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EXECUTIVE 5L

Hauser Ressrvoir provides a variety of fishing and recreational
opportunities to thousands of people sach vear. This management
plan was developed by the Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks
in responss to changes in the resevrvoir fisherv and changes in
+the attitudes of anglers using the reservoir. The plan addresses
fisheries management, vecreational conflicts and begins to
evaluate +the nesed for additional access sites and facilities.
The plan contains a description of +the physical characteristics
of Hauser Resservoir, a description of the current status of the
fisheries and a discussion of past and present management
activities by the Department. ¥inally, the plan presents a
series of recommended actions for managing Hauser Reservoir over

the next five vears.

Hauser Dam is a zrun-of-the-river hydropower plant ownsd and
operated by the Montana Power Company. It is the sscond in the
chain of three dams located on the upper Missouri River. The
reserveir has a surface area of about 3,800 =cres and stores
approximately 98,000 acre-feet of water at full pool. The
average depth of the reservoir 1is 26 fest. Becguse of the
relatively small storage capacity and large inflow, the reservoir
has a short retention time with water in +he lake being replaced

on an average of about every 9 days.

& majority of anglers fishing Hauser Reservoir are from Lewis and
Clark County. Angler use averages about 43,000 fishing days per
vear. Kokanee, rainbow trout and ysllow psrch were the most
commonly caught species during 1588. The kokanee population is
relatively new and is continuing to underge substantial change.
1+ is difficult to predict what direction this fishery will
proceed in future vyears. An estimated 43,000 kokanee, 36,000
rainbow trout and 10,000 vellow pexrch were harvested from the
reservoir in 19885. Brown trout, walleye and smallmouth bass are

not commonly caught in Hauserw Rsservolr.

Recommended management actions for vainbow trout and kokanese
includs:

i. Continue te rely on a mixed fishery of rainbow trout
and kokanee to provide for a harvest isvel of aboutl

80,000 fish per vear,

2. Attempt to provids an average size of at least 14.0
inches for kokanee in the cresl during the summer/fall
fisherv.

3. reduce +the numbsr of rainbow trout stocked into the

raservolr From 200,000 Fingerlings o 125,000
fingerlings for the summer, 1930 and monitor stocking

and angling succsss.



Eliminate +the weight limit portion of the fishing
regulations for trout and kokanse and utilize a number
1imit of 10 f£fish in combination.

Establish a "no wake® restricticon for motor boat
operators from Canyvon Ferry Dam to about 0.75 miles
downstream (Riverside) to provide for public safety.

Recommended management actions for walleve include:

1.

Enhance the walleve fishery in Hauser Reservoir by
stocking 3,000 to 5,000 fingerlings pex vear. The
obiective is to provide enhanced fishing opportunities
for walleve at a level that would continue to be
compatible with other fish species in the reservoir.
Adiustments in the stocking rate could be made after a
three to five vear period if monitoring indicated that
the walleve objective was not  being met or if
unacceptable impacts on other sport Ffizh szpecies
developed in Hauser Ressrvoir or in downstream bodies
of water (Holter Ressyveir or the Missouri River).

Utilize the current composition of fish species found
in the reservoir +to provide forage for any future
walleye population that may develop.

Continue the daily limit of 5 walleye, only one of
which may exceed 20 inches.

Recommended management actions for brown frout include:

1.

Maintain the present population lewvel and continue to
provide an opportunity to catch large fish.

Evaluate brown LTrout/kcokanee interactions on spawning
grounds and, if nseded, dJdevelop solutions to minimize
potential competition between the two speciss.

Stock brown trout if other recommended actions prove to
be ineffective.

Recommended management actions for Lake Helens include:

i.

Attempt to manage Lake Helena for both fisheries and
waterfowl.

Continue Depayitment aefforts to enhance the bass
tigshervy.



inciudes;

Recommended management actions for commexcial

1. Zllow commercizl fishing for carp and suckers to
continue to take place in both Lake Helena and the
Causeway BArm of Hauser Reserveir and monitor the
effacts on the sport fisheriss.

Recommendations addressing access and recreational facility needs
on Hauser Reserveir will be deferved until mors information
becomes available. Recommended management actions will be used
for the next five vyears to ensure Hauser Heservoir continues to
provide good fishing cpportunities and satisfies public demand.
This management plan was approved by the Fish and Game Commission
on September 15, 1989.
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INTRODUCTION

Hauser Reservoir provides a variety of fishing and recreational
opportunitiss to thousands of people each vear. The reservoir
fishery is diverse, providing a good opportunity to catch
kokanee, rainbow trout, brown trout and vellow perch, as well as
an occasional walleve and mountain whitefish. In addition,
specimens of brown trout, rainbow trout and walleve from 5 to 15
pounds provide anglers an opportunity to catch an occasional

trophy  sized Fish. However, fish populations in Hauser
Reservoir, as well as attitudes of anglers using the reservoir,
are changing. The kekanse population has expanded dramatically

since the late 1970's. Because this relatively new population is
continuing to undergoe significant changs, it is difficult to
predict what direction the fishery will proceed in future years.
In addition, public zrequests for enhancement of the walleve
fishery, protection of +the trophy brown trout fishery and
maintenance of +the zxTainbow trout fishery have significantly
increased in recent vears. Changes in the fishery and in angler
attitudes are the reasons for the development of this management

plan.

The planning process was initiated during the fall, 1988 when a
series of public meetings were held in Great Falls, Helena and
Bozeman to identifv the issues and problems assoclated with the
management of the mid-Missouri Reserveoir Complex. BApproximately
135 people attended these meetings and numerous comments were
made and recorded. In addition., about &0 written comments were
raceived following these meetings. Public comments wears
directed at fisheries management, habitat management, social
conflict and access (Sse page 8 in Appendix A}.

Baszed on public comment recelived at these meetings, a document
presenting & series of management alternatives for Hauser
Regervoir was completed during the winter, 1885. Management
alternatives were tThen revised following review by a committee
representing local sportsmen groups, public agencies and private
business. The revised "Yalternatives" document 1is presented in
Lppendix &. Finallvy, approximately 1350 gusstionnaires
addressing the major issues identified in the "alternatives”
document were distributed to members of local sporismen groups
{(Walleve Unlimited, Trout Unlimited and Prickly Pear Sporismen);
+o people whe attended the isaue scoping meetings or sent written
comments; and to reservolir anglers whose names were cobtained
from creel census work. This cguestionnaire is presented in
Appendix B. Results of the questionnaire, summarized in Appendix
¢, wers used to help select the recommended management actions

presented in this plan.

This document addresses figheries management, recreational
conflicts, and begins to evaluate the need for additional access
sites and faglilities. A more comprehensive recreational access
plan will be developed at a later date. The plan contains s
description of the phvsical characteristics of Hauser Reservoir,



a description of the current status of the fisheries, and a
discussion of past and present management activities by the
Department. Finally, the plan presents & series of recommended
management actions that will be used for the next five vears to
ensure that Hauser Heservolir continues to provide good
recreational fisheries and satisfiss public demand.

P g,



HAUSER RESERVOIR ARD FISHERY

Hauser Dam is the second in  the chain of three dams located on

+he upper Missouri River. It is a zxun-of-the-river hyvdropower
dam that impounds water nearly to the base of Canyon Fexrry Dam
forming Hauser Reserveir (Figure 1). The dam was constructed in

1911 for +the purpose of generating electric power and is owned
and operated by the Montana Powewr Company.

Hauser Reservoir has a surface area of azbout 3,800 acres and
stores approximately 98,000 acre-feet of water at full pool. Ths
reservoir is about 15.5 miles in length and is relatively narrow,
vanging from about 0.1 to 1.1 milss in width. The average depth
of +the vresexvoir is 26 feet, with a maximum depth of

approximately 70 feet.

Tmportant tributaries +to Hauser Reservoir include Prickly Pear,

Trout, Spokane and McGuire creeks. Lake Helena is formed from
+he inundaticn of lower Prickly Pear Creek as a result of the of
+he water impounded in Hauser Reservoir. Lake Helenzs connscts

+n Hauser Reseyvoir through the Causeway aym which enters the
ragervoir about 1.5 miles upstream from Hauser Dam.

In general, Canyon Ferry Dam controls flow patterns in Hauser
Reservoir. Annual discharge from Haussy Dam sverages about 4.0
million acre-fset, The intake capacity for water into the
generators is approximately 4,740 cfs with all remaining watex
being spilled. Spilling surplus water over Hauser Dam iz =a
commen occurrence due to the small size of the generator intakes.
Because of a relatively small storage capacity and large inflow,
Hauser Reservoir has a short retention time with water in the
lake being replaced about every nine days. During spring runoif,
ratention time can be as brief as only four days.

Water temperatures in Hauser Reservoir tend to be cooler than in
Canvon Ferry Reservoir because of deep watex relsases from Canvon
Farvy Dam, Pue +to the heating effects of shallow Lake Hslens,
somewhat warmer water enters the reservoir through the Causeway
s¥m. The reservoir exhibits weak thermal lavering primarily near

the dam during the mid-summer period.

There ars 3 developed campgrounds on Hauser Reservolr.
Riverside Campground is located mnear the base of Canyon Ferry
Dam, York Bridge Access Site is located at the bridge on highway
280 and Black Sandy Campground is located about 1 mile south of

Hauszer Dam. Riverside Campground is federally owned Dby the
Buyrean of Reclamation. The Depariment presently manages this
site through a memorandum of understanding with the Bureau of
Reclamation. Black Sandy Campground and the York Bridge Access

gite are owned and managed by the Department. BR11l of these sites
recsive heavy uss during the summer pericd. In addition to the 32
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campgrounds . access to Haussr Reserveily is provided by 1 private
marina and 1 day use only area {(Causeway!. The four boat ramps
that serve the reservoiy regselve heavy use.

Thers are ten game Tish species that reside in Hauser Reservoir
{Table 1}. Rainbow trout snd kokanes are the two most abundant
game fish found in the reservolr. Buckers and vellow perch are

the most abundant non-game spscies.

Engler wuss is relatively high on Hauser Reservolyr, averaging
about 43,000 fishing davs per vear. This gquantity of use is
egual toe approzimately 11.3 fishing davs for every surface acre
of water in the reserveoir. &ngler use per surface acre on Hauser
Reservoir iz intermediate in comparison to Canvon Feryvy and
Holter reservoirs, An average fishing +trip on Hauser Reservoir
is about 4.2 hours in length. The trend in angler use appears to
bhe increasing, especially with the incoreasing interest in the
kokanee fishezv. B mejority of anglers fishing on Hauser
Reservolr are from Lewis and Clark County (54%). Onlv 7% of the
regsepvolr users arve from out-of-state., Out of state use appears
to be inoressing in response to the expanding kokanse population
in the ressrvolr. Trout and kokanse are the most scught aftexr
species in the reservoir. In recent vears, the number of anglers
seeking to catch kokanse has been increasing.

Kokanee, rainbow trout and vellow perch were the most readily
caught species during 1988, comprising 4£7.5, 39.3, and 12.7% of
the oatch, respectively. The contribution of kokanee to the
fishery in Hauser Reservoir has steadily increased over the past
several vears. Catch rates for kokanee have increased from 0.10
fish per hour in 1986 to 0.24 fish per hour in 1988. The size
of kokanese harvested from the reserveoir remained rslatively
unchanged betwesn 1985 and 1988, averaging about 16.2 inches in
length. During 198%, +the average size of kokanee declined to
about 14.5% inches in length., This decline in size is apparently
asscciated with the increase in population density.

Cateh rates for yainbow trout have shown a slight decreass ovexr
the past three vears, ranging from 0.2%6 fish per hour in 1986 to
0.20 fish oper hour in 1988. 32 majority of the rainbow trout
caught in the ressyvelr are of hatchery oxrigin (90%). The
average size of rainbow ‘trout caught Iin Hauser Reservoir,
however, has incoreased from 13.5 inches in 1%86 to 15.8 inches in
1288. Altheough not clear, the reasons for this size increase may
be related to the occurrence of low yuneff in recent yvears.
Bignificant s=pills of water over Heuser Dam rssult in -
substantial loss of rainbow trout from the vreservolr. This loss
has been lessensad in recent vears because of unusually low
runoff. Apparentlv, a greater proportion of the population is
comprised of older aged fish and, as a result, more of these
larger Tish have becoms available to the angler.

==
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Table 1.

Relative abundance of fish species in Hauser Reservoir.

Fish Species

Relative abundance

Brown trout iﬁ;.*ﬂil-
Brook trout (_:it"'

Walleve {(8tizo: 1 iion
Smallimcuth bass (M?-
Largemouth bass {(Microot
Burbot (Lote lotal
Stonscat (NHoturus filavy
iongnose sucker {
White sucker (Cats

Longnose dace imﬂvr,tﬁ;n:
Utah chub {(Gila atraria)
HMottled sculpin {(Cottus bg;xg;)

Ebundant
Rare
Common
Rare
Bbundant
Common
Abundant
Rare
Rare
Rare
Common
Rare
Abundant
Abundant
Unconmmon
Abundant
Common
Unocommon
Uncommon
Common
Abundant




En estimated 43,000 kokanee, 36,000 yainbow trout and 10,000
vaellow perch were harvested from Hauser Reserveir in 1988. The
number of koksnee harvested Iin 1988 was move than double the
estimated kokanee harvest obtainsd in 1987. Fewer than 300 brown
tyrout and 50 walleve weres taken from the reservoir during 1988.

Brown trout, walleve and smallmouth bass are not commonly caught
in Heuser Reservoir. Fishing for walleve and smallmouth bass is
orimarily confined to¢ the Causeway area and only a few specimens
are caught esach vear. Trophy sized brown trout are occasionally
taken in the reservoir, especially during the fall when spawnexrs
concentrate arcund the mouths of the tributaries and the Canyon

Ferrv tallrace area.

ment Aotivitie

In +the 1930%s, numercus species of fish were introduced into
Heuser Reservolry without regard for habltat reguirements. These
haphazard introductions included bass, bullheads, bluegills, coho
salmon, rainbow trout, brown trxout and vellow perch. Most of
these early introductions failed to produce a fishery. However,
rainbow trout, brown trout and vellow perch proved To be
relatively successful. Walleve found thelr wav into the
reseyvoir asz a vesult of a plant made into Lake Hslena in 1951,
Survivors and progeny from this plant drifted inte Hauser
heservolir through the Causeway arm. Walleve have been able to
maintain only a sparse populstion in Hauser Reservolir since the
original plant. In the early 1950's, kokanes were introduced
into Hauser Hessyvolir. Kokanes plants were unsuccessful in
producing a fishery in the reservoir despite stocking
approzimately one million of these f£ish over a perioed of six

vears.

Since the late 1%980's, only tainbow trout have been stocked into
Hauser Reservoir and since the 1%70's the fisherv in the
reservoir has bssn maintained by annuelly stocking aspproximatsely
200,000 3 te 5 inoh RArliee rainbow trout. These hatchery fish are
stocked after spring rvunoff in an attempt to minimize losses of
fish over +he dam when surplus water iz being spilled. Annual
stocking is reguired because natural recruitment cannot mest the

currvent fishing demand.

Kokanee that ave in the reservoir today apparently orviginated
From plants  that were mades inte Canvon Ferry Reservolr in the
iate 19460°'s oy  from plants made into the Helena Vallsy
Regulating Reservelr in the 1970's. Zome of the kokanes stocked
in Canven Ferry Reservoir weye siphoned into the Hegulating
Reservoir where thev survived and produced a good £ishervy. The
kolanes populstion in Hausey Reservelr began to develop when the
Fegulating Reservoir was drained for repairs in 1978,
Apparently, kokanee from the Regulating Reservoir were spilled
into the Hauser svstem when the repair work was conducted.



Since the iate 19707's, +he kokanee population in Hauser
Reservoir has expanded dramatically. This population appears to
be continuing +to expand with spawners ploneering most of ths
tributaries to the reservoiy in recent vears. Because the
kokanee population is continuing to undergoe significant change,
it is difficult to predict what direction this fishery will
proceed in futurs yvsars. For example, the potential effect of
substantial spring runoff and associated spill over Hauser Dam
on the kokanee population, particularly on young of the vyear
fish, is unknown at this time.

Prior to 1988, dailv and possession limits for trout were 10
pounds and 1 fish, not +to exceed 10 fish. For kokanee and
walleye, the limits were 10 £fish and 5 fish, respectively.
Beginning in 1988, more conservative regulations were implemented
+o prevent the over-harvest of kokanee and to protect the remnant
walleve population. The trout and kokanee limits were combined
making the daily and possession limits 10 pounds and one fish not
to excesed 10 trout and kokanee in combination. For walleye. the
limits were changed to 5 f£ish, only one of which could exceed 20

inches.

Operation of Hauser Dam can have significant impact on the
fishery, wildlife and recreational resources of the reservoir.
A steering committee, comprised of Montana Department of Fish,
Wildlife and Parks: Montana Power Company; Bureau of Reclamation;
irrigators; and sportsmen have formulated operational guidelines
for Hesuser Dam 1o optimize recreational values and to minimicze
impacts to fish and wildlife (Appendix D). This commiitee meets
annually to review dam operations and evaluate guidelines.

Present steering committee guidelines for the operation of Hauser
Dam include: 1) Hauser Reservoir should be opsrated with a stable
reservoir level at elevation 3,635.2 £t {+ 0.5 £t); 2} To lessen
+he loss of fish over the dam, no late season spills should be
released from Canvon Ferrvy Dam after spring runcff:; 3) Drawdowns
for dam maintenance should be accomplished during non-holiday
periods in August and September. Headboards should be installed
under the causeway bridge to maintain water levels in Lake Helena
during drawdown: &) Winter water levels in Hauser Reservoir
should be stable +to prevent weakening of the ice and, as a
result, lessen the danger to ice based recreation. Steering
committee guidelines can be modified as additional information

beoomes available.
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Recommendsd Botions:

i. Continus to rely on a mixed fishery of rainbow trout
and kokanse to provide for a hapvest level of about

80,000 fish per vear.

