Alternative 1.
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TABLE E3-3. AQUATIC CONSERVATION STRATEGIES BY ALTERNATIVE (CONTINUED)

No-Action
(Alternative 1)

Proposed HCP
(Alternative 2)

Increased Conservation
HCP
(Alternative 3)

Increased Management
Flexibility HCP
(Alternative 4)

DNRC and licensee required to mitigate or rehabilitate
riparian and stream channel when damage is greater
than the level specified in the ARMs.

Same as Alternative 1.

Develop and document site-specific corrective
actions for addressing verified grazing problems.

Grazing licenses affecting streams with HCP fish
species: designated time frames for field verification
of potential problem sites as identified through a
grazing coarse filter approach. Time limits for
prioritized corrective actions.

Effectiveness monitoring and evaluations to occur
within 1 year following corrective actions. Adjust
licenses and continue monitoring until improvements
are verified effective.

Grazing monitoring report required at 1- and 5-year
intervals.

Same as Alternative 2. Same as Alternative 1.

Same as Alternative 2. Same as Alternative 1.

Same as Alternative 2, plus Same as Alternative 1.
includes measurable targets for

desired future conditions.

Same as Alternative 2. Same as Alternative 2.

Cumulative Watershed Effects (CWE) Conservation Commitments (for Watersheds with HCP Fish Species) (AQ-CW1)

Watershed coarse filters completed on most forest
management activities. The level of additional CWE
analysis is based on the potential for CWE after
considering variables such as proposed activity, level
of past activity, and beneficial uses at risk.

CWE thresholds established on a watershed-level
basis by taking into account items such as stream
bank stability, beneficial water uses, and watershed
conditions.

Thresholds are set at a level that ensures compliance
with water quality standards and protection of
beneficial water uses with a low to moderate degree of
risk.

In watersheds of water-quality-limited waterbodies,
thresholds are set at a level that provides a low degree
of risk.

When feasible, DNRC will cooperate with other
landowners in watersheds with mixed ownership to
minimize cumulative watershed effects within
acceptable levels of risk.

AQ-CW1 - Same as Alternative 1.

AQ-CW1 - Same as Alternative 1, but includes a
formalized method for analyzing cumulative
watershed effects and process for setting project-
level thresholds.

Regardless of thresholds, if Same as Alternative 1.
equivalent clearcut areas (ECAs)

on HCP watersheds exceed 25%,

a Level 3 watershed analysis

would be mandatory. If Level 3

analysis indicates a moderate or

high level of watershed risk, a

mitigation plan would be

completed by DNRC and reviewed

and approved by the USFWS.
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TABLE E3-3. AQUATIC CONSERVATION STRATEGIES BY ALTERNATIVE (CONTINUED)

No-Action
(Alternative 1)

Proposed HCP
(Alternative 2)

Increased Conservation Increased Management
HCP Flexibility HCP
(Alternative 3) (Alternative 4)

AQ-CW1 - Projects implemented in watersheds at
high risk of CWE would include mitigations designed
to reduce risk of CWE to moderate or low levels.

Regardless of thresholds, if ECAs Same as Alternative 2.
on HCP watersheds exceed 25%,

a Level 3 watershed analysis

would be mandatory. If Level 3

analysis indicates a moderate or

high level of watershed risk, a

mitigation plan would be

completed by DNRC and reviewed

and approved by the USFWS.
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Evaluation Criterion

TABLE E3-4. SUMMARY OF EFFECTS BY ALTERNATIVE

Increased Conservation
HCP
(Alternative 3)

Increased Management
Flexibility HCP
(Alternative 4)

No Action
(Alternative 1)

Proposed HCP
(Alternative 2)

Climate

Estimated CO»
Emissions from New
Road Construction and
Existing Road
Improvement,
Maintenance, and
Upgrades (metric tons)

956 to 1,271 953 to 1,267 943 to 1,254 953 to 1,267

Estimated Carbon
Emissions from
Harvested Stands
(metric tons)

425.4 460.6 404.6 463.8

Net Change in CO;
Emissions

After harvest, the ability of those forest stands to store carbon would be reduced, with the level dependent on the intensity of harvest.
However, as harvested areas regenerate, they would be able to store more carbon. By maintaining a consistent harvest rotation and
forest productivity historically and throughout the Permit term, losses of carbon from newly harvested stands would be expected to be
offset by increased carbon intake from regenerating stands harvested in previous years, resulting in little or no net change in CO»
emissions.

Forest Vegetation

Timber Harvest — Annual
Sustainable Yield (million
board feet)

53.2 57.6 50.6 Same-as-Alternative 258.0

Forest stand attributes
(Size Class, Age Class,
Old Growth, Crown
Closure)

At the landscape level, the effects on forest stand attributes would be similar under each alternative. Progress toward desired future
conditions (DFCs) would continue, with the amount of younger stands increasing and the amount of older stands, including old-growth,
decreasing compared to current levels.

At the localized level, the amount of old-growth is expected to be discernable between the alternatives.

Same as Alternative 1, but the Same as Alternative 2
decrease in the amount of old

growth in riparian areas along

streams with HCP fish is likely

to be less than other

alternatives.

Initiating forest management in
the Stillwater Core would result
in greater decreases in the
amount of old growth in the
Stillwater Unit compared to
Alternatives 1 and 3.

Insects and Disease;
Size, Intensity, and
Frequency of Wildfire

These factors are likely to increase somewhat under all alternatives, but not due to management activities or HCP commitments.
Whether or not an HCP is adopted, insects, disease, and wildfires are expected increase due to outside factors such as persistent
drought, increasingly warmer and drier summers, and the influence of activities (or the lack of them) on adjacent ownerships.
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TABLE E3-4. SUMMARY OF EFFECTS BY ALTERNATIVE (CONTINUED)

Increased Conservation Increased Management
No Action Proposed HCP HCP Flexibility HCP
Evaluation Criterion (Alternative 1) (Alternative 2) (Alternative 3) (Alternative 4)

Air Quality

Compared to current levels, adverse effects to air quality are not expected to increase under any alternative and are not expected to be
discernable amongst the alternatives. Any increases in adverse effects to air quality would likely be due to outside factors such as
persistent drought, increasingly warmer and drier summers, and the influence of activities (or the lack of them) on adjacent ownerships.

Transportation

Road Management Continue to implement existing Similar to Alternative 1, except DNRC would commit to 50-year transportation management plans for
ARMSs that direct DNRC to the Stillwater Block and the Swan River State Forest.
minimize the extent and impact
of road miles.