2. Litempt to provide an average size of at least 14.0
inches for kokanes in the corsel during the summer/fall
fishery.

3. Reduce the number of rainbow trout stoecksed into the

resarvolr from 200,000 Fingerliings to 125,000
fingerlings for the summer, 1990 and monitor stocking

SUCCEss. The stocking rate will bes adiusted from veay
to  vear in response te changes in the kokanss
populatlion.

4. Eliminate the weight limit portion of the fishing

ragulations for tyout and kokanse and utilize a number
Timit of 10 fieh (trout and kokanee in combinationd.

5. Establish a '"no wake" restriction for motor boat
oparaters from Canyon Ferxy Dam to about 0.75 miles
downstream (Riverside) to provide for public safetv
and to reduce conflicts among boat anglers and between
boat anglers and shore anglers in this heavily used

SLEA .

Respondents to +the questionnaire {(Questions #3 and #4& in
Appendix C) indicated that they would like to continue to have a
mized rainbow trout and kokanse fishery in Hauser Resexvoir.
However, the kokanee population in the zeservolir is relatively
new and is  continuing to undergoe significant change. Bs &
result, it is difficult to predict what direction the fishery
will proceed in futurs vears. The kokanes that were caught in
the reservolir during the summer/fall periocd in 1%8% averaged
zbout 14.6 inches in  lengtih. This represents a decline in
average size of about 2.5 inches over the past several vears. A
majoritv (59%) of respondents to the questionnaire indicated that
catehing kokasnee at an average size of lesst 14.0 inchss in
length {(Question #&8) would be acceptable to them. ks a result,
it does not appear there 1s an immediate need to reduce kokanee
numbers in order to maintain or increase the average siszes of fish
in the creel. If +ths average size of kokanse continues to
Aecline, howsver, actions mav need to be taken in the nsar future
to  reduce kokanse rnumbers in the reseprvelir to maintain an
acceptable average size. Keep in mind that the size of kokanse
tends to become smaller as the population ingyesses in density.

g



If and when & need develops the following actions {in ordser of
importance ) would be used to reduge kokanee numbers to maintain
an acceptable average size:

1. Increase fishing limits for kokanse:

2. Collect kokanse eggs for the use of ztocking other
waters:

3. Stock a predatory speciesz of fish (such as kamloops

rainbow trout, brown trout or walleve] after carefully
evaluating the potential for upsetting the balance
among fish species in the reservoir and in downstream

watexrs:

&, Physically restrict kokanse from access to some of
their spawning habitat.

The first three recommended actions were supported by a majority
of respondents from the gquestionnaire (Guestion 7bl!. However,
+he Ffourth recommended action (restricting access to spawning
habitat) received little support from gquestionnaire respondents.
Thisz action was selected becauss it probably would be an
effentive tool for reducing kokanee nmumbers and would likely not
create additional unacceptable impacts to the fishery. B
proposal to establish a snagging S8aS00 recaeived styong
opposition from respondents representing all interest groups.
Actions taken tc readuce ths number of keckanee in the reservoir
will be used to maintain an average size of at least 14.0 inches
for kokanee in the creel. Several of the recommendsd actions may
need to be used at the same time to mset this goal.

Although it is alsc not necessayy at this time, there may be a
neaed to take actions +to increase the number of kokanee 1in the
reservoly because of their unsitable naturs. if and when this
need develops, the following actions (in oxder of importance)

would be taken to increase kokanees numbers:

i. Reduce fishing limits for kokanes:
2. Close kokanee spawning areas to fishing:
3. Stock kokanee.

Although not strongly favored by questionnalire yespondents, these
three recommended actions rsceived mors suppert than opposition

fouestion Tal. Baducing the kokanse limit was selected first
because this acticon would likely be effective and could be
initiated quicklvy. Cleosing the Canvon Ferrv tallrace and other

areas to fishing during the fall szpawning ssason probably woulid
not be az effective as reducing limits. Stocking kokanse is not
faasible at this time because thse hatchsexry svstem i3 currently
operating at capacity as a vesult of stocking commitments for the
Flathead Lake fisherv. If and when needed, several of these

0



vecommended actions may be used at the same time Lo achieve the
goal of increasing the kokanse population. Proposals 1o raduce
the length of the fishing season for kokanee or to improve
passage to tributary spawning areas received little support from

questionnaire respondents.

3 28% reduction in the number of rainbow fingerlings stocked into
the reservoir is proposed for the summer, 1990 (200,000 reduced
+to 125,000} +to zyeduce the potential for competition between
rainbow trout and kokanee for food and/or space. Stocking and
angling success will econtinue +to be evaluated wvearly and
stocking rates will be adjusted in response to changes in the

kokanee population.

We propose +to eliminate the weight limit portion of the fishing
regulations for trout and kokanee and utilize a numbar Limit of
10 fish {(trout and kokanee in combination)i. Becauss kokanee
currently average about ons pound in weight, this change would
have little effect on the number of kokanee anglers could keep.
The change is being made to simplify the regulations and was
supported by a majority of questionnaire respondents (55%% in
support vs 22% in opposition - Question #8). Because of the
unstable nature of the kokanee population, there may be a future
need to ve-establish sepavate limits for kokanese and rainbow
+vyout +to allow for better management of the two speciles.
However, this change is not nseded at ths present time. Dublic
response indicated general support of rs-establishing separate
limits for trout and kokanees (4&6% in favor vs 25% in opposition).

3 "no wake' Trestriction is proposed for a short section of
Hauser Rezervoir located immediately downstream of Canyon Ferry
Dam to provide for public safsty and to vreduce conflicts among
boat anglers and between boat anglers and shore anglers in this
heavily used area (especially by anglers seeking to catch

kokanee}, Respondents +€o the guestionnaire were strongly
supportive of a '"no wake" restricticon for the Canyon Ferry
tailrace (52% support vs 16% opposition - Question #12). ALl

other actions propossed to resclve bank/boat conflicts recelived
little support.

Recommended Rotlions:

i. Enhance +the walleve fishery in Hausexy Reservoir by
stocking 3,000 to 5,000 fingerlings per vear. The
ohiective is +to provide enhanced fishing opportunities
for walleve at a level which would continue +to be
compatible with otheyr fish sapecies in the reservoir.
Adiustments in the stocking rate could be made after a
three to five vear period if the walleve objective was
not being met of if unacceptable impacts on other sport
fish species developed in Hauser Reservoir or in

11



dowmstream bodises of water {(Holter Hessrvoly or the
Missouri Hiver).

Z. Utilize the ocurvent compoesition of fish speciss found
in the resservoir to provide forvage for any future

walleve population that may develop.

3, Continue the daily limit of 5% walleve, only one of
which may sxcesd 20 inches.

Response to the walleve managsment guestion (Qussition #10) was
polarized among the interest groups., A large majority of Walleve
Unlimited members favored stocking walleve (90%), with B5B4%
supporting stocking to provide a fishery similar to what is found
in Holter Rasservolizr. B strong majority of Trout Unlimited
members ware opposed to stocking walleve (67%). Members of
Prickly Pear Sporitsmen were slightly in favor of stocking walleye
(LE% in Favor vs 41% in opposition) while gensral ussers were more
opposad to stocking walleve (51% opposed vs 38% in favor).

Bithough the walleve issus yemains divided among sporismen, we
propose to enhance the walleve population in Haussy Reservoir to
2 level similer to that which ocurrently exists in Holterxr
Reservoir. The walleve peopulation in Holter Reseyvolr appears to
be compatible with existing rainbow tyrout, brown trout and vellow
perch populations. This stability is probably due to relatively
low numbers of walleve ooupled with a2 healthy population of
vellow perch. Perch are a preferred item in the walleve diet and
apparently serve as a buffer +to reduce predation on rainbow
trout and kokanee. The walleve population in Holter Reservoir is
probably limited by flushing losses of f£ry over or through the
dam but may also be influenced by vellow perch predation on
walleve frv. The Holter walleve fishery provides good catch
rates for anglers and produces large sized fish with good growth

rates.

Walleye enhancement in Hauser Reservoir would begin by annually
stocking 3,000 +to 5,000 walleve fingerlings over a three yeay
pericd. Walleve stocked into the ryeservoelr would be marked for
future identification +to evaluate movement, survival, growth and
hatchery contribution to the fishervy. Success of stocking would
be evaluated by creel census and gill netting. A population of
catehable zized walleve should begin to devselop after the first
+three vears of stocking (1992). Adjustments in the stocking rate
could bhe made after this three vear pericd if monitoxring
indicated that the walleve population objective was not being met
or if unacceptable impacts on other game fish species developed
in Hausery Reservoir or in downstream bodies of water (Holter
Reservolir or the Missouri Eiver). The stocking rate also may be
reduced or aliminated 1if sufficient natural reproduction began to

COCuT .
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The current composition of fish species in Hauser Reservolr will
be utilized to provide forage for any future walleye population
that may develop. Introductions of new forage species is not
recommended because of the strong potential for competition with
trout, kokanee and vellow pexch for foocd and space in the
Teservolr. In addition, introduced species flushed from Hauser
Dam may upset the balance among f£ish populations in Holtexr
Reservoir and the Misscuri River.

Becausa the walleve population in Hausexr Reservoir is currently
very sparse, fishing regulations have little effect on the
walleye harvest. As a vesult, it is recommended that the current
limit for walleve be maintained (5 wallsye, only cne of which may
exceed 20 inches!. This regulation may nesd to be changed in the
future as the walleve fisherv develops in Hauser Reservoir.

Brown Troul

Becommended Actlons:

1. Maintain the present population level and continue to
provide an opportunity to catch large fish.

2. Fvaluate brown trout/kokanee intersctions on spawnlng
grounds and, if needed, develop sclutions to minimize
potential competition betwsen the two species.

3. Stock brown tyrout if other recommended actions prove to
e ineffective.

The Dbrown +rout population will continue to be regulated

primarily by natural reproduction. Management efforts will be
Aivected toward the potentizl competition problem between brown
trout and kokanee that may develop in the future. Brown trout

and kokanee spawn in the same areas and during the same time of
the vear. The expanding kokanse population may Dbegin to compete
with brown +trout for spawning sites at some time in the future.
TF it was determined Lo be necessary, we would eliminate kokanse
from selected spawning sites to maintain the present brown trout
population. Guestionnaire respondents were slightly in favor of
sliminating kokanes Femm  some  spawning grounds 1f it was
determined to be necessary e maintain the brown trout
population (Guestion #9%a & #%b - 46% in faver wz  37% in
oppositiont. Howevery, +the brown trout population in  the
reservoir appears to be zrelatively stable and, as a result,
actions +to eliminate kokanse from some spawning grounds do not

appear to be nseded at this time.



Recommended Actions:

i. An attempt will be made to manags Lake Helena for both
fisheries and waterfowl. Seascnal and/or area
restricticons will be placed on boat wuse if it is
determinsd restrictions are needed to prevent conflicts

with waterfowl production.

2. Continue Department aefforts  to enhance the bass
fishery.

T.ake Helenz is an important waterfowl management area and
increased fishing use mayvy interfere with waterfowl production
and waterfowl hunting. However, a majority of the respondents o
+the guestionnaire {(61% -~ Question #11) favored mansging Lake
Helena for both fisheries and waterfowl with the prervegulisite of
placing restrictions on boat use if it was determined to be
neaeded. Boat use may nesd to be vestricted to prevent conflicts
with waterfowl oreoduction. The preregquisite of boat restrictions
was emphasized by the fact that a majority of respondenits opposed
providing improved boat access Lo Lake Helena (Guestion #11 - 50%
in oppeosition vs 27% in favor of boat access]. Currently, thers
are no  boat ramps to Lake Helena and access is difficult. As
fishing opportunities in Lakes Helena are improved, an advisory
commititee of waterfowl manasgers, fishervy managers and sportsmen
may need to be formed if conflicts began to develop between
fishing and waterfowl production as a result of incrsased use by

anglsers.

Respondents to Questicn #11 showed support for both continuing to
enhance the bass Fishery {(453% support vs 25% opposition) and for
stocking walleve {(4£1% support vs 37% opposition) in Lake Helena.
We propose  to continue our efforts at enhancing the bass fishexy
because Lake Helena appears to contain habitat that is mors
suitable for bass than walleve {warm, shallow lake with laxrge
areas of smergent aguatic vegetation) Efforts for enhancing the
walleve population will be concentrated in Hauser Reservoir whers
habitat appears +to be more sulitable. L propoeosal to introduce
tiger muskellunge into Lake Hslena received little support from

questionnalire respondents.

Commercial Fishi

Hecommended Action:

i. Allow commercial fishing for rough fish to continus to
take place in both Lake Helena and the Causeway Arm of
Hauser Reservolr and monitor the effects on the sport
fisheries. Modify or revoke the permit Lf adverse
impacts to gamefish vpopulstions or *to waterfowl
production are idsntified.

14



L small local businese has bsen allowed to commercially fish for
carp and suckers on Lake Helena and occasionally the Causeway Axm
of Hauser Reservelir for approximately the past 30 vears. The
Department has no information indicating that this commercial
operation harms the sport fishervy in Lake Helena or Hauser
Reservolr. % majority of guesticonnaire respondents {64% in
support vs 14% oppesition - Guestion 14} favored this recommended

action.

We will defer making recommendations +to address facility and
acoess needs on Hauser Reservelr until more information becomes
available. BAdditional information is curvently being gathersd by
Montana Power Company as part of the federal relicensing process
for Hauser Dam. B report on access and facility needs will be
developed and appended +to thisz plan when more informetion is
avallable, Respondents +fo the gquestionnaire (Question #13)
indicated there was a need for morve boabt ramps {(37%), morse access
+o shore fishing areasz (35%) and & nsed to improve enfoxcement of
campground regulations (34%). Heeds for additional boat traller
parking and more RV areas were also noted by more than 30% of

the respondents.
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OTHER RECOMMENDED ACTICHS
Monitor fish populations and angler harvest to provide
information needed to maks management decisions.

Encourags compliance with reservolr steering committes
guidelines for dam operations %o maintain existing fish
and wildlife rTescurces. Current guldslines may be
modifisd as additional information becomes available.

Evaluate the potential for improving spawning habitat
in tributaries to the reseryvoir.

Investigate the feasibility of screening the spiliway
st Hauser Dam to minimize thse losz of both hatchery
fish and naturally produced kokanse over The dam.

Introduce wild strains of rainbow tyout 1if and when
eggs becoms available to sencourage the development of

self-gustaining populations.

More svenly distribute hatchery rainbow ITrout arocund
the reservoir at the +time of stocking in attempt to
increase the survival of newly planted trout.

Continue to protsct spawning habitat through
preparation of instream flow vecommendations and
through the streambed pressyvation laws.

Allow the existing population level cf vellow peych to
be maintainsd through natural reproduction. If
determined to be necessary, classifv vellow perch as a
game fish species to =zllow the Department to sst
limits. This actlon would be taken onlyv if and when an
over-harvest problem developad and would need to be
spproached on a stats-wide basis,



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Introduction ... .o eeocccascsonssosssnsoanesnascacsas L
Physical Description ... ....0cceevesassosccssnsssnsas &
Fisheries Descriphbion ..c.cesscssesoncsosasssnssasnsss &
Past and Present Management Botivitiss .............. &
Scoping Meeting Results ....cievcocsososrosossvocssss 8

Management Options and Possible Department Actions .. 9

Rainbow Trout and Eokanee ... ... cvrrcrcocscssacs 923

Option I ... eeees- T
Option I ...seeesanoscesnonsssnosvnsnsscsss 19
Option I1I ...t sennosnonnnsnoanss 21

Brown Troul ..o eeessoroscoossosvossnnsanasnanssasae . 24-28

Cption I ..ceesecssocsscesosnsassancnsnsss 20
WalleVve . ..veeerooscessosscnsnsocascsscssnssssoes 29732

> o I+ S T 1 ¢

Option II ... ieaecnsersoasvusoncasnscnonnss 34
Introductions of New Forage Species ............ 33-3&
Yellow Perch . ....vesecooccaaansssasssssssnssnsn d2-36
Commercial FIishing ..ccecescssssonsassacssssnces 37-38
Social Conflicts ... .veeneercsascossacrensonssss 49
&0

Baservoly BOOSSSE . .. s rocosssssesssseransssesss

Toke HELIBTIE . 2o s eesooveooastssnassocnsscsasenoanss =43



IHTRODUCTION

Hauser Reservoir provides a wvariety of fishing and recrsational
opportunities to thousands of people sach vear. The ressrvoliy
fishery is diverse, providing a good opportunity to catch
kokanee, rainbow trout, brown trout and vellow perch, as well as
an occasional walleve and mountain whitefish. In addition,
specimens of brown trout, rainbow trout and walleve fxom 5 to 15
pounds provide anglers an opportunity to catch an cccasional

trophy sized fish. This dooument prasaents a seriss of
management alternatives that could be used to manage the fishery
in Hauser Reservoeir over the next fivs vears. Following public

review, the Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks will
recommend preferred alternatives to the Fish and Gams Commission.
Selected alternatives will be used to ensure that this reservoir
continues to provide good recrsational fisheries and satisfies

public demand.

Figsh populations in Hauser Reservoir, as well as attitudes of
the anglers using the reservoir, are changing. The kokanse
population has expanded dJdramatically since the late 1874's.,
Because this relatively new population is continuing to undergo
significant change, it is difficult to predict what direction the
fisherv will proceed in future vears. In addition, public
requests for enhancement of the walleve fishery, protection of
the trophy brown trout fishery and maintenance of the rainbow
+rout Ffishery have significantly increased in Tecent years.
Changes in the fishery and in angler attitudes are the reasons
for +he development of +the management alternatives contained

within this document.

This report addresses fisheries managemsent, recreational
conflicts, and begins to evaluate the need for additional access
sites and facilities. L more comprehengive recreational access
plan will be developed at a later date. The document contalins a
description of the physical characteristics of Hauser Resarvoir,
a description of the ourrent status of the fisheries, a
discussion of past and present management activities by the
Department and results of past public meetings. Finally, a
series of potential management options and possible Department
actions are presented along with associated advantages and
disadvantages. A guestionnaire that addresses the maljor issues
presented in +this document also has been developsd to survey
public opiniocn to help select the preferred courses of action.
The final management plan will be considered for adoption by the
FTish and CGame Commission in mid-September, 1989,

[



HAUSER RESERVOIR

iotion

Hauser Dam is the second in the chain of three dams located on
the upper Missouri River. Hauser Dam is a run-of-the-river plant
that impounds water nearly to the base of Canyon Ferry Dam
forming Hauser Reserveir (Figuvre 1). The dam was constructed in
1911 for the purpose of generating eleciric power and is owned
and coperated by the Montana Power Company.

Hauser Reservoir has a surface area of about 3,800 acrss and
stores approximately 98,000 acre-feet of water at full pool. The
reservoir is about 15.5 miles in length and is relatively narrow,
ranging From about 0.1 to 1.1 miles in width. The average depth
of the TeSeTVoiT is 26 fest, with & maximum depth of

approxzimately 70 feet.

Important tributarises to Hauser Reservolr include Prickly Pear,
Trout, Spokans and McGuire cresks. Laks Helens is formed from
the impounding of lowexr Prickly Pesr Creek by Hausexr Danm. Lake
Helena connects +o Hauser Reseyvoir +through the Causeway arm
which enters +the reservoir about 1.5 miles upsitream from Hauser

Dam.

In general, Canyon Ferry Dam controls flow patterns in Hauser
Reservoir. Annual dischargse from Hauser Dam averages about 4.0

million acre-fset. The intake capacity for water into the
generators is approximately 4,740 ofs with all remaining watex
being spilled. Spilling surplus water over Hauser Dam is a

common occourrence due to the small size of the gsnerator intakes.
Because of a relatively small storage capacity, Hauser Reservoir
has 2 short retention time with water inm the lake being replaced
about evervy nine davs. During spring Tunoff, retention time can
be as brief as only four davs.

Hauser Reservoir can bs considered slightly productive when
compared t¢  other impoundments. Yater temperaturss tend to be
cooler than in Canyon Ferry Reservoir because of deep water
releases from Canvon Ferry Dam. e o the heating effscts of
shallow Laks Helena. somewhat warmer water enters the reservolr
through the Causeway arm. The reservoir exhibits weak thermal
lavering primarily near the dam during the mid-summer period.

There ars 3 developad campgrounds on Hauser Heservoir.
Riverside Campground is located near the base of Canyon Ferry
Dam, York Bridge Access Site iz located at the bridge on highway
280 and Black Sandy Campground is located about 1 mile south of

Hauser Dam. Riverside Campground is federally owned by the
Bureau of Recliamation. The Department presently manages this
site through a memorandum of understanding with the Bureau of
Reclamation, Black Sandy Campground and the York Bridge Access

2



PUBLIC ACCESS SITES

Existing Bites:

cied i - Black Sandy
ped¥® 2 - Causeway
..... o 3 - York Bridse
L - Riverside

Potential Roguisitions:

Foreat Service Land
White Sandy {(private]
Devils Elbow (MPC land)
West Riverside

i}

§

T e
!

"\ LAKE HELENA

Lakeside

Canyon Ferry®
Dam

* HELEMA VALLEY
REGULATING
RESERVOIR

Figure 1. Map of Hauser Deserveir showing existing and
potential access sites.
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Site are owned and managed by the Department. B11 of thase sites
raceive heavy use during the summer period.

in addition to the 3 campgrounds, access to Hauser Keservolr is
provided by 1 private marina and 1 day use only area (Causeway).
The four beat ramps that serve the reseyvoir veceive heavy use.

There are ten game f{ish species that veside in Hauser Reservoir
{Table 1). Rainbow trout and kokanee are the two most abundant
game fish found in ths reseyvoir. Suckers and vellow perch are
the most abundant non-~game speciss,

Gngler use is 7relatively high on Hauser Reserveir, averaging
about £3,000 fishing days per vear. This guantity of use is
egual to approximatelv 11.3 fishing davs for svery surface acre
cf water in the reservoir. Angler use per surface acre on Haussy
Reservoir is intermediate in comparison to Canvon Ferry and
Holter reservoirs. An average fishing trip on Hauser Reservoir
iz about 4.2 hours in length. The frsnd in angler use appears to
be increasing, especially with the increasing interest in the
kokanse fishervy. L majority of anglers fishing on Hauser
Reservoir are from Lewis and Clark County (54%). Onlyv 7% of the
reservolr users are from oubt-of-state. Out of state use appears
to be increasing in response to the expanding kokanee population
in the reserveir. Trout and kokanee are the most sought after
species in the ressrveoir. In recent vears, the number of anglers
seeking to aatch kokanse has besen incressing.

Kokanse, rainbow trout and vellcow perch were the most readily
caught species during 1988, comprising £7.%, 39.3, and 12.7% of
the caitch, respectively. The contribution of kokanee to the
fishery in Hauser Reseyvolr has steadily increased over the past
several vears. Catch rates for kokanee have incorsased from 9.10
fish per hour in 1986 tn 0.24 fish per hour in 1988. The size
of kokanse harvesied from the ressservolr remalined relatively
unchanged between 1%85 and 1988, avevraging about 16.2 inches in
length. This vear, kockanse are averaging about 14.% inches in

length.

Catch rates for rvainbow trout have shown a sliight dscrease over
the past three vears, vanging from 0.26 £ish per hour in 1285 to
.20 fish ©per hour in 1988, B majoriitv of the rainbow trout
caught in the reservoir azre of hatchery ovigin {(50%). The
average size of rainbow troubt caught in Hauser HReservoir,
however, has increassd from 13.5% inches in 1986 +o 15.8 inchses in
i%88. Although not cleay, the reasons for this size increase mav
be related to the coocurvence of low yunoff in recent vears.
Significant spills of water over Haussy Dam result in a
substantial loss of both rainbow trout and zooplankton Ffrom the
reservolir. These losses have been lessened in recent vsars

&



Table 1.

Relative abundance of fish speciss in Hauser Reservoeir.

Fish Species

Helative abundance

Bainbow tyout (& ima gag_én z 3

Kokanee (mgggxéiﬁﬁﬁﬁégﬁng;;*'--”m
ili

Mountain whitefish i?;o&oylzr

Walleve (8tizo i ;
Smallmouth bass iMiC:pyﬁar-f,,,, mi
Largemouth bass {(Migrovterus 3
Burbot (Lote lotal

Stonecat {(Noturus flavus)

Longnose sucker {Catastomus catastomus)
White sucker (Latastomus commersoni)
Smallmouth buffale (Ictiobus bubalus)
Carp {{vprinus carpio!

Fathead minnow (Pim

Longnose dace {th;i:¥' v
Ttah chub {Gils atraris!
Mottled sculpin {(Cobbtus bairdi)

Bbundant
Rare
Common
Rare
dbundant
Common
Abundant
Rare
Hare
Bare
Common
Rare
Abundant
Abundant
Uncommon
Abundant
Common
Uncomnon
Uncommon
Common
Abundant




because of the low zunofi. Appsrently, more zooplankiton has
become available for trout food and greater numbers of older aged
fish have become available to the angler.

An estimated 43,000 kokanes, 36,000 rainbow trout and 10,000
vellow perch were harvested from Hauser Ressrvolr in 19%B8. The
number of kokanee harvested in 1988 was more than double the
aestimated kokanee harvest obtained in 1987. Fewer than 300 brown
trout and 50 walleve ware taken from the reservoir during 1988,

Brown trout, walleve and smallmouth bass ave not commonly caught
in Hauser Reservoir. Fishing for wallsve and smallmouth bass is
primarily confined +to the Causeway ares and only a few specimens
are caught =2ach vear. Trophy sized brown trout are occasionally
taken in the reservolr, especially during the fall when spawners
concentrate around the mouths of the tributaries and the Canvon

Fervvy tailrace area.

and Do

In +the 1930's, numercous species of fish were introduced into
Hauser Reservoir without regard for habitat reguirements. These
haphazard introductions included bass, bullheads, blusgills, coho
salmon, rainbow trout, brown trout and vellow perch. Moast of
these esarly introductions failed to produce a fishexry. However,
rainbow trout, brown trout and vellow perch proved to be
relativelv successful. Walleve found theilr wav intoe the
reservolr as a result of a plant made into Lake Helena in 195%1.
Survivors and oprogeny from this plant drifted into Hauser
Reservoir through the Causeway arm. Wallevye have Dbeen able to
maintain only a sparse population in Hauser Resexvoir since the
original plant. In the early 1950's, kokanee were introduced
inte Hauser Resservoir. Kokanee plants were unsuccessful in
producing a fishery in the resarvolir despite stocking
approximately one million of these £fish over a period of =six

vears.

Sinee The late 195073, only rainbow trout have been stocked into
Hauser Heservoir and since the 1970%'s the fisherv in the
raservoir has been maintained by annually stocking approximately
200,000 3 to 5 inch Brlee rainbow trout. These hatchery fish ars
stocked after spring runoff in an attempt to minimize losses of
fish over +the dam when surplus watey is being spilled. Annual
stocking is required because natural recrulitment cannot meset the

current fishing demand.

Kokanes that are in the reserveir todsy appavently originated
from plants that were made inte Canvon Feryy Resexvolr in the
late 1960's oy from plants made intoc the Helena Valley
Regulating Reservoir in the 1%370's. Some of the kokanse stocksd
in Canyon Ferry Reservoir were siphoned into the Regulating
Reservolr where thev survived and produced & good fishery. Ths
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kokanee population in Hauser Reservoir began to develop when the
regulating Teservoir was drainad for repairs in 1878,
Bpparently, kokanes from the Regulating Reservolir were spilled
inte the Hauser system when the repalr work was conducted.

Since the late 197071, the kokanse population in Hauser
Reservoir has expanded dramatically. This population appears to
be continuing to expand with spawners pioneering most of the
tyibutaries to the reseyvoir in recent vyears. Bscause the
kokanee population is continuing to undergo significant change,
it is difficult to predict what direction this fishery will
proceed in future vears. For example, the potential effect of
substantial spring runoff and associated spill over Hauser Dam
or: the kokanee population is unknown at this time.

Prior to 1988, daily and possession limits for trout were 10
pounds and 1 fish, not tTo exceed 10 fish. For kokanee and
walleve, the daily and possession limits were 10 £ish and 5 f£fish,

reapectively. RBeginning in 1988, more conservative regulations
were implemented To prevent the over-harvest of kokanes and to
protect the remnant walleve population. The trout and kokanee

1imits were combined making the daily and possession limits 10
pounds and one fish not to exceed 10 trout and kokanee in
combination. ¥or walleyve, the limits were changed +to 5 fish,
only one of which could exceed 20 inches.

Operation of Hauser Dam can have significant Jimpact on the
fishery, wildlife and recreational resources of the reseyvolir.
A steering committes, comprised of Montana Department of Fish,
Wildlife and Parks: Montana Fower Company; Bureau of Reclamation;
irrigators: and sportsmen have formulated operational guidelines
for Houser Dam to optimize recreational wvalues and to minimize
impacts to fish and wildlifs (Montana Department of Fish,
Wildlifs and Parks 1985}, This committee meets annually to
review dam operations and evaluate guidelines.

DPresent steering commitiee guidelines for the operation of Hauser
Dam include: 1) Hauser Reservoir should be operated with a stable
reservoir level at elevation 3,835.2 £t {4+ 0.3 £t}; 2) Ho late
spason spills should be vyeleased from Canyon Ferry Dam aftexr
spring runoff in order to lessen the loss of Fish over the dam;
3} Drawdowns for dam maintenance should be accomplished during
non-holiday periods in BAugust and September. Headboards should
he installed under the causeway bridge to maintain water levels
in Lake Helena during drawdown: &) Winter water levels in Hauser
Reservolr should be stable to prevent weakening of the ics and,
ss a result, lessen the danger to ice based recreation. Stesring
committee guideliines can be modified as additional information

hecomes avallable,



Zz Mestins Hesultl

This document was developed by our Department based on public
comment received at meetings held in Great Falls, Helena and
Bozeman during the fall of 1988. These mestings were held Lo
determine public opinion on what the major management 1issues and
problems were on the segment of Missouwrl River located between
Toston Dam and Great Falls, inecluding Canvon Ferry, Hauser and
Holter reservoirs. Approximately 150 people attended these

public meetings.

There wers 27 comments directsd at managing the fisheries in
Hauser Reservoir [(Appendix AJ. Numerous commsnts were directed
at kokaneese management. issuss dealing with kokanee centered
around liberalizing the kokanee limit and continuing to manage
for the large average size of kokanee presently found in the
veservoir. Others felt +the kokanse limit should be vestricted
and enforcement should be increased +to insure compliance. A
number of other comments addressed the issue of new species
introductions and the need to enhance the walleyve population.
Several people felt that the fishery in the reservoir nesdsd to
he diversified. Others stated that it was important to maintalin
the rainbow trout fishery and wers against new spscies
introductions. The remaining comments on fisheries management

centered around fishing regulations.

Only one comment dealt with habitat management. This comment
reagquested that oritical fish habitat ba identified and
protected. Department concerns with habitat menagement include
+he loss of fish over the dam during spring spills, limited
spawning habitat Ffor game fish and maintaining stable TesarvoLln

lsvels throughoult the vesar.

Thare were 7 comments that addressed social conflict. Most of
these comments velated to oonflicts that have occourred betwsen
bank and boat anglers or among boat anglers in the Canyon Ferry
tailrace. Other comments dealt with the need to increase
enforcement of regulations at access sites,

Thirteen comments addressed the accsss issue. There were
conflicting opinions dealing with the development of boat access
at the causeway. Ceneral comments centered arcund improving

present sites, providing handicap access and obtaining additional
access sites.
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RAINBOW TROUT

There are three possible management options presented for rainbow
trout and kokanee in Hauser Heservoir. Rainbow trout and kokanes
are discussed together because management approaches for these
two species are closely rslated. Because the kokanee population
is continuing to undergo significant change in Hauser Reservoir,
it is difficult tco predict what direction this fishery will
proceed in  future vears. The three management options are
discussed in detail in pages 15 through 23. These thres
management options can be summarized as follows:

Option I. Continus present managament direction by
relying on a mixed fishery of ralnbow txout
and kokanes +to maintain at least current
catch rates and hayvest levels.

Option II. Manage primarily for a naturally reproducing
kokanes fishery.

Option I1L. Hanags primarvily for & rainbow trout
fisherv.

The following possible Department actions apply to all three of
the management options presented for rainbow trout and kokanee:

N Monitor salmonid peopulations and angler harvest to provide
information needsd to maks management dscisions.

Exzplanation: Information is NBCesS5ATY o determine if
Department actions are meeting overall
obiectives. If goals are not being met,
information is needed to determine what managemsent
changes nesed +to be made. Cresl census, gill
netting, electrofishing and spawning traps are the
methoeds currently being used +to monitor fish

populations,

Bdvantage: Provides basis for management decisions.

Disadvantage: Continued monitoring efforts require Departmental
dollars and manpower, It is difficult to monitor
changes in the kokanee population because kokanee
populations tend +to be unstable and can exhibit
substantial fluctuations.

g



B, Investigate the feasibility of scrsening the spillway to

minimizs
naturally

oianation:

Advantage:

Disadvantage:

c. Encourage

the loss of both hatchery rainbow trout and
produced kokanee over the dam.

There is growing evidence that significant spills
over the dam mav result in a substantial loss of
hatchery rainbow trout from the reservoir. it is
liksely that kokanss frv would also bs very
susceptible to flushing over the dam. Howsver, the
potential effects of resserveoir spill on the
knkanes population are unknown at this time.

Soreening the spillway may reducs flushing losses
ovayr the dam.

creening spillwavs has been attempted nation-wide
on only a faw ressrvelirs. Seresning spillwavs
prasents enginesyring difficultises lespecially
clogging with debris), would likely be costly and
should be considered experimental because it can
not be guarantesed to be effective. Scresning
would not prevent flushing losses of kokanee fry
bacause of their =mall sizs.

compliance with reservoir steering commitlies

guidelines for dam operations to reducs adverse impacts To
fish and wildlife resources.

BExplanation:

Advantags:

Disadvantage:

Expianation:

Significant spills from the reservoir and unstable
water slevations can harm the resexrvoir fishery.
Guidelines for operation of the dam have been
established by commitise to lessen these potential
conflicts with fishery rescurces and recrsational

cpporbtunities. The current guidelines recommend
+hat Hausser Dam be opsrated with a relatively
stable reservoir level. Thess guidselinesz may be

modified as additional information becomes
available.

Utilizes a aommittes of management agencies, dam
operators and sporitsmen To resolve conflict.
Minimizes the impacts of dam operations on aguatic
TESOUTOESs,

Reduces Montana Power Company's and Bursau of
RBaclamationfs akility to produce power.

pulation @

The following strategies 2TS directed at
controelling an ovsr-population of kokanese if and
when it occcours in the yeservoir. An  over-

10



population of kokanee would liksly diminish the
guality of fishing because the size of these fish
+rend to become smaller as the population incrsases
in density. Botions directsd at controlling the
kokanes population are untested and may or may not
prove to be effective. Under Management Options I
and II, these strategies would be implemented only
if and when the average length of adult kokanee in
the creel decreased below a size considered to be
undesirable by most anglers {approximately 15.0
inches ], Under Management Option III, these
strategiss would be implemented only if and when
kokanse were found to be significantly competing
with rainbow trout for food and spacse.

B. Physically restrict kokanee from access to spawning habitat.

Explanation: ¥okanee spawning might be contrelled by trapping
the tributaries and by covering the spawning beds
with zoresn in the Canvon Ferry tailrace.

Advantage: May control +he potential over-population of
kckanse.

Disadvantage: New work would reguire a we-dirsction of and/ox
additional Departmental manpower and dollars. May
be very difficult to control kokanee spawning,
especially if these fish are utilizing shoreline
areas for spawning habitat. Controlling kokanee
spawners may alsc hinder brown trout spawning
because they spawn at the same time and in the

sSame arlredas.

E. Flush kokanee frv Ffrom the tailrace area by allowing dam
operators at (Canvon Ferrv to release a substantial quantity
of water through the dam during ths spring.

Explanation: Operators at Canvon Ferry Dam could release a
layge quantity of water from Canyon Ferry Dam to
flush kokanee Ffrv out of the reservoir during the

SPYring.