Total Road Miles

Amount of Road 4,053.0 4,032.5 3,967.1 Same as Alternative 2
Miles — Total Road

Miles in the Project

Area at Year 50

(2,645.1 at Year 0)

Amount of Road +1,407.9 +1,387.3 +1,322.0 Same as Alternative 2
Miles — Change in

Total Road Miles

(Year 50 minus

Year 0)

Distribution of 4.7 Same as Alternative 1 4.6 Same as Alternative 1
Roads - Average

Road Density in the

Project Area (mi/miz)

at Year 50 (3.1 at

Year 0)

Distribution of +1.6 Same as Alternative 1 +1.5 Same as Alternative 1
Roads - Change in

Total Road Density

(mi/mi®) (Year 50

minus Year 0)

Total Road Miles (excluding abandoned and reclaimed roads)

Amount of Road 3,631.4 3,610.9 3,545.5 Same as Alternative 2
Miles — Total Road

Miles in the Project

Area at Year 50

(2,510.7 at Year 0)
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TABLE E3-4. SUMMARY OF EFFECTS BY ALTERNATIVE (CONTINUED)

Increased Conservation

Increased Management

No Action Proposed HCP HCP Flexibility HCP

Evaluation Criterion (Alternative 1) (Alternative 2) (Alternative 3) (Alternative 4)

Amount of Road +1,120.7 +1,100.2 +1,034.8 Same as Alternative 2

Miles —New Road

Miles at Year 50

Distribution of 4.2 Same as Alternative 1 41 Same as Alternative 1

Roads —Average Net

Road Density in the

Project Area (mi/mi?)

at Year 50 (2.9 at

Year 0)

Distribution of +1.3 Same as Alternative 1 +1.2 Same as Alternative 1

Roads - Change in
Net Total Road
Density (mi/mi?)
(Year 50 minus
Year 0)

Geology/Soils

Soil Productivity and
Erosion

At a landscape level, risk to soil
productivity and erosion as a
result of road building is
expected to increase.

Risk to soil productivity as a
result of harvesting and grazing
licenses is expected to continue
similar to current levels.
Ongoing culvert repair would
result in a gradual reduction in
erosion from stream crossings.

At a landscape level, risk to soil
productivity and erosion as a
result of road building is
expected to be similar to
Alternative 1.

Due to the higher annual
sustainable yield, risk to soll
productivity is expected to be
greater than Alternative 1, but
is expected to be offset by the
following: enhanced monitoring
and corrective actions
associated with grazing
licenses, reduced timeframes
associated with improving
stream crossings, and
increased buffers along
streams with HCP fish.

Initiating forest management in
the Stillwater Core would result
in increased risk to soll
productivity and erosion in the
Stillwater Unit compared to
Alternatives 1 and 3.

At a landscape level, risk to soil
productivity and erosion as a
result of road building,
harvesting, and improving
stream crossings is expected to
be less than the other
alternatives due to the lower
annual sustainable yield, fewer
road miles constructed, and
faster timeframe for corrective
actions associated with grazing
licenses and for improving
stream crossings.

Risk to soil productivity and
erosion as a result of road
building and harvesting is
expected to be similar to
Alternative 2.

However, leniencies in
timeframes established for
monitoring and implementing
corrective actions associated
with grazing licenses and for
improving stream crossings are
expected to increase risk to soil
productivity and erosion
compared to Alternatives 2

and 3, yet decrease risk
compared to Alternative 1.
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TABLE E3-4. SUMMARY OF EFFECTS BY ALTERNATIVE (CONTINUED)

Evaluation Criterion

No Action
(Alternative 1)

Proposed HCP
(Alternative 2)

Increased Conservation
HCP
(Alternative 3)

Increased Management
Flexibility HCP
(Alternative 4)

Water Resources

Water Quality

New road miles would increase
sediment delivery to streams
due to surface runoff and
erosion, thereby increasing the
potential to adversely affect
water quality.

There is potential for minor
changes in water temperature
and sediment delivery to
streams due to continued
partial harvest in SMZs.

Adverse effects would be
minimized by implementing
current practices (ARMs, SMZ
Law, BMPs, SFLMP).

At a landscape level, risk to
water quality as a result of road
building is expected to be
similar to Alternative 1.
Initiating forest management
and road building in the
Stillwater Core would result in
increased risk to water quality
in the Stillwater Unit compared
to Alternatives 1 and 3.

Adverse effects to water quality
in all Class 1 streams with-HCP
fish-would be less than
Alternative 1 due to: conducting
inventory of road sediment
delivery problem sites and
instituting a schedule for
completing corrective actions at
problem sites (15 years for bull
trout streams); enhancing
monitoring (every 5 years) and
corrective actions associated
with grazing licenses;
establishing a 50-foot no-
harvest buffer; and designing,
implementing, and monitoring
site-specific mitigation
measures.

At a landscape level, risk to
water quality as a result of road
building is expected to be
similar to Alternative 1.

In streams with HCP fish,
adverse effects to water quality
would be less than all other
alternatives due to: reducing the
timeframe for conducting
inventory of road sediment
delivery problem sites and for
completing corrective actions at
problem sites (10 years for bull
trout streams); reducing the
timeframe for monitoring
associated with grazing
licenses (every year); and
establishing a no-harvest buffer
the entire width of the RMZ.

At a landscape level, risk to
water quality as a result of road
building is expected to be
similar to Alternative 1.

Effects to water quality in the
Stillwater Unit would be similar
to Alternative 2.

Adverse effects to water quality
in streams with HCP fish would
be less than Alternative 1 but
greater than Alternatives 2

and 3 due to: an extended
timeframe for conducting
inventory of road sediment
delivery problem sites and no
certain timeframe for
completing corrective actions at
problem sites (project-by-
project basis); an extended
timeframe for monitoring
associated with grazing
licenses (10 years); and
increased harvest allowed
within the RMZ.




SI3

O4NQ eueluoN

s9|qel SI3
3 xipuaddy

6¢-3

TABLE E3-4. SUMMARY OF EFFECTS BY ALTERNATIVE (CONTINUED)

Evaluation Criterion

No Action
(Alternative 1)

Proposed HCP
(Alternative 2)

Increased Conservation
HCP
(Alternative 3)

Increased Management
Flexibility HCP
(Alternative 4)

Water Quantity

All alternatives include requirements to establish watershed-level thresholds to protect beneficial water uses with a low to moderate
degree of risk. Project-level cumulative watershed effects analyses and mitigations would continue under all alternatives.

Some measurable changes in water quantity for all alternatives would be expected, but only where timber harvest occurs in small

watersheds, particularly within the rain-on-snow elevation zone.

Plant Species of Concern,

Noxious Weeds, and Wetlands

Plant Species of
Concern (SOC)

Current practices (ARMs and
MCA) that address identified
Plant SOC will be
implemented. Activities
associated with the alternative
are not expected to adversely
effect known populations of the
threatened species Spalding’s
campion and water howellia
that occur in the HCP project
area.

riparian areas.

Same as Alternative 1, but some HCP conservation commitments for fish (AQ-RM1, AQ-SD2,
AQ-SD5, AQ-GR1) and wildlife species (GB-PR4, GB-NR3, GB-RZ3, GB-RZ5, GB-ST2) would result
in greater protection of potential habitat of Spalding’s campion, water howellia, and other plant SOC
(where unknown populations may exist). Alternative 3 would provide slightly greater protection in

Noxious Weeds

Current practices (ARMs and
MCA) aimed at minimizing the
spread of noxious weeds would
be implemented.

As compared to Alternative 1,
some HCP conservation

AQ-SD3, AQ-GR1) and wildlife
species (GB-PR7, GB-RZ1,
GB-NR4, GB-RZ6) would
systematically help reduce the
spread of noxious weeds.

commitments for fish (AQ-SD2,

Alternative 3 would provide the Same as Alternative 2.
greatest level of protection
against noxious weed spread
because it would construct the
fewest miles of road, place
more roads under restrictions
from public access, require the
shortest timeframe for
correction of eroding roads, and
require the most frequent
grazing inspections.

Wetlands

Under all alternatives, wetland protection would continue as under current conditions (ARMs 36.11.301 through 36.11.313 and

ARM 36.11.426). However, under the action alternatives, some HCP conservatlon commltments for fish spe0|es (AQ- RM1 AQ- SD2
AQ GR1) would result in enhanced wetland protection over Alternatlve 1 A , W

streams—AIternatlve 3 would have the shortest tlmelme for |dent|fy|ng and correctlng sedlmentatlon issues on roads, WhICh may reduce
sediment and erosion impacts on wetlands.