Zdvantage: Mav help control the potential over-population of
kokanee., May improvs the ability of dam operators
to produce powseT.

Disadvantage: May flush a substantial number of ralnbow trout
from the raservoir complex. Mavy result in an
excessive reduction in the kokanee population.

B, 8llow commercial fishing for kokanse in Hauser Ressryvoir.

Explanation: Commercial fishing could be used to controel the
kokanes  populaltion. L s=mall lceal business is
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Bdvantage:

Disadvantags:

& Utilize
system.

Explanation:

Advantage:

Disadvantage:

curvently Fishing for carp and suckers on Lake
Helena. 3 market ocould easilv be developed for

kolkanee.

Allows & small business to commercially fish for
kokanse. May help control the potential over-
population of kokanes,

Commercial fishing may adversely affect other
sport fisheries in the reservoir and may conflict
with Tecreatiocnal anglers.

kokanee spawners as an egg source for the hatchery

The demand for kokanes eggs in the state is
greater than the ourvent supply because of a
major effort being undsriaken to restore the
kokanee population in Flathead Laks. Taking sggs
from kokanse without replacing the loss mavy help
to  ocontrol the potential over-population of

kokanse.

Provides an additional egg source to the hatchery
aystem.

New work would reguirs a re-direction of and/or
additional Deparitmental manpower and dollars.
Electrofishing kokanee spawners to obtain sggs may
aise intsrfere with brown +trout spawning by
displacing spawners off of their redds.

H. Plant a predatory fish {(Kamloops rainbow <tTrout, brown trout
or walleye) as a +*tool to control potential owver-population

of kckanse.

Explanation:

Advantage:

Disadvantage:

Kamloops rainbow trout are known to be an
aeffective predator on kokanse in the open waters
of lakez and reservolrs., Although case studies
are not available, brown trout or wallevs may
alsc prove to be an effective predator on kokanee.
Increased predation may help control the potential
over-population of kokanee.

Mayv help to contrel the kokanee population and may
provide for a more diverse fishery and/or trophy
sized f£ish. Predatory species might reproduce
naturally following introduction.

Kamloops rainbow have a <questionable hatchery
supply and difficult disease problems. Stocking
success of predatory species mav be poor due to
flushing losses over or through the dam bscause it
would tTake several vears for these fish to veach a
sufficient size +to prey on kokanee. Ztocking
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rredatory species of fish increases the potential
for predation on vellow pareh and trout
populations as well as the kokanee population.
May Tesult in excessive predation on kokanse,
Stocking predatory fish may upset the balance
among fish speciss in downstream waters becauss of
diapersal over oy thyough the dam.

I. Bllow snagging if other measuresz to control the potential
over-population of kokanee fail.

Explanation: 1f nesded, a snagging season could be implsmented
during the fall to increase the harvesit of kockanee
spawners. Inoreassd harvest may help control the
potential over-population of kokanes. Snagging is
not specific to one species, howsver, and may
rasult in  the over-harveast of other fish speciss
such as brown trout.

Advantage: Would provide additional recreational
opportunities +to the fishing public. May help
gontrol the potential over-population of kokanse.

Disadvantage: Snagging seasons tend to agreate anforcement

problems. Incidental snagging of other game fish
spsceies, such as  brown trout, may not be
accaptable.

Fishine Repulation

o, Adjust the dailvy and possession limits for trout and kokanee
as needed.

Ezxplanation: Fishing limits for rainbow trout and kckanse will
need to bae =adiusted as population densitiss
change and as angler use varies,. Because kokansse
populations +tend to be unstable, however, it is
difficult to predict if regulation changses can be
used +to eaffectively manage kokanes numbers in
Hauser Resservolr. Undsr Management COptions I and
11, adiustment in the kokanee limits would be used
+o maintain 2 minimom  average length for adult
kokanee in the cresl that is considered desivabls
by most anglers {approximately 15.0 Anches},
Limits would be inoreased 4if and when kokanee
bacame over-populated and their average length
became =zamaller than the size desired bv most
anglers. Limits would be decreased 1if harvest
kecame exceszive and substantislly reduced the
rmber of spawnersz in  the reservoir. Limits forx
rainbow trout may need to be adiunsted to more
evenly distribute harvest among fishermen 1f and
when anglery use inoreases, Under HManagement
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Bdvantage:

Disadvantage:

Option 3, fishing limits for kokanse would nsed to
be liberalized if theyv were found to bs compeling
with rTainbow trout for food and space,

Harvest mav be an effective tool in controlling a
potential sver-population of kokanse in tThe
ressrvaelr.

It is Aifficult to monitor annual changes in the
kokanee population because kokanee populations
tend to be unstable and can exhibit substantial
fluctuations. B&Bs a result, adiustments to fishing
vegulations in response to population changes may
prove to be "too little, too late”. Regulations
neaed to be kept relatively consistent +to insurs
compliance and to maintain simplicity.

X. Separate the fishing limits (daily and possession! between
trout and kokanee to allow for beititer management of the two

species.

Develop an educational program that would help

anglers distinguish between rainbow trout and kokanse.

Explanation:

Advantage:

Disadvantage:

L. Simplify

Currently, trout and kokanee limits are combined
making the limit 18 pounds and 1 fish, not to
exceed 10 trout and kokanse in combination. The
timite for these two gpeclies are combined because
soms anglers find it difficult to tell kokanss and
rainbow trout apart. Iin addition, the combined
limit acts +to distribute the harvest among a
greater number of anglers. A combination limit
For the twe speciss solves the problem of species
migidentification by anglers, By sepavrabing the
limits betwsen the twoe sgpecies, however, the
Deparitment would be able to respond to changes in
the kokanes population by adiusting regulations
without affecting the management of trout. An
aeducational program would be used to help anglers
identify the two aspeciss.

Allows the Depariment +to sseparastely manage for

trout and kokanse.
Some anglers find it difficult to distinguish
baetwasen ralnbow trout and lmmature kokanes.

fishing regulations by setting straight number

limits and eliminate the weight limit.

Explanation:

A straight number limit would simplify fishing
regulations, making it easier for anglers to
comply and esasier for enforcement 1o insure
compliance.
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Bdvantage: Simplifies fishing regulations.

Disadvantage: This regulation change could potentially rasult in
+he over-harvest of large rainbow trout and brown
trout.

M. Increase the possession limit for kokanse.

Explanation: Currently, the possession limit for kokanes is the
same as ths daily fishing limit. A greater
possession limit would allow anglers Lo keep more
fish.

Bdvantage: Would allow anglers to keep more fish and extend
their stayv on the reservoir.

Disadvantage: May result in a over-havrvest of kokanee. Greater

possession limits may alsc confine the harvest
among a fewer number of anglers {(anglers that are
more skillful in catching fishl.

Management Options - Rainbow Trout and Kokanee

Option 1.

kely on a mixed fishery of rainbow trout and
kokanse to provide for a harvest level of at least
80,000 fish/vear. The harvest for rainbow tzout
will be maintained at least at currvent levels
{40,000 trout/year). The Department would raly on
the naturally reproducing kokanse population to
provide for the vemainder of the fishery. This
option sssentially reprasents the current
management direction by ths Department.

Explanation:

Tt is difficult +to predict what direction the
kokanee fishery will proceed in future vyears
because this relatively new oopulation is
continuing to undergo significant change. Due to
t+he potential competition for food and space
hetwesen rainbow trout and kokanee, the rainbow
population would be enhanced only if the harvest
£fall bslow the minimum of 40,000 trout/vear or if
+he kokanee population declined to a level where
the overall harvest (combined harvest for rainbow
trout and kokanee! was less than 80,000 fish/year.
The kokanes population would be allowsed to
continue to expand unless the average length of
aduit fish declined below a size considered
undesirable by most =anglers (approximately 15.0
inchesi. 2 mixed rainbow troutikckanes fishery
provides opportunities to both Dboat anglers and
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shore anglers to catch fish. Rainbow trout
provide a fishing opportunity to shore anglers but
kokanee are not readily csught from shorse. In
1988, the catel vats, average length and anoual
harvest for rainbow trout was .20 fish/hour, 15.8
inches and 36.000 fFish/vear, respectively. For
kokanes, the 1988 catch 7rvate, average length and
annual harvest was 0.24 fish/hour, 16.3 inches and
£3.000 Fish/vear, respesctively.

Possible Department Actions:

i. Bdiust the number of ryainbow trout stocked into the
reserveir to meet the harvest obiectives {&0,000

trout/yvear).

Explanation:

Ldvantage:

Disadvantage:

The stocking rate for wainbow trout may need to be
increased to mest the minimum hayvest for trout
{40,000 fish/vear) or to meet the minimum overall
harvest {80,000 Fish/vear) if the kokanss
population happensd to decline. The stocking
rate for rainbow trout could be decreased if new
stocking strategies improved survival of hatchexry
fish or if the number of self-sustaining wild fish
ware to increase.

Kokanee populations in other siate watsers have
tended to bhe unstabls, An  adiustable stocking
rate for rainbow trout could e used to react to
potential changes in the kokanee population.

The Thatchery svystem 1is ourrently operating at
capacity. Increasing the stocking rate for
vainbow trout would reguire expanded hatchery
space and/or the stocking rates for other waters
would have to be rsduced To make more hatchery
rainbow available.

2. Introduce wild strains of rainbow trout (Desmet and Eagle

Lake) to encourage the devalopment of szelf-sustaining
populations.
Explanation: Only the Arlee strain of rainbow <trout has been

stocked into the reservoly since the 19%507s. This
hatchery strain is not known to readily reproduce
in the wild. Currently, wild rainbow trout
contribute vErY littls o the fishexv.
Introductions of new "wild” strains may encourage
increased natural rveproduction thus incrsasing the
number of fish in the reserveir. Additional
natural recruitment also may sllow for a decrsase
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in the number of hatchery fish stocked intce the
rezervolr. MNew rainbow strains may prove to be
longer lived than the Arles gtrain thus
potentially increasing the average size of f£ish in
the crsel.

Bdvantags: May allow for a veduotion in the stecking rate for
hatchery rainbow +trout. May increase the average
siza of fish in the oreel.

Disadvantage: Spawning habitat in the <tributaries is limited.
Wild vainbow trout may be less catchable than
hatcheyy fish and flushing losses may Dbe more
debilitating to a fishery dominated by a naturally
reproducing population because of slower growth
rates and longer population recovery times.

3. Stock sterile vainbow trout in an attempt to produce larger
£ish.

Explanation: Sterilized rainbow trout would tend to grow to a
larger size because the fish's energy that is
normally  oconsumed for developing reproductive
products would be re-dirscted toward growth.

Bdvantage: Mav result in a larger sized fish.

Disadvantage: Requires an additional step in the hatchexry
process. Sterilization has created some health
problems in trout in past efforts.

&. More evenly distribute hatchery rainbow trout around the
reserveir at the time of stocking.

Explanation: Currently, the reservoir is stocked at only a
acouple of sites. Impreved distribution of

hatchery fish mav incrsase the survival of newly
ztocked trout.

Advantags: May increase the number of rainbow +trout in the
reservolir.
Disadvantage: Increases stocking cosits.

5. Stock a percentage of the rainbow plant earlier in the
spring to increase the average size of fish in the cresl.

Explanation: Currently, all rainbow trout are stocked following

spring runoff {July! in attempt to reduce flushing

losses over the dam, By stocking eariisr (Mavi},

hatchery fish would bensefit from having two esxtra
months for growth, resulting in an additional 2.5
+o 3.5 inches in  length at the end of the first
gTowing Beason. Sitocking  some  hatchery fish
sarlier also would likelvy increase the rate of
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return to the cresl. To reduce the potential for
increased flushing losses, a determination on
whethar or not to stock sarly could be made during
the spring based on predictions for runoff.

Bdvantage: May increase the size of yainbow trout in the
areal.

Disadvantages: Increases the chance for losing hatchery fish over
the dam during spring spill.

6. tock keokanee into the resevvelr to meet the minimum
objective for the overall harvest (80,000 fish/vear).

Explanation: If the current self-sustaining kokanee population
declines, hatchery kokanes could be stocked into
the reservoir to mesl overall harvest cobiectives.
However, +this option is presently unrealistic
bescause of stocking commitments for Flathead Lake.
A majority of the kokanee presently raised in the
hatchexv svstem are scheduled to be stocked into
Flathead Lake over the next ssveral vears.

Advantage: May be needed To maintain a3 mixed vainbow
tyrout /kokanes fishery Af, for =ome reason, ths
self-sustaining kokanse population collapsed.

Disadvantage: Stocking sucoess may be poor due +to flushing
losses over or +through the dam. The hatchery
svatem is currently oparating at capacity.
Fiushing losses of kokanses over or through the dam
may upset the balance among fish species in

downstream waters.

7. Evaluate +the potential for improving spawning habitat for
rainbow trout in the tributaries to the ressrvoir.

Explanation: Several tributaries to Hauser Reserveolir ocurrently
provide limited spawning habitat to migratory
rainbow trout. Thiszs habitat could Dbe improved by
Temoving barrisrs to migration, impTovVing
spawning gravel and fencing out livestock.

Bdvantage: Encourages development of a ssif-sustaining
rainbow oopulation. hdditional natural
recruitment may increase the numbsr of rainbow
trout in the reservoelr.

Disadvantage: Spawning habitat improvements may Dbe costly and
should be considersd sxpevrimental because they may
prove to bDs insffective, Private landowners on
+he tributaries would have +to bDe involved in any
work that iz conducted,
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Option II1.

Hanage primarily for a naturally veproducing
kokanee population to provide for a harvest level
of at lsast 80,000 kokanese/vesar for fish of =
sizea conaideved desirable by most anglers
{approximately 15.0 inches}.

Explanation:

In this option, the Department would primarily
manage fox kokanee and allow the rainbow
population to be regulated through natural
reproduction. However, kokanee populations tend
to be inherently unstable. As & result, this
managenment option may not be feaszible if the
kokanse population stunted or declined to a level
whare the number of fish caught was insufficient
to mest angler demand,. Managing primarily for
kokanee may prevent potential competition between
trout and kokanes for food and space. The rainbow
population would likely decline becausze hatchery
plants would be reduced or eliminated. The
kokanee population would be allowed to expand
unless the average length of adult fish decreased
below a size cconsidered undesirable by most

anglers. Flushing losses of kokanes over or
through the dam may upset the balance among fish
speciss in downstream watsrs. EKokanae would

provide additional forage for brown trout and
walleyve and may improve thse trophy fisherv. Under
this option, fishing diversity would be decrsased
and shore anglers would have less opportunity to
catch a fish because kokanse are not readily taksn
from shore.

Possible Department Botions:

Ltockl stohery Fish

i. Hatchery rainbow trout would be steocked in the reservoir

oniy if

and wnen flushing lossss of kokanse over the dam

were substantial or if the koksnee population decline to a
level where the number of fish caught was insufficient to
meat angler demand.

Explanation:

The potential effsct of excessive spring spills
over Hauser Dam on the Lkokanes population is
unknpown at this time because this newly dsveloping
population has not vet experienced a high water
VERET. If flushing losses of kokanee prove to be
substantial during high water vears, then rainbow
trout could be stocked into tThe resepvolir to
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Advantage:

Disadvantage:

supplement the fisherv following a major spring
spill. Criteria would need to be established to
determine when flushing losses are significant
enough to reguire supplemental stocking of rainbow

trout.

Provides a trout fishery if and when flushing
losses substantially deplets the kokanee
population.

Hatchery rainbow schaduled to bhe stocked elsewhers
would have to be diverted +to Hauser Reservoir.
Rainbow trout stocked inte the reservoir after
spring spill would not contribute to the Lishery

until late £fall.

2. Stock kokanes into the ressrvoir to mest thes overall harvest

ohisctive

Exzplanation:

Zdvantage:

Disadvantage:

{at least 40,000 kcokanes/vaar).

IFf the eurrent self-sustaining kokanee population
declines, hatchery kokanee could be stocked into
the reservolr to mest the overall harvest
objective. However, +this option 1is currently
unrealistic because of stocking commitments forx
Flathead Lake. A majority of the kokanes
presentliy raised in the hatchery svstem are
scheduled o bs stocked into Flathead Lakse over

the next ssversl vears.

May be needed to maintain the kokanse fishery if,
for some reason, the self-sustaining kokanse
population collapsed.

Stocking =success may bes poor due to £flushing
lossss over or through the dam. Flushing losses
may upset the balance among sport fish species in
downstream waters. The hatchayy svstem is
currently operating at capacitvyv.

itat ¥

3. identifvy keav zpawning habitat for kokanes in the
tributaries, shoreline areasz and Canvon Ferry tallrace.
Protect identified spawning areas from dewatering, dredging
and other diszturbances.

Explanation:

Ldvantage:
Disadvantage:

Spawning habitat must be protscted if the fishexry
is going to rely on a self-sustaining population
of kokanss,

Encourages natural reproduction by kokanee.
Jdentificastion of spawning arsas regulres a re-
direction ofF and/or additional Departmental
dollars and manpowsar,
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Option III. Manage primarily for rainbow trout to provide for
a harvest of at least 55,000 tyrout/vear for 13 to

1% inch fish.

Explanation: In this option, +the Department would manage
primarily for rainbow trout and allow the kokanse
population To be regulated through natural
reproduction. Ths kokanee population would be
controlled only if and when they were found to
significantly compete with rainbow trout for food
and space. However, the population level at which
kokanee would begin to compete with rainbow ftrout
is wveyy difficult to determine. Under this
cption, the average size of kokanse may decreass
because of potential over-population.

Possible Despartment Actions:

Stocking Hatcoche Fish

i. Increase the number of hatchery rainbow trout stocked into
+he reservoir +ho meet stated havvest objlectives (55,000

trout/year}.

Explanation: Hauser Reservoir presentliy receives 200,000
fingerling rainbow per yvear. At the current rate
of rveturn for hatchery plants (18%}, an additional
80,000 rainbow trout would have to be stocked into
the Teservolr o mast the stated harvest
obijectives.

Bdvantage: More rainbow trout would be available %o the
fishervy.

Disadvantage: The hatchery system 1is currently operating at
capacity. A greater stocking rate would require
expanded hatchery space and/or stocking rates for
other waters would have to be reduced to make more

hatchery fish available. Management aosis would
incrense,

2. Introduce wild strains of rainbow trout {(Desmet and Eagle
Lake; to encourage the development of self-sustaining
populations.,

Explanation: Only the Arlee strain of rainbow trout has been

planted into the reseryvelr since the 1950's. This
hatchery strain is not known to readily reproduce
in the wild. Currently, wild rainbow trout
contributs VETY littls o the fisherv.
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Bdvantage:

Disadvantage:

Introductions of new "wild? strains may sncourags
increassed natural reproduction thus increasing the
number of fiszsh in the reservoir. Hew rainbow
styains mavy »rove to be longer lived than the
Aylee strain thus potentislly incgreasing the
average siza of fish in the cresl.

Bdditional natural rearvuitment would increass the
number of rainbow trout in the yeservoir. May
increase The average size of fish in the cresel.
Spawning habitat in the tributaries is limited.
Wild rainbow trout may be less catchable than
hatchery fish and Fflushing losses may be more
debilitating to a fishery dominated by & naturally
reproducing population because of slower growth
rates and longsr rpopulation rscovery times,

3. More evenly distribute hatchery rainbow trout around the
reservoiy at the time of stocking.

Explanation: Currently, the reservoir is stocked at only one
site. Improved distribution of hatchexry fish mavy
increase the szurvival of newlv planted trout.

Advantage: May ingrease the npnumber of vrainbow trout in the
TeServOoLT.

Disadvantage: Incrsases stocking costs.

&, Stock a percentage of the rainbow plant earliser in the

spring to increase the average size of f£ish in ths cresl.

Explanation:

Advantage:

Disadvantags:

Currently, all rainbow trout are stocked following
spring runoff {July) in attempt to reduce flushing
lossas over the dam. By stocking eariier (Mavi,
hatchery fish would benasfit from having twoe extra
months for growth, resulting in an additional 2.5
to 3.5 inches in  length at the end of the first
ETCOWAINngE Season. Stocking some hatchexry fish
earliier alsoc would likely increase the rats of
return to the creel. To veduce flushing losses, a
determination on whether or not to stock early
could be mades during +the spring bassd on
pradictions for runcff.

Mavy increase the size of wainbow trout in the

orael.
Increases the chance for losing hatchsyy £ish over

+he dam during spring spill.
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5. Stock sterile rainbow trout in an attempt to produce larger

fish.

Explanation: crarilized rainbow trout would tend to grow to a
larger size because the fish’s ensrgy that is
notmally  consumed for developing rTeproductive
products would be re-dirscted toward growth.

Bdvantage: May result in a larger sized fish.

Disadvantage: Requires an additional step in *the hatchszvy
PLOCEss . Sterilization has created some health
problems in trout in past efforts.

5. Evaluate the potential foxr improving spawning habitat for

rainbow trout in the tributariss to the reservoir.

Explanation: Saveral tributaries +o Hauser Reservoir currently
provide limited spawning habitat to migratory
rainbow troul. fhig habitat could be improved by
removing barviers to migration, improving
spawning gravel and fencing out cattle.

Bdvantage: Encourages development of a self-sustaining
rainbow population. Additional natural

recruitment may increase the number of rainbow

trout in the reservoir.

Disadvantage: Spawning habitat improvements may be gostly and
should be considered experimental because they may
prove to be ineffective. Private landowmers on
+he tributaries would have to be involved in any

work that is conducted.
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TREOUT

BHC

There are two possible management options for brown trout in
Hauser Reservolx. These management options are discussed in
detail in pages 25 through 28. The two management options can be

summarized as follows:

Cotion I. Continue the present management direction of
allowing the population level to be
maintained through natural reproduction.

Option T1. Maintain or enhance the present population
level and continue to provide an opportunity
to catch large f£ish.

Explanation: Currvently, there ars about 300 brown  trout
harvested each vEaT from Hauser Ressrvolr.
Aithough many anglers find brown trout difficult
to catch in the rsservoir, this speciss provides
anglers an opportunity +to catch a trophy fish.
Brown trout and kokanee in Hauser Reservoiy spawn
in the szame arsas and at the same time. There is
a potential that the expanding kckanes population
may adversely affsct the brown troult population by
competing for spawning sites. However, the
Department has no information indicating that a
competition problem betwesn the two species exists
at this time.

The following possible Department actions apply to both of the
management options presented for brown trout:

i, Monitor the brown trout population and angler harvest to
provide information needed to make managemsnt decisions.
Explanation: Information is NBCHREETY o determine if
Decartment actions are mesting overall
chiectives. If goals are not being met,
information is needed to determine wnat managsment
changes need to bs mads. Creel census, gill

netting, electrofishing and spawning traps are the
methods currently Dbeing used to monitor fish
populations.

Advantage: Provides basis for management decisions.

Disadvantazs: Continued monitoring efforis reguire Deparitmental
manpower and dollars.
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B. Protect

spawning habitat through preparation of instream

flow recommendations and through the streambed preservation

laws.

Explanation:

Ridvantage:
Disadvantage:

Instreamn £low recommendations for the major
tributaries Lo Haussey Reservoir are being
developed as part of the Hissouri Eiver basin
water resservation application to be submitted to
the Montana Depsaritment of MNatural Hesources and
Conservation. Minimum instresam flows are nseded
te maintain spawning and rearing habitat. The
Natural Streambed and Land Preservation Act of
1975 authorizes conservation districts to protect
and pressyve streams as much as possible in their
natural or existing state. The Stream Protection
Bot of 1963 authorizes the Department to regulate
activities bv state and local governments involved
with alterations of stream channels.

Protects brown trout spawning and rearing habitat.
Streambed preservation efforts by the Dspartment
reguire manpower and dollars.

C. DPrevent over-harvest of spawners via regulations as needed.

Explanation:

Advantage:
Disadvantage:

The Department would yeduce limits or close the
fall seasson to fishing for brown tyrout if it was
determined that SEDAWHRETE wWere being over-
harvested, Currently, there is no indication that
a problem with over-harvest of Dbrown trout is
developing in the yeservoir.

Prevents potential over-harvest of spawners.
Fishing restrictions would reduce the opportunity

to harvest fish.

lanagement Options - Brown Trout

Option 1.

Bllow thes sopulation lesvel *to be maintained
through natural reproduction. This option
sasentially repressois the ogurrent management
direction by the Department.

Explanation:

Under this option, the Dbrown tyout population
would be regulated primarily through natural
reproduction. Managemant efforts would not
address the potentizl problem with competition
betwsen brown trout and kokanee for spawning
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sites. For +this option, the Depariment assumes
that if and when a competition problem develops
betwssn brown trout and kokanee, it would be very
Aifficult to sclve and that management efforts
wopuld be Dbetter spent on other game fish species
in the ressryvoir.

Pozsible Depayitment Actions:

i. No spscial actions would be needed.

Option II. Maintain or enhance the present population level
and continue to provide an opportunity to catcoh

iarge fish.

Explanation: In this option, the brown trout populastion would
be regulated primarily by natural reproduction.
Management efforts, howsver, would address the
potential competition problem between brown trout
and kokanes for spawning sites that may develop in
the fubture. Under this option, the Department
assumes that maintaining an opportunity to catch
large brown trout would be worith the additional
managament afforts and that any potential
competition problem that may develop between the
two species could realistically be solvad.
Enhancement afforts may upset the balance among
fish specieszs in Hauser Ressrvoly and in downstream

waters.

Possible Department Actions:

i. Evaluate brown trout/kokanee Iinteractions on sSpawning
grounds and, if needed, develop sclutions to mnminimize

potential competition between the two species,

Exzplanation: If kokanes were found +o be competing with brown
trout  for spawning sites, then they ocould
possibly be physically prevented from utilizing
brown trout  spawning habitat By constructing
hbarriers on important tributasries that might
selectively allow only brown trout to pass.

Advaniage: May veduce the potential competition for spawning
sites between the two species,.

Disadvantage: Would likely reduce the kokanse population in the
reservolir. May alse interfere with brown trout
spawning. Evaluation of brown trout/kokanee
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Z2. Evaluate

interactions would raguirse =2 re-dirvection of
and/or additional Manpower and dollars.
Construction and maintenancs ot selaective
harriers may prove costly and would be considered
experimental because they can not be guaranteed to
be affective, Privatse landowmers on  the
+ributaries would have to approve any work that is
conductad,

the potential for improving spawning habitat fox

brown trout in the tributaries to the reserveir.

Explanation:

Advantage:

Disadvantage:

Several tributaries to the reservoly provids
apawning habitat to migratory brown trout.
Spawning habitat could be improved in the
tributaries by removing barrviers to migration,
improving SpaWning gravel, insuring minimum
instream Flows and fencing out livestock.

Additional natural Tyeproduction may increase the
number of fish in the reservoir.

Spawning habitat improvements may be costly and
would be considered experimental because they may
prove to be ineffective. Private landownsrs on
the +tributaries would have to approve any work
that is conducted.

3. Stock brown trout if natural zeproduction substantially
declines as a result of competition with kokanes.

Explanation:

Bdvantage:

Disadvantags:

1f strategies designed to enhance natural
reproduction to the reservoir proved to be
ineffective, then hrown trout eggs oould be
obtained from wild populations and raised o a
fingerling size in the hatchery. The fingerliings
could then be stocked in the reservelr. Stocking
brown trout would present a potential risk of
increassd predation on vellow perch, rainbow trout
and kokanes populations.

May solve potential reproduction problems crsated
from competition bhetwesn kokanee and brown trout
and mav increase the number of fish in the
reservolr.

tocking brown tzout mav not be effesctive in
producing  large fish. Btocking brown trout
increases the potential for predation on yellow
parch, rainbow trout and kokanee populations.
Flushing losses may upset the balance among fish
apecies in downstrean watsrs. B long term
monitoring program (& to 7 vears) would need to be
econducted to evaluate stocking success and to
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determine what effect stocking would have on otherx
game fish populations. Would reguirse a Te-
direction of and/or additinnal Depaytmentsl
manpower and dollars to provide hatchery fish.

4. Develop an educational program to explain the special
fishing technigues nesded to catch Dbrown ftrout in the

Teservelr.

Explanation: Anglers need o uee apecial  technigues to
properly present bait or lures toe brown trout in
Hsuser Reservoir because these fish tend to be

bottom dwellers.

Bdvantages: Tncreazes the diversity of fishing opportunities.
Disadvantage: Requires a rve-dirsction of and/or additional
manpower and dollars to develop an sducational

DTOgran.
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WALL

There are two possible management options presanted for walleve
in Hauser Ressrvoir. These management options are discussed in
detail in pages 30 through 32. The two management options can be

gummarized as follows:

Option 1. Continue the present management dirvection and
allow the population to maintain itself

through natural reproduction.

Option IX. Enhancs The walleye population through
supplemental stocking.

The following possible Department actions apply to both of the
managemsnt options prssented for walleve:

. Monitor +the walleve population and angler harvest to
provide information needed to maks management decisions.

Explanation: Information is necessary to determine if current
Department actions are mesling overall objsotives.
1f goals are not being met, information is needed
+o determine what management changes need tTo be
made. Creel census, gill netting, electrofishing
and spawning traps are the msthods curvently being
wsed to monitor fish populations.

Bdvantage: Provides basis for management dscisions.
Disadvantage: Continued monitoring efforts reguire Departmental
manpower and dollars.

B. Continue daily and possession limits of § walleve, only one
of which may excesed 20 inches.

Explanation: This regulation was implemented in 1988 to protect
+he walleve populations in Hauser and Holter

Teservolrs. Verv few walleve are harvested in
Kauesr Reservoir becauss the population is very
SDAETES. Az & result, current regulations have
1ittle effect on the walleyve harvest in Hauser
Resarvaolr. Regulations may need to be changed in
+ha futurs if a wallsye enhancement option is
selected.

o, Fncouragze ocompliancs with TrTeserveir steering committes
guidelines for dam operations to reducse adverss impacts to
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fish and wildlife resources.

Explanation:

Advantage:

Disadvantage:

Significant spills from the reservoir and unstable
water slevations can harm the reservolr fishexry.
Guidelines for operation of the dam have been
established by committes to lessen these potential
conflicts with fisherv rassocurces and recreational

opportunitises. The current guldelines recommend
that Hasuser Dam be operated with a relatively
stable resserveir levsal. These guidelines may be

modified an additional information becomes
available.

Ttilizes & committes of management agencles, dam
operators and sportsmen o resolve conflict.
Minimizes the impacts of dam operations on aquatic
Tesouroes.

Reduces Montana Power Company'’s and Bureau of
Beclamation's ability to produce power,

nt Options - Walleve

Manag

Option L.

Bliow ths population to maintain itself through
natural reproduction. This option ssgentially
represants the current management direction by the

Dapartment.

Explanation:

Presently. there are very few walleve zresiding in
Hauser Heseyvelr. Thiz iz most likely dus to
flushing losses of walleve £xvy over or through
Hauser Dam. Because of a relatively small storage
capacity, Heuser Heservolr has a short retention
time. HYater in the reserveir is replaced about
svery nine dayvs on average but retention time can
be as brisef as only four days during spring
runoff. Under this option, thes walleve population
would be allowed +to maintain itself through
natural reproduction. No effort would be made to
enhance the population.

Possible Department Actions:

i, ¥o spscial actions would be needed.



Option IX. Enhance the walleve population through
supplemental stocking.

Ezxplanation: Currently, ths walleve population in Hausar
Reserveoir is sgparse and there is some demand by
the public to increase fishing opportunitiess by
stocking the reservoir. In +this option, the
Department would wuse supplemental stocking to
enhance the walleyve population. Stocking success
for walleve could be poor because of flushing
losses over or through the dam. Flushing losses
may be high because retention time for water in

Hauser Reservoir is very Dbrief. To minimize
flushing losses, walleve plants should be made
into ths Causewsy n where walleve habitat

appears to be most suitabls. Hausey Resepveir is
net listed as a high priorvity water for stocking
walleve in the Warmwater Management Plan of 1987,
However, more walleve will become available for
stocking as the warmwater hatchery at Miles City
comes inte full production. Walleve planted into
the reservoir would have +to be marked for futurs
identification to evaluate movement, survival,
growth and hatchery contribution +to the fishery.
A long terxm monitoring program (& to 7 vears)
would need to be conducted +o evaluate stocking
success and to determine what effect stocking
would have on other game fish populations.
Fingerling walleve would require 3 to & vears to
reach & catchable size as well zs a sufficient
gize to prey on other game fish species.

Possible Department Actions:

i. Frnhance the walleve fishery in Hauser Reservoilr by stocking
fingerlings to provide a balanced fishery similar to that
which currently exists in Holter Reservolr.

Explanation: Holter Reservoiy rurrently has =3 reasonably
balanced population of walleve, rainbow trout,
brown trout and vellow perch. This balance is
pvrobably dus to relatively low numbers of walleve
coupled with a hesalthy population of vellow
perch. Perch are a preferred item in the walleve
diet and apparently serve as a "buffer” that
reduces wallevs predation on trout and kokanse.
The walleve population is prcbhbably limited by
flushing losses of frv over or through the dam.
The population may also be influsnced by vellow
perch predation on walleye fry. The Holter
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Bdvantage:

Disadvantage:

walleve fishery provides good catch rates for
anglers and produces large sized f£ish with good
growth  Tates. Population sphancement in Hausey
would begin by annually stocking 3,000 to 5,000
walleve fingsylings. Success of stocking would be
evaluated by oreel census and gill netting. i}
population of catchable sized walleve should begin
to develop after three vears. Bdiustments in
stocking rates could be made after three vears if
monitoring indicates that walleve population
obiective 1is not being met or if unacceptable
impacts on other species OoCour. If sufficient
natural reproduction began to occur, stocking
could be raduced or eliminated.

Stocking Ffingerlings should increase the
opportunity to eatch walleve, add diversity to
the reservoir fishery and mest angler reguests for
an expanded walleve fishery.

Stocking walleve increases +the potential for
predation on vellow perch, trout and kokanse
populations and might adversely affect the
figheriezs for thess speciss Iin Hauser. Walleve
flushed past Hauser Dam mav upset the existing
balance among fish species in Holter Heseryveilr and
the Missouri Eiver.

Z. Stock walleve at high densities and menage Hauser Ressyvolr
primarily as 2 walleve Tisherv.

Explanation:

Advantage:

Disadvantage:

Walleve would be stocked a2t high levels (20,000 to
50,000 fingerlings! to convert Hauser te a fishery
dominated by walleve. Possible adverse impacis to
other sport fish populations would not be
mitigated and plants of zainbow trout would be
discontinued if and when walleve began to dominate

the fishsry.

Stocking walleve should incoreasse the opportunity
teo catch walleve, add diversity to the reservoir
fishervy and meelt angler 7reguests for sxpanded
walleve fishing. & high stocking rate should make
significantly more walleve available to anglers.
Risk of adverse impacts on other sport fish
spacies would be high becauze of inoveasad
predation. There is alsoc a high probability that
walleyve flushed from Hauser Dam would upset the
existing balance between walleve, vellow perch and
rainbow trout in Holter Reservoir and possibly the
Missouri River. A high density walleve population
may deplete existing forage, resulting in slowsr
growth and smaller walleve.
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NTRODUCTIONS OF FOHAGE SPECIES

issue; Blthough there are several abundant forage fish species
already present in Haussy Hesarvolir, thare may be a
future need +to morve closely manages for forage and/or
introduce new forage species into the reservoir if and
when a walleye fishery is developsed. Potential species
of fish that could be introduced into the reservoir to
provide forage for walleys include ocisco, spottail
shiners, emerald shiners, alewife and rainbow smelt.
Many of these speciss would likely compete with trToul,
kokanse and vellow perch for food and space. Any new
forage species introduced into Haussy Heservelr will
result in the same species of fish being introduced
downstream into Holter Reservoir and the Missouri River
because of Fflushing losses over oy through the dams.

Possible Department Actions:

i. Utilize the current composition of £ish species found in
+the reservoir +to provide forage for any futurs walleve

population that may develop.