Fish and Fish Habitat

Risk of Adverse Effects
on Aquatic Habitat

All of the alternatives are generally effective at maintaining key habitat components at a level that provides for healthy fish populations.

Sedimentation

Sediment production and delivery would be relatively equivalent under all alternatives by the end of the Permit term (50 years).
However, all the action alternatives would systematically reduce sediment production and delivery rates sooner on HCP species streams
than Alternative 1, resulting in greater cumulative benefits during the entire Permit term. Considering the various riparian buffer widths
and timeframes for correcting sediment problems, Alternative 3 provides the most conservation benefits to fish species and habitat in the
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TABLE E3-4. SUMMARY OF EFFECTS BY ALTERNATIVE (CONTINUED)

Evaluation Criterion

Increased Conservation
HCP
(Alternative 3)

Increased Management
Flexibility HCP
(Alternative 4)

No Action Proposed HCP
(Alternative 1) (Alternative 2)

short term, followed sequentially by Alternatives 2, 4, and 1.

Large Woody Debris
(LWD) Frequency

All of the alternatives are expected to maintain adequate stream form and function characteristics; however the action alternatives would

better ensure in- stream LWD Ievels to support natlve fISh spemes ALse—beeause%heﬂpaﬂan—beﬁeewrdth#eHheﬂaehen—aHematweSﬁ

funeﬂemng—l:WD—eenMens—Model results show that Alternatlve 3 Would prowde the greatest LWD Ievels W|th sequentlally decreasmg
levels for Alternatives 2, 4, and 1. However, Alternative 2 would provide increased LWD frequencies over a substantially larger portion
of the HCP project area than would either of the other action alternatives (Alternatives 3 and 4).

Shade and Temperature

Modeling indicates that all three action alternatives are similarly effective at maintaining the key riparian functions of shading and stream
temperature at a level that provides for the conservation of fish, including HCP aquatic species. Stream shading under Alternative 1 is
substantially decreased by initial harvest. Although Alternative 1 stream shading showed a gradual increase through the end of the
modeling period, the level of shading never exceeded the shade levels of the action alternatives. None of the action alternatives would
result in a measurable negative effect on maximum summer or minimum winter stream temperatures.

Connectivity

Timeframes for culvert replacement vary between the alternatives. Alternatives 2 and 3 contain specific commitments for replacing
known barrier culverts and for correcting identified high-risk road-stream crossings. Alternatives 1 and 4 do not contain these specific
commitments. Alternatives 2 and 3 contain effectiveness monitoring and adaptive management components to ensure that desired
levels of connectivity are being achieved. Therefore, Alternative 3, which would correct connectivity problems more expeditiously, would
improve fish passage sooner, especially for the HCP fish species. Alternative 2 would also improve connectivity, but at a slightly slower
rate than Alternative 3.

Other Habitat Factors

All of the alternatives would provide adequate aquatic habitat conditions, and in the long term, maintain properly functioning channel form
and function and microclimate conditions. While there are some differences in the way each alternative addresses channel form and
function and microclimate, it is not known if significant differences between the action alternatives would result.

Wildlife

Grizzly Bear

Total Roads

Increases in road miles would result in increases in total road densities on DNRC lands and in BMU subunits in recovery zones. High
road densities may reduce habitat effectiveness and displace bears from important habitats. Alternative 1 partially offsets some of these
effects by implementing secure habitat in the Stillwater Block and quiet areas in the Swan River State Forest, minimizing effects on
important habitat elements in timber harvest design, and retaining hiding cover.

Under the action alternatives, the effects of increased roads are partially offset by restricting DNRC and public use of roads,
implementing spring restrictions, establishing quiet areas on blocked lands and scattered parcels, and retaining hiding cover and other
important habitat elements.

Total Roads on
Scattered Parcels in
Non- Recovery Occupied
Habitat (m|/m| )

Under each alternative, total road density increases would be the same and would increase by 0.7 in NWLO, 1.3 in SWLO, and 1.4 in
CLO.
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TABLE E3-4. SUMMARY OF EFFECTS BY ALTERNATIVE (CONTINUED)

Increased Conservation Increased Management

No Action Proposed HCP HCP Flexibility HCP
Evaluation Criterion (Alternative 1) (Alternative 2) (Alternative 3) (Alternative 4)
Total Roads on +0.6 in NWLO Same as Alternative 1. No increase. Same as Alternative 1.
Scattered Parcels in +1.2 in SWLO
Recovery Zone (Mi/mi®) 10 4in CLO
Total Roads in the +17.6 +19.3 Same as Alternative 1. Same as Alternative 2.

Stillwater Block (miles)

Increases in new permanent
roads would be prohibited in
the Stillwater Core.

Increases in new permanent
roads would be allowed in the
Stillwater Core, but prohibited
on Class A lands.

Total Roads in the Swan
River State Forest
(miles)

+70.3

Open Roads on
Scattered Parcels in
Non-recovery Occupied
Habitat (mi/mi?)

Under all alternatives, open road density would only increase in the SWLO (by 0.1).

Open Roads on
Scattered Parcels in
Recovery Zones (mi/mi%)

Under Alternatives 2, 3, and 4, there would be no increase in open road densities in recovery zones. Under Alternative 1, the increase
would be very minimal (0.1) and not likely result in noticeable differences in effects on grizzly bears compared to the other alternatives.

Open Roads in the No increase. No increases in roads open Same as Alternative 1 Same as Alternative 2.
Stillwater Block year-round. Increase in roads

open seasonally in the

Stillwater Core.
Open Roads in the Swan  No increase. Under worst-case scenario, if Same as Alternative 2. Same as Alternative 2.

River State Forest

the Swan Agreement dissolves,
there could be an increase of
up to 28.4 miles in open roads.

Helicopter Use

Restrictions on air- and ground-
based harvest applied in the
Stillwater Block for security
core and seasonally important
areas for bears under ARM
36.11.432(1)(f).; flight paths
designed to occur at least

1 mile from these areas where
practicable.

Effects on grizzly bears attributable to DNRC's helicopter activities, would likely be minor across all
alternatives considered since helicopter logging occurs infrequently within DNRC's forest
management program, relatively small areas are typically affected by helicopter use (less than 320
acres annually on average), and the disturbance is brief (usually initiated and completed within one
3- to 6-month operating season). While short-term helicopter disturbance can be intense for local
bears using an area, the effect of the activity provides less long-term risk than similar ground based
yarding methods requiring new road construction or existing road systems. Application of new
commitments for helicopter use across the entire HCP project area would minimize any remaining
disturbance of bears from helicopter use.
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TABLE E3-4. SUMMARY OF EFFECTS BY ALTERNATIVE (CONTINUED)

Evaluation Criterion

No Action
(Alternative 1)

Proposed HCP
(Alternative 2)

Increased Conservation
HCP
(Alternative 3)

Increased Management
Flexibility HCP
(Alternative 4)

Secure Habitat and
Quiet Areas

Alt. 1 would maintain secure
habitat in the Stillwater Core
(39,600 acres) and implement
quiet areas on the Swan River
State Forest as outlined in the
Swan Agreement (3 years
activity followed by 6 years
rest).

In the Stillwater Block,

19,400 acres established as
quiet areas with 4 years active
management followed by

8 years rest.

If the Swan Agreement
dissolves, quiet areas would be
implemented on a schedule of
4 years active and 8 years rest.

All scattered parcels in
recovery zones would be
subject to schedule of 4 years
active and 8 years rest.

Same as Alternative 1 in the
Stillwater Block.

Same as Alternative 2 on the
Swan River State Forest and
on scattered parcels in
recovery zone.

Same as Alternative 2.

Direct Conflicts

Current program of informal
training of employees on bear
awareness and food storage
and sanitation; firearm
prohibitions; and case-by-case
mitigation measures for grazing
licenses where conflicts with
bears may occur; no
encounters by DNRC staff and
contractors leading to the death
of a bear to date.

Additional measures including formal training for all employees and contractors on bear awareness,
food storage, and sanitation and grazing license commitments would further minimize the risk of
DNRC employee or contractor conflicts with bears. However, over 50-year Permit term, potential
conflicts in the NCDE may occur because DNRC has considerable ownership in grizzly bear habitat
and because bears are currently relatively abundant.

Spring Habitat

Seasonal restrictions applied in
the Swan River State Forest
under the existing Swan
Agreement.

Spring habitat restrictions
would be implemented on
161,068 acres of trust lands,
including approximately
48,600 acres in the Stillwater
Block, 31,700 acres in the
Swan River State Forest, and
17,900 acres in the CYE
(Table 4.9-5). By limiting the
types of allowable activities
during the spring period in
areas where bears are more
likely to be present,
Alternative 2 would reduce the

risk (compared to Alternative 1)

of displacement from crucial
habitat during this important
season for bears.

Similar acreage subject to
spring restrictions as under
Alternative 2, but more
stringent restrictions apply;
thereby reducing potential risk
of effects by a slight degree
compared to Alternative 2.

Alternative 4 is similar to
Alternative 2 but would provide
slightly more management
flexibility thereby increasing the
risk of displacements by a slight
degree compared to

Alternative 2.
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TABLE E3-4. SUMMARY OF EFFECTS BY ALTERNATIVE (CONTINUED)

Evaluation Criterion

No Action
(Alternative 1)

Increased Conservation Increased Management
Proposed HCP HCP Flexibility HCP
(Alternative 2) (Alternative 3) (Alternative 4)

Potential Denning
Habitat

Some potential for disturbance
of bears in undetected dens or
emerging from undetected dens

Potential for disturbance avoided by imposing management restrictions on specific geographic area of
potential denning habitat. For Alternatives 2 and 4, only the recovery zones receive the restrictions,
and the area amounts to 5,863 acres. Under Alternative 3, the restrictions also apply to NROH, and
an extra buffer on the area is added, for a total of 66,376 acres.

Habitat Modification

Modeling results for all alternatives reflect an increase in hiding cover over time, with very little differences between alternatives.

Under Alternative 1, impacts to habitat elements would be addressed as identified for individual projects through the MEPA
interdisciplinary process. Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 contain specific provisions for assessing impacts to specific grizzly bear habitat
elements for projects in recovery zones. DNRC would develop mitigations that minimize impacts to these specific habitat elements. As
a result, the risk of adverse effects on foraging opportunities in key sites would be reduced compared to Alternative 1.

All three action alternatives provide greater certainty of maintaining linkage in important areas over the 50-year Permit term than

Alternative 1.

Canada Lynx

Suitable habitat

Manage 15 percent
(28,53832,805 acres) of total
potential habitat
(496;254218,700 acres) for
lynx.

All action alternatives would require retention of more suitable habitat than Alternative 1, which would
conserve lynx by promoting a balance of stands in various structural stages. Alternative 3 requires

70 percent (433;474180,134 acres), Alternative 2 requires 65 percent (423,;663167,267 acres), and
Alternative 4 requires 60 percent (444:454154,400 acres) of the total potential habitat within LMAs and
scattered parcels be maintained as suitable.

Under Alternatives 2 and 3, no more than 15 percent of suitable habitat could be converted to
temporary non-suitable per decade in any LMA, the limit under Alternative 4 would be 20 percent.

Foraging Habitat

Provides adequate foraging
habitat for lynx.

While the action alternatives require DNRC to retain more foraging habitat for lynx{(20-percent-of-total
potential-habitatin-an-LMA) than currently required under ARMs, the amount of foraging habitat could
be reduced considerably over the permit term, which may have adverse effects on lynx. These effects
are partially offset by expected improvements in availability and quality of foraging habitat within
LMAs, and-provisions-within-requirements for retention of winter foraging habitat and pre-commercial
thinning units, as well as prescriptions to maintain some level of snowshoe hare use in pre-
commercial th|nn|ng units and to help expedite the development of future wmter foraglng habltat

Denning Habitat

Provides sufficient denning
habitat by maintaining 5
percent of total potential habitat
as denning habitat on scattered
parcels and within the
Stillwater Block and Swan
River State Forest and
adhering to the ARMs for
shags and snag recruits
(36.11.411) and coarse woody
debris (36.11.414).

All action alternatives are Alternative 3 would benefit lynx Alternative 4 would retain 2 den
expected to benefit lynx by slightly more than other sites per square mile but Least
adequately conserving den site  alternatives because it would beneficial-because-it-would not
attributes during timber harvest  retain ensure-that-at least seme  retain 1 percent of blowdown

activities (including salvage). ofthe-2 den sites per square salvage. Difference not
mile eceur-within or adjacent to expected to have substantial
stands providing the structural effect on lynx.

requirements for lynx denning.
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TABLE E3-4. SUMMARY OF EFFECTS BY ALTERNATIVE (CONTINUED)

Evaluation Criterion

No Action
(Alternative 1)

Increased Conservation Increased Management
Proposed HCP HCP Flexibility HCP
(Alternative 2) (Alternative 3) (Alternative 4)

Habitat Connectivity and
Linkage

Adequately conserves lynx
habitat connectivity and
linkage.

All action alternatives provide greater assurances that connectivity would be maintained for essential
denning, foraging, and dispersal activities for lynx compared to Alternative 1. Alternative 3 would likely
provide a slightly greater level of assurance that connectivity is maintained followed by Alternatives 2
and then 4. This is attributed to the preservation of the Stillwater Core and commitments to limit
contiguous occurrences of temporary nonsuitable habitat.

Den Site Protection

Generally, known den sites

receive adequate protection.

All action alternatives provide additional protection for denning lynx compared to Alternative 1 by
applying specific restriction dates. Forest management activities are not expected to result in adverse
effects on denning lynx because of the low likelihood of overlap between a harvest unit and a lynx den
site.

Other Wildlife Species

Effects on Other Wildlife
Species

No change

No policy changes are specifically proposed for other wildlife species. Substantial effects to other
wildlife species are not expected. Most identified effects tend to be beneficial. Extensive analysis of
other wildlife species contained in Section 4.9 of the Draft EIS.

Recreation

Scattered Parcels

Very slight increase (4 to 6%) in amount of road miles open year-round or seasonally to motorized public access under each alternative;
motorized users would not benefit greatly.

Increase in amount of road miles limited to non-motorized public access would more than double under each alternative; non-motorized
users such as hunters, bicyclists, berry-pickers, hikers, cross country skiers who seek easier access to areas would benefit.