Advaniags: Hew féxage fish speciss introduced into the
ressrvoir may compete with trout, kokanee and
vellow perch for food and space. Hew forags

species flushed from Hauser Dam may upset the
balance among fish species in Holter Reservolir and
the Misscuri River.

Disadvantage: 2An expanded walleve population may rTequire
additicnal forags.

2. Ttilize +he current composition of fish species found in the
Teservolir to provide forage for any future walleve
population that may develop. If the current walleye

population is enhanced through supplemental stocking, then a
long term monitoring program (& fTo 7 vears) would be used to
svaluate the need for introductions of additional fish
species into the resexvoly to orovide forage for an expanded
walleve population. This action would probably be needed
only if the option to manage Hauser Reseyvolr orimarvlly as a
walleve fishery was selected.

Advantage: This approach considers introductions of ezxotic
Fish species inte the reservoir only if it is
determined that, after long term monitoring,

additional forase was needed for an expanded
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Disadvantage:

walleve population. is & result, this approach
reduces the potential pvisk of introducing exotic
speciss into the reseyvolir which would compete
with rezident game fish for food and space.

Continued monitoring efforts vegulire Deparitmental
dollars and Manpowsr. Anv new species
introduction would reguire public reviaw and
comment before any action could take place.
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YELLOW PERCH

Option I. Allow the axisting population level to be
maintained through natural veproduction. HMaintain
the existing harvest level for vellow perch
(10,000 to 20,000 fish/year) and maintain an
average length of 9 inches in the creel.

Explanation: The population would be allowed to maintain itself
through natural veproduction. Unlinited harvest
would be allowed fo continue unless harvest levels
became excessive and were shown %o adversely
affaect the population. The vellow perch
population in the reservoir has besn able to
maintain itself under current levels of harvest.

Possible Department Actlions:

i. Monitor the vellow perch population and angler harvest to
provide information nseded to make management descisions.

Explanation: Information is necsssary to determine if current
Departmsnt actions are mseting overall obisgtives.
1f goals are not being met, information is neaded
+o determine what management changes need to be
made. COreesl census, gill netting and spawning
traps arve the methods currently being used to
moniteor fish populaticns.

Advantage: Provides basis for management decisions.
Disadvantage: Continued monitoring efforts require Departmental
manpower and dolliars.

2. Encourage complliance with Treserveir steering committee
guidelines for dam operations tTo reduce adverse impacts to
fish and wildlife resources.

Explanation: Significant spills from the reservoir and unstable
water elevations can harm the reservoir fishery.
Guidelines for opevation of the dam have been
established by committes to lessen these potential
conflicts with fisherv resources and recreational
opportunities. The currvent guidslines recommend
+hat Hauser Dam be operated with a relatively
stable ressrvoir level. These guidelines may be
modified as sdditional information beoomes

available.
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Bdvantage: T+ilizes a committee of management agencies, dam
operators and sportsmen to Tresolve conflicth.
Minimizes the impacts of dam operations on aguatic
TESOUTCeSs.

Disadvantage: Reduces Montana FPowsry Company's and Bureau of
Baclamation's ability to produce power.

3. Tnerease public awarveness of the {ishing opportunities
provided by vellow perch.

Explanation: Anglers tend to concentrate their efforts on the
game fish species in the ressrvoir. Yallow perch
ars fun to catch and sxcsllent to eat.

Bdvantage: Provides increaszed fishing opportunities. The
population has bsen able to maintain itself at
ourrent levels of harvest.

Disadvantage: HNone.

&, Classify vellow perch as a game flsh species to allow the
Department to set fishing limits if neesded.

Explanation: B game fish classification would allow the
Department to use Ffishing regulations to hetter
manage this apecias. The Deparitment would
continue +to allow unlimited harvest under the
game fish classification unless harvest levels
hecame excessive and were shown to adversely

affect the population.

Advantage: Drovides +the Department an additional tool to
manage for vellow perch.

Disadvantage: Further aomplicates the current Fighing
regulations.



RCIAL FISHING

Issue:

Z small local business has beesn allowed to commesreially
fiszh for parp and suckers on Lake Helenz and
agccasionally on the Causewsay Brm of Hasuser Ressrvolr

for approximately the past 30 vears. Commnercaial
fishing businesses are reguired to cobtain an annual
permit from the Deparviment. In recent vears, this

commercial opsration has reguested a permit from the
Department to allow fishing for carp and suckers in
both Lake Helens and & small area in the Causewavy Arnm
of Hauser Reservolr. B review of histoxic records
indicate that this commercial fishing operation has
taken up to one-half million pounds of carp and 3,000
pounds of suckers from Lake Helena in some vears. The
Department requires the business +to relsase all
inadvertently captured game fish back into the laks.
B number of people have felt that the removal of carp
from the lake has resulted in some improvement in the
trout fishervy. Other peocple, however, fsel that this
commercial fishing opsration has adversely affscted the
sport fisheries and, as a vesult, do not wish to see
the operation expanded into Hauser Reservoir. The
Department has ne information indicating that this
commercial fishing opsration harms the sport fishery in
Lake Helena or Hauser Ressrvoir.

Possible Deparitment Actions:

1. Bllow commarcial fishing to take place Dboth in Lake Helena

and

the Causewasy Aym of Hauser Reservoir and monitor the

effests on the sport fishexriss. Modifv or revoke the
commercial permit 1f adverse impacts are identified.

Bdvantage:

Allows a small business to commereially fish for
non-game species such as carep and sucksys. A
commercial fishing opsration may reduce the number
of carp and suckers in the reservoir and, as a
result, mav improve the reservolr sport fisheries.
Iin addition, reduction in the carp population may
possibly  bensfit waterfowl production because
turbidity may be reduced vresulting in better
growth of aguatic plants.

Disadvantage: Jommercial fishing in the Causeway Arm of Hauser

Reservoir may adversely affsect the sport fisherises
and may conflict with recresational anglers.
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Deny permission to commercially fish in the Causeway area.
Allow commercial fishing only in Lake Helena and monitor the
aeffects on the sport f[isheries. Modify or revoke the
compercial permit if adverse impacts arve identified.

Livantage: Lllows 2 small business to commercially fish for

non-game species such as carp and suckers.
Conflicts with anglers would bs minimized because
recreational use on Lake Helena is currsntly very
iow. Removal of carp and suckers may improve the
reservoir sport fisheriss. HMay benefit waterfowl
production becauss turbidity may bhe reduced
resulting in better growth of aquatic plants.

Disadvantage: Recreational wuse on Lake Helena may inorease in

future vears. May adversely affect the sport
fishevies and may conflict with recreational
anglers.
3. Denv permission to all commercial operaticns seeking to fish
in Lake Helena and Hausey Resservoir.
bdvantage: prevents conflict with recreational anglers and

eliminpates +he potential for incidental catch of
sport fish.

Disadvantage: Denies small business permission to commercially

£ish for non-gamse species such as carp and
suckers in Hauser Reserveir.



SOCIAL CONFLICIS

izssue: The number of anglers using the Canvon Ferry tailrace
area has increased substantially over the past several
years as a vesult of the expanding kokanee fishery.
Conflicts between bank and boat anglers, as well as
among boat anglers themselves, has grown accordingly.

Possible Depariment Actlions:

1. Fliminate either Dbank angling or angling from boats in the
Canvon Ferrvy tailrace area {From the north end of Riverside
campground south to the cable in front of Canyon Ferry Dam
on both sides of thse yiver).

Ldvantage: Reduces oconflicts among users.

Disadvantage: Reduces fishing opportunities fo the general
public by eliminating a user group. Reguires
increased enforcement to insure compliance.

2. Fstablish a "no wake rule® for the Canvon Feyry tallrace
area {arsa as described in Option 1}.
Advantage: Taduces conflicks ameonz users and deoes not favor
one usaer group over the other.
Disadvantage: Reguires increased enforcemeant o insure
compliance.
Isgue: Campgrounds on Hauser Reservolr are commonly crowded.
Sccial conflicts often develop as a result of these
crowded conditions. Common problems include loose

dogs, over-staying the 14 day camping limit and docking
boats nesr the boat ramps.

Possible Department Botions:

i. Improve enforcement of campground regulations through better
training of Department carvetakers and by  obtaining

additional staff.

Bdvantage: Reduces conflicts among users,
Disadvantage: Requires additional manpowsr and dollars.



RESERVOIR ACCESS

Issue: Fishing BoCess gites and camping areas on the

reservolir are approaching ocarrving capacity. To
accommodats  the trend of increasing uss on  the
reservoir, access sites and camping areas will nesd to
be improved and additional sites will nesd to be

developead.

Explanation: Possible Depariment actions discussed for acosss

and facility nseds in this veport are limited and
only cover issues in a very general manner.
Additional information is currently being gathered
by Montana Power Company as part of the federal
process for relicensing Hauser Dam. In addition,
the Department will be using the questiconnaire
associated with this report to further identify
the nsed for additional BCCess sites and
facilities. B mors comprehensive report on access
will be desvelopad and appended to the Hauser
Yanagement Pilan a2z mors information becomes

aveilable.

Poszible Department Actions:

i.

Encourage purchase of additional access sites on thes
reservoir. Additiocnal mocess sites identified for potential
acguisition are shown in Figure 1.

Ivaluate the potential for developing boat camps (access
only by boat) with docking facilities. There are additional
federal lands adizcent to the reserveir that are accessible

only by boat.

Encourage develcpment of handicap access sites on the
Teservolr. Thess sites would provide acoess  to the
shoreline to enable the handicapped to fish.

Improve bhoating facilities by constructing additional boat
docks at devsloped campgrounds.
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Iaks Helena is Formsed From the impounding of lower Prickly Pearx
Creek by Hauser Dam. The Causeway Arm, located about 1.5 miles
upstream from the dam, connects Lake Helena to Hauser Reservoir.
Lake Helena has a surface area of about 2,100 acres and an
average depth of about § feet. Maximum depth of the lake is only
10 feest. Lake Helena can be considered quite productive compared
+o other impoundmsnts because of the heating effects of its
shallow waters and the nutrient enriched tributaries entering the
lake. Tributaries to Lake Helena include Prickly Pear and Silver
craaks. Several irrigaticon drains that enter the lake are used
by rainbow trout, brown trout and kokanee for spawning. A
majority of the land surrounding Lake Helena is privately owned.
Public access to the lake can be cbtained at the county bridge
+hat orosses the Causeway Brm, but the lake has no boat ramps.
The Department has recently purchased a parcel of land located
near the mouth of Silver Creek for the enhancement of waterfowl

production.

hngler use is low on Lake Helena, yanging from 1,300 to 3,700
fishing days per vear. Rainbow trout and brown trout are the
most commonly caught speciss. Kokanee, walleve, and Dass are
alsoc occasionally +taken by anglers. HNumercus speciss of fish
have been introduced into Lake Helena since the 1920's,
ineluding sunfish, bluegill, largemouth bass, bullheads and
walleve. Fish were not stocked into the lake between 1962 and
1987 because earlier plants failed to produce an acceptable
fishery. In 1988, the Department stocked 20,000 fry and 20,000
fingerling largemouth bass. in an attempt to develop this
fishery, the Department plans on stocking bass over a & or b year
period to meet angler regussts for a more diversified fishery in

the ressrvoir complex.

izsus: There is no boeab access +to Lake Helsna. Currently,
onlv boats that can be hand carried from the Causeway
can be olaced into the lake.

Possible Deparbtment Actions:

i. Provide a beat launch and associated parking facilities on
the laks.
Advantage: Provides hoat scocess  to Lake Helena for fishing

and hunting.

Disadvantage: Increassd boat use may conflict with waterfowl
produstion objectives mnd waterfowl hunting
opportunities. Number of suitable access sites is
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iimited. Bocess site development mavy not be
soceptable to adjacent landowners.

2. Evaluate the faasibility of removing obstructions o boat
passage under the Causeway bridge to provide access to Lake
Helana.

Advantags: Provides boat ancess toe Lake Helena for fishing

and hunting.

Disadvantage: Increased boat use may conflict with waterfowl
production obiectives and waterfowli Thunting
opportunities. ¥Mav not be feasible because of
sxpense or enginesring constraints.

Issus: Diversify the fishervy in Lake Helens.

Pozsibles Depavitment Acotions:

1. Continue Depvartment efforts to enhance the bass fishervy.

ddvantags:

Disadvantagse:

Would provide For & new fishery in a body of
water where fishing is currently limited. Bass
would likslv coszxist with +trout, kokanes and
walleve. Fass would likely be well suited to
habitat conditions and forage prasent in Lake
Helsna.

Mayv disperse intce Hauser Reservolr and downstream
waters. Dispersal out of Laks Helena may upset
the hbalance betwsen walleve, vellow perch and
trout in Hsusesr and Holter zreservolirs and the

Missouri River.

2. Stock tiger wmuskellunge {& sterile hvbrid bestwesen northern
pike and muskellunge) in an attempt +to develop a trophy

fishery in Lake Helena.

Advantage:

Disadvantage:

May provide foyr a trophy fishery in Lake Helena by
wutilizing an abundant rough fish population as
forage. Predatory impact of tiger muskie would be
completely contyrolled by storking because they are
incapable of ryeproducing in tThe wild. Decreases
the chance of illsgal introductionz of northern
pike into the lake by providing 2 similar but mors
manageable fisheyry. Tiger muskie would likelv be
well suited +o hablitat conditlons and forage fish
vresent in Lake Helena,

If numbers are great enough, tiger nuskie may
suppress other sport fish populations {(trout and

hass}?  bsoause of  increassd pradation. May
adversaely affect waterfowl production by preving
on voung Gucks. May disperse into Hauser

Reservolir and downstream waters. Dispersal out of
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Lake Helenz mav upset the balance between walleye,
vellow perch and trout in Hauser and Holter
reservoirs and the Missouri River if stocking

densities are too high.

3. dtock walleve to develop a new fishery in a body of watex
where fishing is currently limited.

Explanation: TF it is decided to enhance walleye 1in Hauser
Reserveir, then a portion of the walleye plant
could be made inte Lake Helena rather than the

Causaway Arm.

Bdvantage: Stocking walleye may diversify the fishery in the
lake and help meet angler reguests for expanded
walleye fishing. Stocking walleve in Lake Helena

may help meet Hauser management cbiectives (if a
walleve enhancement option is selected) by
reducing flushing losses over Hauser Dam.

Disadvantage: Habitat is not as suitable for walleve as it is
for tiger muskellunge or bass. If numbsrs arve
great enough, walleye may suppress other sport
fish populations (trout and bass) bscause of
increased predation. Dispersal out of Lake Helena
may upset +ths balance bstween walleve, vellow
perch and trout in Hauser and Holter reservolirs
and the Missouri River.

Issue: Increased fishing use on Lake Helena may interfere with
waterfowl management if current efforts te enhance the

fishery succesd.

Possible Deparitment Actions:

i. Fishing could be vestricted seasonally and/or to specific
areas to vreduce conflict.

Advantage: Fishing restrictions may be a way *To xreduce
potential conflicts with waterfowl managsment.

Disadvantage: Restricts fishing opportunities.

2. Torm an advisery commitites of waterfowl managers, fishery
managers and sporitsmen to resolve potential conflicts
hetween fishing and waterfowl that may develiop.

Advantage: TUtilizes a committee of diversse interests to
vesolve conflict.
Disadvantage: Hone,

roial Fishing sectlion on

Issue: Commercial fishing. 8Ses C
page 37.




APPEMDIE A

Appendix Table A. Comments received from public scoping meetings

+hat were held in November, 1988 in d&reat
Falls, Helena and Bozeman to sclicit comment
on the future management of Hauser Reservoir
{Key: GF = oral comment from Great Falls; HL
= oral comment from Helena:; BZ = oral comment
from Bogeman: W = written comment).

I. HAUSER RESERVOIR
Fizh Management

A,

i.

fad D3

@

Continue to manage for the large average size of
kokanee. (BZ = ORAL COMMENT FROM BOZEMAN)

Enhance the walleve fishery. (BZ)

Increase the availability of walleye by introducing
walleye into potential habitat. (HL = ORAL COMMENT
FROM HELEHA]

Fetablish minimum size limit on largemouth bass.
(HL)

Stock smallmouth bass. (HL)

Establish a number limit on fish instead of a weight
limit. {(BL}

Simplify fishing regulaticns. (HL)

Liberalize kokanee limit by splitting the salmon
limit from the trout limit. {(HL)

Set fishing limits to meet sustainable population
levels. (HL}

Increase the allowable number of rods when trolling.
{HL)

Increase the limit on kokanes. {GF = ORAL COMMENT
FROM GREAT FALLS)

Catch and/or sterilize 50% of all young female
ealmon and put a 30 fish daily possession limit on
for kokanse, (W = WRITTEN COMMEHT)

Put a 1 fish dailv possession limit on for brown
trout. (W)

Salmon are special but keep up the size by not
reducing the limit. (W)

Restrict the kokanee limit and incresase enforcement
to insure compliance. (%W}

Maintaining the rainbow trout fishery should be a
major priority on the three reservoirs. Introducing
new species should be done with extreme caution and
only after studving the potential competition with
trout and after appropriate public comment.
Expressed concerns over largsmouth bass plants made
into Lake Helszna. (W}

Very much against adding new specles of fish into
the reservoirs unless they were here originally.
(W)

Restrict the use of fish spawn of any kind or nature
except during ice fishing. (W)



26.

27.

advooate and advertise catch and release fishing in
all waters for trout under 15 inches in length. (W)
consider closing a reservoir once in & while after
planting. (W)

outlaw cowbells and such on all waters that are
planted avery vear. (W)

Perch are super. Planted trout are great to catoh
put what do nost people do with them. Cost is high
and they have a short life span. Brown trout ars
good to eat but are hard to catch. Bass are fun to
cateh but bad to eat. Walleye are the answer. (W)
Allow Ffishermen to use more than one rod while
trolliing. (W)

out of staters catch way beyond thelr limits. (W)
Goal should include diversifying the fish species
in the entire reservoir complex. Start stocking
walleye in addition to trout and plant forage fish.
(W)

Change regulations to allow local sportsmen groups
#n assist the Department in establishing a
diversified fishery. (W)}

Emphasize diversified fishing spportunities. (W)

Habitat Managenent

i.