Recreationists who seek undisturbed areas in which to recreate may view increases in open and restricted road miles unfavorably.
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TABLE E3-4. SUMMARY OF EFFECTS BY ALTERNATIVE (CONTINUED)

Evaluation Criterion

No Action
(Alternative 1)

Proposed HCP
(Alternative 2)

Increased Conservation
HCP
(Alternative 3)

Increased Management
Flexibility HCP
(Alternative 4)

Stillwater Block and
Swan River State Forest

No changes in amount of road
miles open year-round or
seasonally to motorized public
access would occur in the
Stillwater Block or Swan River
State Forest. Motorized user
groups would gain no further
road access than is currently
present.

Amount of road miles limited to
non-motorized public access
would increases in both the
Stillwater Block and the Swan
River State Forest. Such
increases may be viewed
favorably by non-motorized
users such as hunters,
mountain bikers, berry-pickers,
and hikers who seek easier
access to areas.

Recreationists who seek
undisturbed areas in which to
recreate may view increases in
open and restricted road miles
unfavorably.

Amount of road miles open
year-round to motorized public
access in the Stillwater Block
would decrease by 18.3 miles,
which may be viewed
negatively by motorized users.
However, this negative effect
may be partially offset by the
increase in seasonal motorized
access to two important
recreation areas in the
Stillwater Core: Stryker Basin
and Herrig Lake.

In the Swan River State Forest,
if the Swan Agreement is
terminated, the amount of road
miles open year-round to
motorized public access may
increase by over 20 miles,
which would benefit motorized-
user groups.

The amount of road miles with
seasonal restrictions would
increase by 47 miles in the
Stillwater Block, and would
increase by 23 miles in the
Swan River State Forest,
providing increased seasonal
motorized access as well as
increased non-motorized public
access.

Increases in timber
management in the Stillwater
Core may have negative
localized effects on the quality
of the recreational experience
for some user groups; however,
these effects would be short-
term.

For Stillwater Block, similar to
Alternative 1.

For the Swan River State
Forest, similar to Alternative 2.

For both the Stillwater Block
and the Swan River State
Forest, similar to Alternative 2.
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TABLE E3-4. SUMMARY OF EFFECTS BY ALTERNATIVE (CONTINUED)

Evaluation Criterion

No Action
(Alternative 1)

Increased Conservation
HCP
(Alternative 3)

Increased Management
Flexibility HCP
(Alternative 4)

Proposed HCP
(Alternative 2)

Visual Resources

Risk of Adverse Effects
on Visual Landscape

Increases in the amount of roaded areas and forest in the non-stocked and seedling/sapling size classes would result in decreases in the
amount of natural-appearing forested landscape. Although the amount of roaded areas and acres in the non-stocked and
seedling/sapling size classes would be different under each alternative, the effects to visual resources would be indistinguishable
between the alternatives, except for activities associated with the Stillwater Core. User-groups who prefer to recreate in more natural-
appearing landscapes may view the effects to the visual landscape unfavorably.

Stillwater Core

Minimal active forest
management, so no or minimal
changes to visual landscape
from DNRC activities.

Harvest areas and roads would  Similar to Alternative 1. Similar to Alternative 2.
increase the amount of visibly

modified forestland. Visibility

from a distance more likely due

to greater use of even-aged

management.

User-groups who prefer to
recreate in more natural-
appearing landscapes may
view the effects to the visual
landscape of the Stillwater Core
unfavorably.

Archaeological, Historical, Cultural, and Tribal Trust Resources

Risk of Adverse Effects
on Resources

Activities associated with timber harvest and road construction may have some adverse effects on cultural or paleontological resources.
Although the amount of new road miles and sustainable yield would be different under each alternative, the effects to cultural or
paleontological resources would be indistinguishable between the alternatives, except for activities associated with the Stillwater Core.

Stillwater Core

Minimal active forest
management, so minimal risk of
encountering or disturbing
cultural or paleontological
resources or Traditional

Cultural Properties from DNRC
activities.

Increase in active forest Similar to Alternative 1. Similar to Alternative 2.
management, including new

road construction; therefore,

increased risk of encountering

or disturbing cultural or

paleontological resources or

Traditional Cultural Properties.

Socioeconomics

Present Net Value $146.1 $155.8 $124.5 $160.2
(millions of dollars)

Forestry Sector Jobs 507 553 482 557
(# jobs per year)

Forestry Sector Wages $19.7 $21.5 $18.7 $21.6

(per year, $1,000,000)
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TABLE E3-4. SUMMARY OF EFFECTS BY ALTERNATIVE (CONTINUED)

Increased Conservation

Increased Management

No Action Proposed HCP HCP Flexibility HCP
Evaluation Criterion (Alternative 1) (Alternative 2) (Alternative 3) (Alternative 4)
Gross Revenues $12,187,865 $13,293,677 $11,584,481 $13,377,804
Expenditures $6,157,986 $6,716,682 $6,462,184 $6,720,252
Net Revenues $6,029,878 $6,576,994 $5,122,298 $6,657,552

Recreational Use
License Revenue and
Forest-related
Recreation Jobs

Sales of recreation use licenses
and forest-related recreation
job opportunities likely to follow
existing trends.

Increased sales of recreation
use licenses and forest-related
recreation job opportunities due
to increased access into the
Stillwater Core. Commercial
and general recreation users
may benefit from greater
access into the Stillwater Core.

Similar to Alternative 1.

Similar to Alternative 2.

Natural Amenities and
Non-use Value

Changes to natural amenities
and non-use values likely to
continue in a similar pattern as
they have since DNRC'’s
current forest management
program went into effect.
Residents and tourists who
derive value from unmanaged
landscapes would continue to
be affected by ongoing
harvesting.

Slightly lower level of effects on
natural amenities and non-use
values at the landscape level
due to increased conservation
commitments.

Openinglncreasing

management in the Stillwater
Core would affect the natural
amenities and non-use values
in that area, thereby negatively
affecting residents and tourists
who derive value from
unmanaged landscapes.

Changes to natural amenities
and non-use values likely to be
less than all alternatives due to
additional protection and
mitigation requirements for
sensitive areas and wildlife
species.

Similar to Alternative 2

Environmental Justice

Project effects not expected to fall disproportionately on minority or low-income populations.
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TABLE E4-1. HCP PROJECT AREA LANDS BY CURRENT COVER TYPE, DESIRED

FUTURE CONDITION (DFC), AND LAND OFFICE

Acres of CCT Percent of

Acres of Acres of that Need to CCT that
Current Current Cover be Converted Needs to be
Cover Type that Meet Acres of Percent of to Another Converted to
Land Office, Type DFCs (CCT = Target DFC Cover Type Another
Cover Type (CCT) DFC) DFC Target Met (CCT # DFC) Cover Type
CLO
Mixed conifer 390 387 392 98.7% 3 0.8%
Hardwoods 656 656 656 100.0% 0 0.0%
Douglas-fir 35,620 35,620 36,619 97.3% 0 0.0%
Ponderosa pine 6,045 6,045 6,053 99.9% 0 0.0%
Lodgepole pine 7,413 7,413 7,494 98.9% 0 0.0%
Subalpine fir 5,385 5,316 5,442 97.7% 69 1.3%
Non-commercial 64 0 0 0 64 100.0%
Non-stocked 1,083 0 0 0 1,083 100.0%
NWLO
Mixed conifer 65,536 14,360 17,141 83.8% 51,176 78.1%
Hardwoods 816 293 360 81.3% 523 64.1%
Western
larch/Douglas-fir 65,402 54,320 105,607 51.4% 11,082 16.9%
Douglas-fir 7,046 4,264 5,870 72.7% 2,781 39.5%
Ponderosa pine 47,552 43,823 51,648 84.8% 3,729 7.8%
Lodgepole pine 20,363 13,449 18,033 74.6% 6,914 34.0%
Subalpine fir 37,470 23,549 27,172 86.7% 13,922 37.2%
Western white pine 7,790 7,790 32,070 24.3% 0 0.0%
Non-commercial 96 0 0 0 96 100.0%
Non-stocked 5,830 0 0 0 5,830 100.0%
SWLO
Mixed conifer 4,523 727 897 81.0% 3,796 83.9%
Hardwoods 569 525 525 100.0% 43 7.6%
Western
larch/Douglas-fir 20,857 19,651 27,980 70.2% 1,207 5.8%
Douglas-fir 29,242 26,392 31,206 84.6% 2,850 9.7%
Ponderosa pine 48,640 48,122 57,657 83.5% 518 1.1%
Lodgepole pine 12,432 9,826 10,857 90.5% 2,606 21.0%
Subalpine fir 5,117 1,785 2,032 87.9% 3,332 65.1%
Western white pine 207 207 383 54.2% 0 0.0%
Non-commercial 293 0 0 0 293 100.0%
Non-stocked 9,657 0 0 0 9,657 100.0%
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TABLE E4-1. HCP PROJECT AREA LANDS BY CURRENT COVER TYPE, DESIRED

FUTURE CONDITION (DFC), AND LAND OFFICE (CONTINUED)

Acres of CCT Percent of

Acres of Acres of that Need to CCT that
Current Current Cover be Converted Needs to be
Cover Type that Meet  Acres of Percent of to Another Converted to
Land Office, Type DFCs (CCT = Target DFC Cover Type Another
Cover Type (CCT) DFC) DFC Target Met  (CCT # DFC) Cover Type
TOTAL
Mixed conifer 70,450 15,474 18,431 84.0% 54,975 78.0%
Hardwoods 2,041 1,474 1,541 95.6% 567 27.8%
Western larch /
Douglas-fir 86,260 73,971 133,587 55.4% 12,289 14.2%
Douglas-fir 71,908 66,276 73,695 89.9% 5,631 7.8%
Ponderosa pine 102,237 97,990 115,358 84.9% 4,247 4.2%
Lodgepole pine 40,208 30,688 36,385 84.3% 9,520 23.7%
Subalpine fir 47,972 30,650 34,646 88.5% 17,322 36.1%
Western white pine 7,997 7,997 32,453 24.6% 0 0.0%
Non-commercial 452 0 0 0 452 100.0%
Non-stocked 16,570 0 0 0 16,570 100.0%
Source: DNRC (2008a).
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TABLE E4-2. DISTRIBUTION AND HABITAT PREFERENCE OF PLANT SOC IN THE HCP

PROJECT AREA
Management
Practices /
Disturbances Documented
Affecting Presence in the .
Species HCP Project Area
Scientific Common State Federal Known Habitat and/or
Name Name Status'  Status’ Preferences® Habitat® NWLO CLO SWLO
Aloina Aloina S1 None Information is not Uncertain + - -
brevirostris brevirostris complete
Amblyodon Amblyodon SH None Information is not Uncertain + - -
dealbatus dealbatus complete
Amerorchis Round- S2S83 Sensitive Moist Forest: Timber + - -
rotundifolia leaved Spruce forest Harvesting,
orchis around seeps or Road
along streams Construction
Aquilegia Sitka S182 Sensitive  Moist Forest: Uncertain - + -
formosa columbine Moist soil of open
coniferous,
cottonwood, or
aspen forests in
the montane to
subalpine zone
Arabis Sapphire S2S3 Sensitive  Shrub Steppe / Noxious - - +
fecunda rockcress Dry Woodland: weeds,
Moderate to steep Grazing,
slopes with sparse  Road
vegetation or open  construction
dry ponderosa
pine woodlands
Asplenium Maidenhair SH None Rock Uncertain + - -
trichomanes spleenwort Outcroppings:
Moist rock crevices
and talus slopes in
montane zone
Astragalus Painted S1 Sensitive  Other: Dune - + -
cermicus var. milkvetch Early successional stabilization
apus habi)t,ats includin through fire,
. 9 grazing, and
sandy soil on
gopher
moderately steep activity
south and west
facing slopes
Athysanus Sandweed S1 Sensitive  Moist Forest: Noxious - - +
pusillus . weeds
Shallow soil on
steep slopes or
cliffs in the lower
mountain zone
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TABLE E4-2. DISTRIBUTION AND HABITAT PREFERENCE OF PLANT SOC IN THE HCP

PROJECT AREA (CONTINUED)

Management
Practices /
Disturbances Documented
Affecting Presence in the .
Species HCP Project Area
Scientific Common State Federal Known Habitat and/or
Name Name Status’ Status’ Preferences® Habitat® NWLO CLO SWLO
Atriplex Wedge- S1 None Wetland/Riparian: Uncertain - + -
truncata leaved Vernally moist,
saltbrush alkaline soils
around ponds and
along valley
streams
Bidens beckii Beck water- S2 Sensitive ~ Wetland/Riparian: Uncertain + - -
marigold Still or slow-
moving water of
lakes, rivers, and
sloughs in valleys
Botrychium Upward- S182 Sensitive  Wetland/Riparian: Noxious + - -
ascendens lobed Stream floodplain Weeds, Road
moonwort habitats Construction
Botrychium Wavy S2S3 Sensitive ~ Wetland/Riparian: Noxious ++ - -
crenulatum moonwort Stream bottoms Weeds, Road
and along edges Construction
of seeps, marshes
and wet roadsides
Botrychium Mountain S3 None Moist Forest: Uncertain + - -
montanum moonwort Deep litter of
mature forests and
along riparian
thickets, mesic
meadows, and
grassy trail edges
Botrychium Stalked S182 Sensitive  Moist Forest: Timber + - -
pedunculosum moonwort Litter of mature Harvesting,
forests and old Road
stream channel Construction
bottoms
Bryum Bryum SH None Information is not Uncertain + - -
calobryoides calobryoides complete
Carex idahoa  Idaho sedge S283 Sensitive  Wetland/Riparian: Grazing, - - +
Meadows Noxious
alongside streams  Weeds, Road
in valley bottoms Construction
Castilleja Deer Indian SH None Grasslands / Dry  Uncertain + - +
cervina paintbrush Woodland:
Grasslands and
open coniferous
forests in lower
montane zones
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TABLE E4-2. DISTRIBUTION AND HABITAT PREFERENCE OF PLANT SOC IN THE HCP

PROJECT AREA (CONTINUED)