Tdentify and protect critical fish habitat. (W)

Social Conflick

L. Create boat speed limit in the Canyon Ferry
tailrace. (HL}

2. Restrict boat use in the Canyon Ferry tailrace and
set aside for bank fishing. (HL)

3. Educate conflicting users about biclogical impacts.
(HL)

4. Alternate the first and second half of each month
for boat travel in the Canyon Ferry tailrace so bank
fishermen would not be bothered by boats when
kokanee fishing. (W)

5. Dog leash laws need to be enforced. (W)

6. Fourteen day camping limit needs To be enforced.
(%W}

7. Make it illegal to tie up a boat within 25 feet of
a boat ramp. (W)

Accenz

1. Improve  boat ramp facilities at Riverside
campground. (BZ}

Z. Design handicap access with appropriate safety
precautions. (HL}

3. Make land acguisitions te diversify use. (HL)

4. Acguire boat ramp facillities at the Causeway. {HL}

5. Develop R.V. facilities. (HL}

6. Develop viewing facilities and develop pilan for
protection of bald eagles feeding on kokanee. (HL)

7. Determine what impacts an expanding fishery in Lake

Helena would have on waterfowl. (HL}



11.
1z.
13.

A boat ramp at the Causeway would result in unneeded
congestion. (W)

Would like to see more access areas for the general
public. (W}

Provide at least one handicap spot at each of the
Deparitments boat access sites. (W)

Provide safe viewing areas for eagles. (W)

provide additional handicap access. (W)

Need to improve boat traliler parking. (W}



QUESTIONNAIRE ADDRESSING THE HAUSER RESERVOIR M



v.0. Box 660
Gryeat Falls, MT 582406
July 1B, 1989

neay Interested Parties,

The Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks mas recently
completed a documsent +hat presents a series of management
alternatives for Hauser Ressrveir. These management alternatives
were developed by sur, Department based on public comment raceived
at meetings held in Great Falls, Helena and Bozeman during the
€511 of 1988. Although this document already has heasn reviewed
by an advisory commitltee representing diverse interest groups, w2
are seeking additional public comment. Preferred alternatives
selected Ffrom this document will be used to manage the fishery in
Hiauser Reservoir over the next fFive vears.

ittached, vou will find a questionnaire that addresses all of the

major issues covered in the documsnt. This cquestionnaire will
be used to help us select praeferred courses of action for the
management of Hauser Reseyvolr. Upon completion of this

gquestionnaire, please £m14 it in thirds with the address on the
reverse side showing and then mail. The guestionnaire does not
require postage. We must have vour response to +the guestionnalire
by Bugust 16. The final mansgement plan will he considersd for
adoption by the Fish and Game Commigsion in mid-September., 198%.

Thank vou for vour assistance and cooperation.

Sincersely.,

feve \_eRve

Steve Leaths
Regional Fisheries Manager

The document containing 511 the managsment alternatives can be
ebtainsd from the addresses 1isted below and will De available
for public review and comment until August 16, 198%. HMany of vou
may not be interested in reading through this 50 pazs raport.

Fisheries Diwvision o Figheries Division
Mt., Dept., FWEP Me., Dephb. FW&LP
P.0O. Box &609 1420 East &th Ave
Great Falls., MT 598406 Helena, MI 59620

Thone: L534-3441 Phons: 443-7681



ALTERNATIVES FOR THE I OF HAUSER RESERVOIR

{Cusstionnaire addressing the Hauser Reservoir Management Plan)

GEMERAL QUESTIONS

How many fishing trips to Hauser Reservoir do vou make in a
vear?

__ Bone
Less than thres trips
Betwesn three and seven trips
Retween seven and ten trips
¥ore than ten ifrips

When fishing in Hauser Resexvoir, how often do you fish
From:

Shoxe Boat ige
Blmost alwavs o — e
Host of the tims — . —
Some of the Lime o L -
Almost never . o —
Never — — —

What species of fish do vou most often sesk to catch in
Hauser Reservoir?

Hainbow troutl

Brown trout

Kokanes

Yaellow Perch

Walleve

Other (Specify }
¥o preference

EEREENE

TF Hauser Ressrvoir could be managed to provids good fishing
for any of the fecllowing species of fish, which species
would vou prefer to catoh? Please rank these in order of
preference {1-most preferred; 2-~sacond most praferrad:
aaaaaaa : f-least preferrsd].

___ Rainbow trout
Brown trout
Kokanes
Yollow Perch
Walleve

Other (Specify

et




GENERAL QUEBTIORS

The following is a list of possible management problems that
may apply toc Hauser Ressrvoir. ¥Yleass check +the ones, if
any, that veou fesl are maljior probleme with Hauser Beservoir,
Diversity of fishing opportunities is poorx

There are too few fish in the veservoir

The rainbow trout that are caught are too small

The kokanes that arve caught are too small

Fishing vregulations are too restrictive

Fishing regulations are too permissive

The kokanee fishery is poor

The rainbow trout fishery iz poor

The walleve fisherv is poor

The brown trout fisherv is poor

There are too many anglers

There are too many boats

Fishing access is inadequatse

There is too much fishing accsss

Fish habitat is poor

Enforcement of fishing regulations iz inadsgusate

Othey {Specify i




RAINBCOYW TROUT AND KOKANEE MANAGEMENWT

In general. +the size of kokanee tends to become smaller as
the population increases in numbsrs. In Hauser Hessrveir,
the kokanee populabtion has been expanding and, as a result,
the average size of these fish could begin to decline.
Kokanese harvested from the reseryveir during June and July of
thig vear have averaged 14.2 Ainches in length. Kokanesa
harvested during the same time last yvear (1988) averaged
16.4 inches. Contyrolling the size of kokanee in Hauser
Reservolyr mayv be very difficult. However, if the Department
could manage for a specific size of kokanee in Hauserx
Resexvolr, what would be the smallest average length of
kokanse that would be zacceptable to vou? {(Keep in mind that
more kokanse arse likely to becoms avallable to cateh as the

gize of these fish decreases}.

_ 10,0 inches . 1%.0 inches

_11.90 inches ___16.0 inches

. 12.0 inches __ Greater than 16.0 inches
13.0 inches —. Mo prefersnce

1.0 inches



RRINBOW TROUT AND KOKBNEE MANARGEME]

iz,

Eupo

The kokanee population in Hausexr Reservolr has expanded
dramatically since the late 1970's. Howsver, because this
population is continuing to undergo significant change, 1t
is difficult to predict what direction this fishery will
proceed in future vears., The kokanse population 1in Hausex
Ressrvolir may decline to 2 level whers the number of fish
caught is insufficient to meet angler demand. If this wesrs
to happsn, the following Department actions could be used to
iricyease the kokanee population in Hauser Reservoir. Please
indicate whether vyou support, oppose or are not sure about
these possible Depariment actions.

rt  Qpoos Hot sure
_ Close kokanes spawning aysas Lo
fishing.
Beduce the length of the fishing
sea30n for Eckanes on the
TessTvoeir.

Reduce dailv Fishing 1limits for
kokanae .

Reduce the posseszsion limit for
kokanes,

Stock koksnse into the reservoir.

Improve passage to tributary
spawning arsas {may regult in
competition with Dbrown tyout for
spawning sites).



RAINBOW TROUT AND KOKEWEE MANAGEMENT

7h. 'The kokanes population alsc may incrsase +to a level where
+the average size of fish caught is unacceptsble to most
anglers (keep in mind that +the size of kokanes tends to
become smaller as the population increases in numbers). The
following Department actions could be used to xeduge the
number of kokanse in Hauser Reservoir in ordsy to maintain
or ingrease the average gize of fish ocaught. Please
indicate whether vou suppori, opposse or arye not surs about
these possible Dspartment achions.

Supporl Oppose Ho ure

Eastablish a snagging season Lo
increass harvest (may adversely
affact brown trout because they
spawn in the same areas and at the
same time as kokanses}.

Increase the dailv fishing limit
for kokanes.

Increase +the possession limit for
kokanes.

Prevent kokanee from spawning by
blocking off spewning arsas (may
adversaly affect brown trout
hacause thsy spawn in the same
aveas and &% the same tTime as
kckanse).

Collect kokanee eggs {eggs would be
used to stock other HMontana watsrs
such as Flathead Lake!l.

Stoek & predatoyy speciss of fish
{Kamloops rainbow trout, brown
trout or walleval.



RAINBOW TROUT AND KOKANEE MANAGEMENT

a. Tyout and kokanee limits are presently combined making the
daily and possession limits 10 pounds and 1 fish, not to
exceed 10 fish. Zome people find thess limits confusing
hecause the twe species are combined and becauss the weight
1imit often has to be sstimated by the angler. These limits
are combined because some anglers find it difficult to tell
kokanes and vTainbow trout apart prior to kokanee developing

hooked jaws and spawning coolors. The combined limit alsc
acts to more evenly distribute the harvest among a greatex
number of anglers. Unfortunately, the c¢ombined limit

reduces the Department's flexibility to manage For naturally
reproducing kokanee and hatchery regred rainbow trout,
Please indicate whether vou suppori, oppose Or are not surs
about the following possible Department actions.

Support Oppoge N suT

¥Mz=intain the present combined limit
{10 pounds and one £ish, not to
sxcped 10 trout and kokanee in
combination’.

Fliminate the weight limit portion
of +the fishing rvegulations and
utilize a straight number limit.

Be-sstablish separvate limits fox
trout and kakanes (even if it means
the 1imit for each species would be
smaller Than the current
combination limiti. This would
allow more Department flexibility
+o deal with changes in the kokanee

popuiation. Establishing ssparats
limits between vainbow trout and
kokanse would ragulre an

informational CTCLTEm T help
anglers distinguish between the two
spacies.



BROWH TROUT MANAGEMENT

Ya.,

9b.

Brown trout and kokanee in Hauser Reservoir spawn in the
same areas and at the same time. There is a potential that
the expanding kokanee population in Hauser Reservolry may
adversely affect the brown Trout population by competing for

spawning sites. Currently, there are about 40,000 kokanese
and 300 brown trout harvested each veay from Hauser
Hessrvolr. Brown trout provide anglers an opportunity to
aatch a trophy fish. T+ is difficult +to predict what
direction the kckanee population will oproceed in future
vears because they tend to ke unstable, If it was

determined +to be necessary, would you favor aliminating
kokanse from some spawning areas to maintain the brown trout
population (opportunity to cateh a trophy fishl?

Yas
Ho
Hot surs

TF it was determined to be necessary, would vou favor
eliminating kokanee from some spawning areas +o maintain the
brown trout population (opportunity to csateh a trophy fish)
even if it reduced vyour opportunity o ecatoh  kokanee in the

raservoeir?

Yo
Ho
Hot surs



WALLEYE MANAGE

curvently, the walleye population in Hauser Reserveoir is
sparse and there is some demand by the public to increase
fishing opportunities for walleye by stocking the ressyvolr.
In Helter Reservoir, the wallsye population maintaing itself
through natural reproduction and appears +o be in veasonabls
balance with populations of rainbow trout, Dbrown trout and

vellow perch. Thie balance is probably dus to relatively
low numbers of walleve coupled with a healthy population of
vellow perch. Walleve prev on other species of fish,

howevey, and, if wallsye numbers are greatl encugh, they can
suppress other fish populations. In addition, walleve that
are Flushed over or through Hauser Dam could potentially
upset the balance among fish species in downstream waters
(Hol®er Reservoir and the Missouri River beslow Hausexr and
Holter). With this in mind, which do vou favor?

Stock walleve fingerlings into Hauser Geservoiyr Lo
provide a balanced fishery similar to that which
currently exists in Holter Reservoir. The Holter
walleve fishery provides a good (fishery and produces
large sized fish with good growth rates. The stocking
rate would be adjusted up or down based on stocking
success and on the effects on other sport fish species
as determined from biclogical monitoring.

Stock walleve fingerlings at high levels to convert
Hauser Reservoir to a fishery dominated by walleve.
Possible adverse impacts o other sport fish
populations would not be mitigated and plants of
rainbow trout would be discontinued 1f walleve began to

dominate the ressrvelir.

Do not stock walleve into Hausser Rsservoir,

Wo opinion.



LEKE HELENA

11. Lake Helena, separated from Hauser Rsservoir by a causeway,
is Formed Ffrom the impounding of lower Prickly Pear Creek by
Hausesr Dam. Angler use is low on this very shallow lake
and the fishsryv is currently limited. Rainbow frout and
brown trout are the most commonly caught species. Acgcess to
+he lake is confined te the Causewav and no boat ramps are
present. Lake Helena is an important waterfowl management
area and increased Ffiszhing use on the lake may interfere
with waterfowl production and waterfowl hunting. Pleasse
indicate whether vou support, opposs or are not sure about
the following possible Department actions.

Support Oopose Hot &

Provide Dboat mccess to Lake Helena
{boat use may conflict with waterfowl
production and waterfowl hunting).

Continue Deparitment ssfforts to anhance
the bass fizheyv. Bass would iikely
cosxiet with trout, kokanse and wallsve
{dispersal of bass out of Lake Helena
mav upset the balance among fish species
in Haussr and downstream waters.

S8tock tiger muskellunge {a sterile
hybrid between northern wvike and
muskellungse! in an attempt to develor a
trophy fishervy. If numbers are great
enough, tiger muskie may suppress other
aport fish populations and they may eat
VORINE ducks. Wumbers aould De
controlled because thev are incapable of
reproducing in the wild.

Stock wallave. ¥azvy help meet Hauser
management obisctive {if a2 walleve
enhancement option is selectsd] by
reducing flushing losses over Haussr
Dam. If paumbers are great sencugh,
walleve may upsst the balance among fish
species in Hauser and downstream waters.

Mansge Lake Halana primarvily for
waterfowl production and waterfowl
hunting.

Manage the lake for both fishsries and
waterfowl . Dliace seascnal and/or arsa
restrictions on boat use if it is
determined to be neaded to prevent
confliots.

g



SOCIAL CONFLICT BND FISHING ACCESS ISSUES

i2.

13.

Conflicts between anglers fishing from the bank and anglexs
fishing from a boat appear to be increasing in the Canvon
Ferry tallrace {area located immediately below Canyon Fayryry
Dam}. Which do vou favor?

Eliminate angling from boats in +the Canyon Ferxy
tailracse area.

FEliminate szhore angling in the Canvon Ferry tailrace
aYes.

Establish a "no wake tule” for boats in the Canvon
Fervy tallrace arsea.

Do nothing at this timse.
Ho opinion.
The follewing is a list of management tools that could bhe

used to improve access +to Hauser Ressyvoelr., Please chack
the ones, if anv, that vou fesl are nesded for Haussyt

Reservolr.

Develop additional camping areas that are zaacessible to
BY users.

Develop boat-in camps {accessible only by boatl.
Develop access to the reservoir for the handicapped.
Increase boat docking facilities.

Increase the number of boat ramps to the reservoir.
Improve enforcement of campground regulations.
Increase boat trailer parking space.

Provide mors access to shore [ishing aveas.

Other {Specify H




COMMERCIAL FISHING

iL.

A small local business has been allowed to commercially fish
for carp and suckers on Lake Helena and occasionally on the
Causeway Arm of Hauser Reservoir for approximately the past
30 vaars., Some people feel that the removal of carp from
the lake has improved the sport fishery. Other pesople fsel
that this commeraial Fishing operation has adverssly
affeoted +the sport fishery. The Department has no
information indicating that this commercial fishing
operaticon harms the sport fishery in Lake Helena or Hauser
Reservoir. Pleass indicate wheather vou support, opposse oY
are not sure about these possible Department actions.

Support Oppos Mot sur

}-58

18,

Deny pesrmission to all commercial
oparations sseking o £ish  in Lake
Helena and Hauser Ressrvoir even though
no adverse affects on the sport fishexy
have been identified to date.

ABllow commercial fishing to take place
in both Lake Helena and the Causeway Arm
of Hauser Reservoir and monitor the
effects o1 the aport fisheries.
Hodifisd The commarcial parmit 4F
adverse impacts are idsntified.

Deny permission to commercially fish in
the Causeway srea, Allow commercial
fishing oplv in Lake Helena and monitor
+he affects on the sport fisheries.
Modify the commercial permit if adverse
affects are identified.

Do vou have any additional oopments o Fishing and
recreation on Hausexr Ressrvoir?

Do vou want a copy of the final plan? , Yos Ho

Please fold in thirds with the address on the reverse side
showing, staple and then mail. Thank you for your nooperation.

11
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Appendix C. A& summary of the vesults from the guestionnaire
addressing the Hauser Reservcir Managemsnt Plan.
The questionnaire was distributed to interested
parties during August, 1989.

Appendix Table Ci. The numbsr of questionnaires that were
Aistributed and rTeturned by interest

ZToUp.

Cuestionnaires

Mumbey Number Percent
Organization Lketurned Sent Heturn
Walleve Unlimited
& recruits 182 300 50.7
Trout Unlimited 61 177 34.5
Prickly Peax
Sportsmen 82 282 29.1
Genersal Users &
requests 183 &71 2.8
Scoplng
meatings 2g 12% 3.6
Total 514 1354 38.1

. total of 238% of the malled questionnairss were complated
and yeturned. Of the total, 29% weve from Helena chapter of
Walleve Unlimited, 12% were from +he Missouri River chapter of
Trout Unlimited, 16% were from Prickly Peax Sportsmen, 35% were
from anglers who were interviewed during creel census work on the
reservoir and from general <yequests and 7% were from pecple who
attended or commented during our scoping mestings.



Bppendix CZ.

Suestionnalls Tesponss Wy intsrest group

W, 7. =Walleve Unlimited and reoruits;
T .U =Trout Unlimited: P. Pear=Prickly Pear
Spoyismen Issociation: Gen. Ussrs=Users

sontacted by arsel census, guestionnalre
reguests and sooping meeting attenders).

% GEN . QUESTIONS %

Guestion 1. How many fishing trips to Hauser Reseyveir do vou
make in a veayr?