Management
Practices /
Disturbances Documented
Affecting Presence in the
Species HCP Project Area*
Scientific Common State Federal Known Habitat and/or
Name Name Status’ Status’ Preferences® Habitat® NWLO CLO SWLO
Cetraria Cetraria S2 None Information is not Uncertain + - -
subalpina subalpina complete
Cirsium Short-styled S182 None Grasslands / Dry  Uncertain + - -
brevistyl um thistle Woodland:
Meadows and
disturbed forests in
valley and
montane zones
Collema Collema S1 Sensitive  Information is not  Uncertain + - -
curtisporum curtisporum complete
Cryptantha Round- SH None Shrub steppe / Uncertain - + -
humilis headed Dry Woodland:
cryptantha Sagebrush steppe
and valley
woodlands
Cyperus Red-root SH None Wetland/Riparian: Uncertain + - -
erythrorhizos flatsedge Along major rivers
Cypripedium Clustered S2 Sensitive  Dry Woodland: Timber + - +
fasciculatum lady's- Warm, dry mid- Harvesting
slipper seral montane
forests
Cypripedium Sparrow's- S2 Sensitive  Moist Forest: Timber ++ - -
passerinum egg lady's Mossy, moist, or Harvesting
slipper seepy places in
coniferous forests
Drosera English S2S3 Sensitive  Moist Forest: Uncertain ++ - -
anglica sundew Found with
sphagnum moss in
wet soils in
montane zone
Dryopteris Crested S2 Sensitive ~ Moist Forest: Timber ++ - -
cristata shieldfern Moist to wet soils Harvesting
in forest margins of
fens and swamps
in montane zone
Eleocharis Beaked S2 Sensitive ~ Wetland/Riparian: Timber ++ - -
rostellata spikerush Wet soils along Harvesting
warm springs or
fens in valleys
Epipactis Giant S2 Sensitive ~ Wetland/Riparian: Timber ++ - -
gigantea helleborine Stream banks, Harvesting
lake margins, fens,
springs, and seeps
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TABLE E4-2. DISTRIBUTION AND HABITAT PREFERENCE OF PLANT SOC IN THE HCP

PROJECT AREA (CONTINUED)

Management
Practices /
Disturbances Documented
Affecting Presence in the
Species HCP Project Area*
Scientific Common State Federal Known Habitat and/or
Name Name Status’ Status’ Preferences® Habitat® NWLO CLO SWLO
Eriophorum Slender S2 Sensitive  Moist Forest: Wet  Timber ++ - -
gracile cottongrass soils along fens in Harvesting
valleys and
montane zones
Grindelia Howell's S283 Sensitive  Moist Forest: Road - - +
howellii gumweed Moist lightly Construction,
disturbed soil Noxious
adjacent to ponds, Weeds
marshes, grazed
pastures, and
roadsides
Howellia Water S2 Threatened Moist Forest: Noxious ++ - -
aquatilis howellia Small vernal weeds,
wetlands and at Timber
the edges of Harvesting
deeper ponds
Hutchinsia Hutchinsia S1 Sensitive  Shrub steppe / Uncertain + - -
procumbens Dry Woodland:
Vernally moist soil
of sagebrush
steppe in the lower
montane zone
Idahoa Scalepod S1 Sensitive  Moist Forest : Uncertain - - +
scapigera Vernally moist soil
on rock ledges in
the lower mountain
zone
Lathyrus Latah tule S1 Sensitive  Dry Woodland: Uncertain + - -
bijugatus pea Open ponderosa
pine and western
larch forests in
lower montane
zones and valleys
Lesquerella Garnet S1 Sensitive  Grasslands: Noxious - - +
carinata bladderpod Gravelly grassland  Weeds
slopes in foothills
zone
Liparis loeselii  Loesel's S182 Sensitive ~ Wetland/Riparian:  Timber ++ - -
twayblade Wet soils along Harvesting
fens in valley and
montane zones
Neckera Neckera S1 None Information is not Uncertain + - -
douglasii douglasii complete
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TABLE E4-2. DISTRIBUTION AND HABITAT PREFERENCE OF PLANT SOC IN THE HCP

PROJECT AREA (CONTINUED)

Management
Practices /
Disturbances Documented
Affecting Presence in the .
Species HCP Project Area

Scientific Common State Federal Known Habitat and/or
Name Name Status’ Status’ Preferences® Habitat® NWLO CLO SWLO
Nymphaea Pygmy S1 None Wetland/Riparian: Timber - - +
tetragona ssp.  water-lily Along quiet, fresh Harvesting,
Leibergii water of lakes and  Noxious

sloughs in valleys Weeds
Ophioglossum  Adder's S2 Sensitive ~ Wetland/Riparian: Grazing, ++ - -
pusillum tongue Wet meadows, Noxious

margins of fens, Weeds

and gravelly moist

soils
Penstemon Lemhi S3° Sensitive  Shrub Steppe: Grazing, - + +
lemhiensis beardtongue Moderate to steep  Noxious

relatively dry Weeds, Road

slopes Construction
Potamogeton  Blunt-leaved S2 Sensitive  Wetland/Riparian: Timber ++ - -
obtusifolius pondweed Shallow water of Harvesting

lakes, ponds, and

sloughs in valley,

foothill, and

montane zones
Scheuchzeria  Pod grass S2 Sensitive ~ Wetland/Riparian: Timber ++ - -
palustris Wet soils along Harvesting

fens in valley and

montane zones
Scirpus Tufted club- S2 Sensitive ~ Wetland/Riparian:  Uncertain + - -
cespitosus rush Wet meados and

sphagnum bogs in

montane and

alpine zones
Scirpus Water S2 Sensitive ~ Wetland/Riparian: Timber ++ - -
subterminalis bulrush Open water and Harvesting

boggy margins of

ponds, lakes, and

sloughs in valley,

foothill, and

montane zones
Silene Spalding's S1 Threatened Grasslands: Noxious + - -
spaldingii campion Open, mesic Weeds,

grasslands in Grazing,

valleys and Road

foothills Construction
Sphagnum Sphagnum S1 None Information is not  Uncertain + - -
wulfianum wulfianum complete
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TABLE E4-2. DISTRIBUTION AND HABITAT PREFERENCE OF PLANT SOC IN THE HCP

PROJECT AREA (CONTINUED)

Management
Practices /
Disturbances Documented
Affecting Presence in the .
Species HCP Project Area
Scientific Common State Federal Known Habitat and/or
Name Name Status’ Status’ Preferences® Habitat® NWLO CLO SWLO
Taraxacum Rocky S2 Sensitive  Wetland/Riparian: Noxious - + -
eriophorum Mountain Openriparianand  Weeds,
dandelion wetland ares of Grazing
foothills and
montane zones
Thelypodium Slender S2 Sensitive  Grassland: Moist ~ Uncertain - + -
sagittatum thelypody meadows in valley
to montane zones
Trifolium Hollyleaf S2 Sensitive  Dry Woodland: Timber - - +
gymnocarpon  clover Open woods and Harvesting,
slopes in lower Road
montane zones Construction
Utricularia Flat-leaved S182 Sensitive ~ Wetland/Riparian: Uncertain + - -
intermedia bladderwort Shallow water of
peatlands in valley
to montane zones
Viola selkirkii Great- S1 Sensitive  Other: Spotty Uncertain + - -
spurred distribution
violet

' Source: MNHP (2008a).

Federal status includes U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Bureau of Land Management, and U.S. Forest Service rankings. Federal Status

ranking indicates that one, more than one, or all agencies have listed the species as either Sensitive or Threatened.

State Forest (Pierce and Barton 2000, 2001, and 2003).

Data obtained from the Montana Field Guide (http://fieldguide.mt.gov).
+ Data obtained from MNHP Natural Heritage Tracker database (MNHP 2008b). ++ Data obtained from surveys conducted in Swan River

for accordingly in the query for SOC on HCP project area lands.

Although S3 listed species are not typically identified as SOC, this plant was recorded as such in the MNHP database and was accounted

Appendix E
EIS Tables
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TABLE E4-3. EIS AQUATIC ANALYSIS UNIT ACREAGE

Clark Fork Basin Flathead Basin
X o x X
-~ -~ 1] _ Q 1] —
_ Q -_—

S 8 o 2 5 S g 8 £

g E 2 x 3x % 2 x £e 8% E g

£ S 35 25 o 25 55 . 5 = 2

m o 4w = LW 12 ouw [Tag | ZLn 7] (7]
Planning Area (Acres) 1,827,284 1,478,362 714,038 3,197,557 568,475 1,793,565 761,502 612,855 498,460 466,102
All DNRC Ownership Within 40,079 67,753 4,493 112,967 6,731 74,191 18,885 18,835 101,631 45,523
Planning Area (Acres)
HCP Project Area (Acres) 27,743 56,528 4,185 88,512 4,592 47,173 10,470 18,499 87,321 44,613
Project Area Acres Within Planning 1.52 3.82 0.59 277 0.81 2.63 1.37 3.02 17.52 9.57
Area (%)
HCP Project Area Parcels 68 142 14 218 10 103 26 45 163 85
All DNRC Parcels 115 178 16 311 15 168 66 47 212 91
Bull Trout Habitat (Acres)’ 1,757,736 1,065,986 450,891 2,070,975 556,713 1,114,737 379,094 503,268 361,302 466,090
Westslope Cutthroat Trout Habitat 1,827,250 1,465,783 714,026 2,799,720 568,439 1,499,782 545,401 574,940 432,674 466,090
(Acres)’
Columbia Redband Trout Habitat 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
(Acres)’
Any HCP Fish Species Habitat 1,827,250 1,465,783 714,026 2,966,249 568,439 1,587,951 566,373 574,940 480,891 466,090
(Acres)’
HCP Project Area Within Bull Trout 22,187 41,803 1,650 60,237 4,059 27,407 2,002 16,259 85,730 44,506
Habitat (Acres)
HCP Project Area Within Westslope 25,369 51,842 2,933 77,015 4,059 38,050 5,449 16,648 85,730 44,506
Cutthroat Trout Habitat (Acres)
HCP Project Area Within Columbia 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Redband Trout Habitat (Acres)
HCP Project Area Within An HCP 25,369 51,842 2,933 78,308 4,059 38,661 5,449 16,648 85,730 44,506

Fish Species Habitat (Acres)
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TABLE E4-3. EIS AQUATIC ANALYSIS UNIT ACREAGE (CONTINUED)

Upper Missouri

Kootenai Basin Basin
£ 3 ek X 22
X =X oX¥ = TOTAL

Planning Area (Acres) 622,274 893,582 807,903 14,298,458 28,540,416
All DNRC Ownership Within Planning Area (Acres) 3,650 31,180 12,368 802,565 1,340,849
HCP Project Area (Acres) 3,527 28,767 11,153 115,441 548,525
Non-DNRC Ownership Within Planning Area (Acres) 618,624 862,402 795,535 13,493,144 27,195,588
HCP Project Area Acres Within Planning Area (%) 0.57 3.22 1.38 0.89 2.02
HCP Project Area Parcels 8 66 30 231 1,208
All DNRC Parcels 9 72 35 2,062 3,101?
Bull Trout Habitat (Acres)’ 240,505 597,718 404,278 0 9,969,296
Westslope Cutthroat Trout Habitat (Acres)1 622,273 883,247 768,088 4,079,348 17,247,060
Columbia Redband Trout Habitat (Ac:res)1 542,278 646,531 58,435 0 1,247,244
Any HCP Fish Species Habitat (Acres)1 622,273 883,247 768,088 4,079,348 17,570,946
HCP Project Area Within Bull Trout Habitat (Acres) 2,555 15177 7,076 0 330,648
HCP Project Area Within Westslope Cutthroat Trout 2,555 25,317 9,563 27,865 416,901
Habitat (Acres)

HCP Project Area Within Columbia Redband Trout Habitat 2,267 17,826 988 0 21,081
(Acres)

HCP Project Area Within An HCP Fish Species Habitat 2,555 25,317 9,563 27,865 418,804
(Acres)

' Defined as a sixth-order HUC where there is a known presence of the species(s) concerned.

2 Individual parcels were double counted if the parcel straddled two or more analysis units.
Source: DNRC (2008a).



SI3

O4NQ eueluoN

sa|qel SI3
3 xipuaddy

6v-3

TABLE E4-4. STREAM MILES AND FISH USE WITHIN THE PLANNING AREA, BY EIS AQUATIC ANALYSIS UNITS

Stream Miles within Planning Area

Stream Miles Supporting HCP Fish Species1

Westslope
Stream Perennial Intermittent Cutthroat Redband Any Aquatic

EIS Aquatic Analysis Unit Miles Stream Miles Stream Miles Bull Trout Trout Trout HCP Species
Bitterroot

HCP Project Area 110.0 29.5 80.5 19.6 261 0.0 26.1

Non-HCP DNRC Ownership 55.3 124 429 10.0 11.9 0.0 11.9

Non-DNRC Ownership 6,209.1 2,592.4 3,616.7 757.4 1061.2 0.0 1198.0
Blackfoot

HCP Project Area 163.7 41.0 122.7 23.3 443 0.0 443

Non-HCP DNRC Ownership 29.9 12.6 17.3 11.6 13.4 0.0 13.4

Non-DNRC Ownership 4,713.7 1,779.4 29344 452.3 1379.1 0.0 1396.5
Flathead Lake

HCP Project Area 34.7 11.5 231 4.1 8.1 0.0 8.2

Non-HCP DNRC Ownership 26.6 11.9 14.7 3.4 6.0 0.0 6.0

Non-DNRC Ownership 1,589.5 568.1 1,021.3 60.5 145.7 0.0 154.6
Lower Clark Fork

HCP Project Area 9.7 1.5 8.2 0.2 14 0.0 14

Non-HCP DNRC Ownership 0.7 0.5 0.2 0.5 0.5 0.0 0.5

Non-DNRC Ownership 2,083.2 685.8 1,397.4 1271 554.3 0.0 577.3
Lower Kootenai

HCP Project Area 11.2 3.8 7.4 3.8 3.8 1.6 3.8

Non-HCP DNRC Ownership 0.9 0.9 0.0 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9

Non-DNRC Ownership 1,739.9 7741 965.8 96.0 459.7 160.4 591.6
Middle Clark Fork

HCP Project Area 269.3 72.2 1971 52.1 75.7 0.0 75.7

Non-HCP DNRC Ownership 103.9 29.2 74.6 20.6 28.1 0.0 28.1

Non-DNRC Ownership 10,018.8 2,947.9 7,070.8 723.3 1630.7 0.0 1798.5
Middle Kootenai

HCP Project Area 93.5 18.4 751 12.4 21.3 13.7 21.3

Non-HCP DNRC Ownership 13.2 8.9 4.3 8.9 8.9 8.0 8.9

Non-DNRC Ownership 2,734.5 827.8 1,906.8 199.0 466.8 117.5 620.6
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Stream Miles within Planning Area

TABLE E4-4. STREAM MILES AND FISH USE WITHIN THE PLANNING AREA, BY EIS AQUATIC ANALYSIS UNITS

(CONTINUED)

Stream Miles Supporting HCP Fish Species1

Westslope
Stream Perennial Intermittent Cutthroat Redband Any Aquatic

EIS Aquatic Analysis Unit Miles Stream Miles Stream Miles Bull Trout Trout Trout HCP Species
North Fork Flathead

HCP Project Area 56.8 39.0 17.9 36.0 38.8 0.0 38.8

Non-HCP DNR