Pevcent of guestionnsires
W, 1. T.U. P. Pear Gen. Users Total
Hone 0.7 31.2 4.9 7.2 7.8
<3 8.2 27.9 22.40 11.3 1&.3
3=7 21.7 29.5 32.8 25.8 26.2
7-10 17.8 1.6 12.2 14.5 13.4
>0 50.86 9.8 28.1 1.2 35.1

About 28% of the respondents fish on Haussr Heservolr more
than 10 davs in a vear and approximately 78% fish the reservoir
more than 2 days a yvear.

fusstion 2. When fishing in Hauser Reservelir, how often do vou
fish from shoere, bDoat oy ice?

Percent o uestd ires
W. U T4, ¥. Pear Gen. Ussrs Total

Shore
BRlwavs g.¢ 18.7 15.9 13.1 13.1
Some 48.6 25.5 5.1 5.5 61,4
Meveyr 42.8 50.8 39.0 48.4 L5 .5

Boat
Alwavs 55,3 21.2 al.7 38.5 L0, 3
Some 4.8 32.7 7.5 50,7 39.2
Never 9.9 6.0 20.48 20.8 20.5

ITee
Alwavs 2.4 £.6 1.2 9,5 7.6
Some 53.2 19.46 3¢.0 0.2 41.5
Never 38.2 73.8 59,8 50.3 5.9

Bbout 80% of
some of the tims
least somse of the
respondents never

the respondents fish the reservoir at least

From z boat whiles 54% fish the reserveoir at
time rom shors. More than half of the

ice fish on the reserveir.



guestion 3. what species of fish do vyou most often seek to
catceh in Hauser Reservoir?

Percent of guestionnaires

Wi, T ®. Pear Gan. Users Total
Rainbow 38.9 55,7 58.4 £3.9 50.3
Hrown i4.5 31.0 30.4 19.9 21.3
Kokanee L4.7 26.1 2.5 £B.4 52.3
Y, Perch 25.6 1i.4 12.1 12.3 16.0
Walleye 38.8 1.6 8.6 5.9 i5.7
Other 1.3 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.4
No pref, 15.2 29.5 20.7 13.6 17.0

A majority of the respondents either fish for rainbow trout

(50.3%) or kokanee (52.3%). General users target kokanes {(68.4%)
while members of Trout Unlimited (55.7%) and Prickly Psar
Sportsmen (58.4%) target rainhow trout. Membars of Wallevs

Unlimited seek +to catch rainbow trout, kokanee and walleve about
egually,

Guestion %, 1§ Hauser Reservoir could be manazed to provide
good fishing for any of the following species of
fish, which specieg would vou prefer to catcoh?

Percent of guestionnaires

W.l. L, P. Peaxr Gen. Users Total
Kainbow 13.8 38.3 35 .4 25.3 25.2
Brown £.0 18.¢ 12.2 g.1 8.7
Kokanes 12.5 13.1 12.2 £1.2 2L .8
Y. Perxch 0.0 0.0 4.9 1.4 1.7
Walleve 68.L4 14.8 AN 14.5 32.0
Other 0.0 0.0 i.2 0.0 1.9

Members of Walleve Unlimited would mest prefer to catch
walleve (68%), members of Trout Unlimited and Prickly Pear
Sportsmen would most prefer to catch rainbow trout (3% and 35%)
and general users would most prefer to catch kokanee {41%).



Gasstion b,

following is a list of possible management

problems that may apply to Hauser Reservoir.
Please check the ones that vou feel are major
problems.,
Percent of guestionnairses
Wil T, ¥. Pear Gen. Users Total
Div. poor 3L1.6 6.6 1z2.2 5.4 143
Few fish 19.1 2.3 29.3 9.0 1&.5
Smali Rbr 13.8 16. & 6.8 19.5 18.6
Small Kok 18.4 11.8 i8.3 23.1 18.8
Fes. Fgs., 6.8 0.0 11.0 13.6 9.5
Per, Hgs., 4.5 231.3 6.1 7.7 8.1
Poor Kok 3.9 3.3 7.3 5.0 4.8
Poor Rb 14.5 1h.8 2Z2.0 1&.9 15.9
Poor WE i.8 14,8 5.4 33.0 £5.5
Poor BR 28.3 26,2 i8.3 19,9 22.9
Many ang. 9.9 4.9 i3.4 14.9 10.3
Many bits. 1&£.5 2.8 i9.5 i7.6 16.1
Poor mco. 35.5 21.3 34G.5 26.2 29.1
Much aco. 0.7 0.0 1.2 i.4 1.0
Poor hab. 5.9 3.2 7.3 5.0 5.4
Poor enf. 14.5 1&.8 18.3 Z8.1 20.9
Other i5.1 4.9 b.9 17.2 13.2
The three management problems that were checked the most
includs: the walleve fishery is poor {(45.5%); fishing access is

inadequate (29.1%}): and the brown trout fishery is poor (22.9%).

Gruestion 6.

¥REINBOE TROUT ARD EKOHANE

4 s

BGEMENT*

would be the smallest average length of

kokanee that would be acceptable to you?

Percent of iegtiosnmaires

W.U T.U. . Pear Gen. User Total
10 in. 0.0 3.4 1.2 4.0 0.6
11 in. 1.3 0.0 2.4 0.5 1.0
12 in. 9.9 13.1 18.3 ii.g 12.46
13 in 5.3 8.2 .0 5.0 i ,7
16 in. 20.% 231.3 29.3 24,3 23.6
1% in. 12.8 8.%2 7.3 14.0 11.8
16 in. 15.1 £.9 12.2 ig.& 14.9
216 in. 1i3.2 5.3 2.5 7.7 3.7
No pref. 22.3 31,3 20.8 i8.1 Z21.3
About 59% of the respondents would accept kokanes that are
at least 14.0 in average length. This percentage includes

people that
averaze size less than 16 inches in length.

nave no

praference.

About 28% would not accept any



Guestion 7a. The following actions could be used to increase
kokanee population in Hauser Reservoir. Please
indicate whether vou support, opposge or are not
sure about These vossible Department actions.

Zotion 1. Close spawning aveas to fishing
Percent of gusstionnaires
[ T.U. E. Psar Gen. Users Total
Support 0.8 Gl .3 52.4 L8 . &4 £6.3
Oppose 28.9 16,4 20.7 20.8 22.7
Not sure 30.3 28,3 26.9 30.¢8 31.0
Aotion 2. Reduce length of fishing season
wW.U. T.U. P. Pear Gen. Users Total

Support Z28.2 2.8 35.0 25.3 29.3

Cppose §2.8 27.9 35. 4 0.3 3g.7

Not sure 29.0 39.3 25.6 bk 32.0

Action 3. Reduce daily limits
W.1. T.1. P. Pear Gen. Users Total

Support 30G.3 5.9 24,8 32.6 37.0

Oppose 45,3 19.7 25.6 39.8 36.8

Mot sure Z4.4 R 1%.6 27.6 26.2

Acotion 4. Reduce posssession limits
W.4U. .U, P. Pear Gen. Users Total

Suppoy 28.3 1.0 £1.0 28.0 35,3

Uppose £5.3 23.0 20,7 39.3 3.2

Hot sure Z26.4 36.0 8.3 31.7 28.5

Acticon 5. Stock kokanee
W.U. T.J. . Pear GZen. Users Total

Support a2.7 23.0 35.4 £7.5 1.3

Oppose 29.6 34 .4 28.1 18.0 25.5

Not sure 27,7 L2 .6 6.5 33.5% 33.2

Aotion &. Improve passage to spawning arsas
W.U. T, P, Peaxr Gen. Users Total

Support 20.4 8.2 25.6 25%.4 23.6

Oppose £0.8 bl . 3 39.0 25.3 34,3

Mot sure 38.8 £7.5 35.4 85,3 b2, 1

Possible Depavtment
+he kokanee population were
popular actions included closing kokanee spawning arsas

The most

to fishing {46% support vs 22% cppose) and
2E% oppnse .

support vs

actions that ocould be used to increase
not very popular among respondents.

stocking kokanse {(41%

T+ ism unclsar if closing the . Ferry

failrace to fishing during the spawning season would be accepted.

&



Question 7b. The following poszsible Department acticns could be
used to tveduce the kokanee population in ordsr to
maintain or increase average size of  fish osught.
Dlease indicate whether you suppori, C©ppOSe OT are
not sure about these possible Department actions.

Action 1. Snagging 283500
Dareent of guesticnnaires

W.4. T, i P, Pear HZen, Users Total
Support 24,73 8.2 23.2 16.3 ig8.8
Oppose 49,3 57,3 53.7 52.0 52.7
ot sure 256.4 29.5 23.1 31,7 Z8.5

fetion 2. Increase daily limit

WU, T.U. . Bear Gen. Ussrs Total
Support £9.7 5.8 63.5% 62.9 £3.6
Oppose 13.2 14.8 Z28.1 18.6 i8.0
Net sure  17.1 k. b 8.5 i8.5 18.4

Lotion 3. Increase possession limit

Wi, iRt . Pear Gen. Users Total
Support 69,1 5G.8 53.7 $2.0 61.4
Oppose 12.58 1L .8 31.7 18.1 18.2
Hot sur iB.4 3k, & 14,6 15.%9 20. 4

Zetion &. Block off spawning areas
W.l. T.4U. P. Pear Gen. iUsers Total
Support 7.2 5.6 £.9 £.5 5.6
Oppose 3.8 7.5 8.1 672 .4 £3.6
Hot sure 29,0 5,8 17.0 33.14 30.8
Letion 5. Collect kokanee eggs
.U, U, P, Pear Gen, Ussys Total
SupporL £1.8 50,7 64 .6 £2.9 62.6
Oppose i8.4 8.2 11.90 i6.0 i3.4
Mot sure 21.8 21.1 AT 22.% 23.8

Letion 6. Stock predatory speclies of fFish
W,.U. .U, P. Pear Gen. Users Total
Support Bz.9 25,9 Be.1 40,7 £6.2
Oppose 7. 13.1 18.3 27.2 i8.4
Hot surs 9.2 £1.0 25.6 3z2.3 25.4

Respondents supported several possible separtment actions
that could be used to Teduce the kokanee population. These
ipcluded inoreasing the dally or possession  limits (64 and &1%
support}; collecting kokanee eggs for use in other waters (83%

supporti; and stocking a predatory fish specles (56% support!.

&



Guestion 8. Please indicate whether vou suppori, COpRosSe Or are
not sure about the following possible Department
actions dealing with limits for trout and kokanse.

Letion 1. Maintain present combined limits
Parcent of cuestionnaires

WL, T.U. P. Pear Gen., Users Total
Support 3.5 27.9 34.2 33.5 32.72
Jppose 40,8 2. 6 6.6 39.8 37.8
Not sure 28.3 7.5 29.2 26.7% 30.0

Botion 2. Eliminste weight limit

.U, T.U. . Pear Gen. Users Total
Supporth 53.9 34,4 51.2 £1.5 54.5
Dpposs 22.0 £5.0 26.8 18.1 23.5
Not sure 23.1 2.5 22.0 20,4 26 .0

Letion 3. Re-establish sepavrats limits

W.U, T.U. . Peaxy Gen. Users Total

Support L3.4 7.5 0.2 50,2 L6, 32

{Oppose Z27.0 i4.8 5.4 22,1 25.2

Mot sure 29.8% 37.7 24 .4 26.7 28.5
Onlv 32% of the respondents were in favoyxy of maintaining the
present limit structure for trout and kokanee. A majority of
respondents supported eliminating the weight limit and going to a
straight number limit {(54.5% support wvs 21.5% oppose]. He-
establishing separate limits was supported by &6.3% of the
respondents while 25.2% were in opposition. There were no

significant differences among interest groups.

*BROWH TROUT MANAGEMENT®

Guestion %a. If it was determined to be nscessary, would vou
faver eliminating Xkokanes from some sSpawning
arsaz to maintain the brown troul population?

Percent of guesstionnalires

W.U. T, B, Pear Gan. Users Total
Yas 52.6 63,5 3.7 33.9 46,1
o 32.9 18.0 29.3 £7 .1 36.6
Hot sure  14.5 18.1 17.40 19.0 17.3

B maiority of respondents from Walleve Unlimited, Trout
Tnlimited and Prickly Pear svortsmen favored liminating kokanee
from some spawning sites to maintaln brown trout (53, 64 and 54%
in suppori}. CGeneral users were mostly opposed to this action
{47% opposed vs 34% in favor:.



guestion %2b. If it was determined to be nscessary, would you
Favor eliminating kokanee from some spawning sites
+to  maintain brown trout even if opportunity to
catch kokanes was reduced?

Tercaent of guestionnaizes

W.l. T.U. . Pear Gen. Users Total
Yes 52.0 57 .4 50.0 22.1 £3.8
Mo 35.8 23,0 32.9 1.3 20.3
MNot sure 12.5%5 19.6 i7.1 1e.8 i5.9

Response was very similar to that obtained in Guestion Y%a.
Walleve Unlimited, Trout Unlimited and Prickly Pear Sportsmen
respondents were slightly less in favor of the action than in
Question 9%9a. and general users were slightly more in opposition.

*WALLEYE |

Ouestion 10, What type of walleve management do you favor For
Hauser Reservolr?

Percent of ocuestionnaires

W.uU. .. P. Psax Gen. Users Total
Stock for
balance £3.9 9.8 7.8 33.0 37.2
High
stocking 36.2 L, 9 £.5 5.4 1.9
No
atooking £.6 &7 .2 £1.5 58.7 38.2
Mo
opinion 3.3 2.1 12.2 ic.9 g.,7

Response to this guestion was polarized among the interest
ZTOUDRES . A majority of Walleve Unlimited members Favored
stocking walleve (90.1%) with 54% supporting stocking to provide
a balance similar to what is found in Holterx Reservoir and 36%
favoring stocking walleye at high levels to convert the Taservolir
+to a fisheryv dominated by walleye. A majority of Trout Unlimited
members were opposed to stocking wallsye in the resarvoir {(67%}).
Members of Prickly Pear ESporismen waye slightly in favor of
walleve stocking {46% in favor vs &1% opposed) and general users
were somewhat opposed to walleve stocking (51% opposed vs 38% in
Favorl.



*TAKE HELENA®

Cuestion 11. Disase indicate whethsr vou suppori, Oppess oY are
not sure about the following possible Department
actions for managing Lake Helena.

Aotion 1. Provide boat acesss
Pereent of guestionnairves

W.u., T b, Pear Gen. Users Total
Support 4Z.1 13.1% Z86.8 19,9 £6.7
Cppose 37.5 59.0 54 .5 55.2 50.4
Not sure Z20.4 27.9 18.3 2.9 22.%
Action 2. Continue efforts to enhance bass fishery
W.1. TLUH, P. Psar Gen. Users Total
Support 60.5 27 .9 3.9 500.3 85,4
Oppose 16.4 34.4 29.3 26.2 24 .8
Not sure 23.1 37.7 26.8 33.5 25.8
Lotion 3. Stock tiger muskellunge
W.U. T.U. . Pear Gen. Usears Total
Support 3z.2 8.2 28.1 17.2 22.3
Oppose 6.7 &£G6.7 LE.B 57.5 53.3
Not sure 21.1 31.1L1 23.1 25.3 24 .4
Botion 4. Btock walleve
W.1, T.U. . Pesr Gen. Users Total
Suppori TR, 13.1 36.6 26.9 £3.3
Cppose 103.58 85.0 37.8 48,4 36.8
Hot surs 10.6 27.9 25.6 26.7 21.9
feticn 5. Manage primarily for waterfowl
W.49, T.4. . Pear Gen. Users Total
Support 17.1 52.5 £3.9 1.2 35.%
Cpposs 5G.7 7,2 25.46 26,2 31.2
Hot sure 32.2 39,3 30.5 32.6 32.%9
Action 6. Manage for both fisheries and waterfowl
W. . T.4. ¥. Psar Gen. Users Total
Suppori 75.0 2.6 64 .56 54 .8 80.9
Oppose 11.2 24 .6 12.4 16.7 18,5
Mot sure 13.8 32.8 22.0 28.5 23.46

L majority of respondents werse opposed to providing boat
sccese (51%)  or stocking tiger muskie (53%) but were in favor of
managzing Lake Helsna for both fisheries and waterfowl (é1%}) and
enhancing the bass fisherv (45% favor vs 25% opposed). Walleye
Unlimited was the only group to support stocking walleve (79%).

g



¥SOCTIAL CONFLICTS AND FISHING ACCESS ISSUES®
Ouestion 12. What actions do vou favor to reduce conflict
between boat versus bank anglers at the Canvon
Ferry taillrace.

ercent of guestionnalires

W.U. T . Pear Gen. Users Total
No boat
Ffishing 11.2 21.3 17.1 15.5 16,8
No shors
fishing 2.0 1.6 1.2 Z.3 1.9
Fo wake 5.3 50.8 &7 .6 51.1 51.9
Do
noething 22.0 Z.3 i9.5 1.1 i5.9
Ho
opinion 7.8 23.0 4.6 1i4.0 13,4

4 majority of the respondents supported establishing a "no
wake™ vegulation (52%}. Thers were no significant differsnces
among interest groups.

GQuestion 13. The following is a 1list of management tools that
could bhe used to impTove  ACCess to  Hauser
Heserveir. Blease check Tthe onss thalt vou feel

are neaded.

Percent of cuestionnalres

W.. T, P, Psar Gen. Users Total
Mors RY 27.6 Z6.2 2.1 35.7 32.0
camping
Boat-in
CEMDS 25 .7 7.3 28.0 2.l 25.8
Handicap
ACCesS 28.3 23.0 20.7 26,7 25.48
Boat
docks 3.8 18.0 22.0 30.8 28.7
Hoat
T ENMRES e,k 1.3 3&.1 35.7 6.8
Enforce-
ment 27.6 3z2.8 36.6 37.¢ 33.%

10



Guestion 13. continusd.

Percant of cusstionnaires

W.U, T.1i. ¥, Psar Zen. Users Total
Trailexr
parking 27.5 16.4% 19,5 3Z.86 30.0
Shore
ACCESS 30,4 32.8 2.7 k.56 34,5
Other 9.2 2.3 1.0 9.5 g.9

The three management otions that were checked the most
include: increasing the number of boat ramps to the reservoir
(36.8%); providing more access to shore fishing areas (34.5%);
and improving enforcement of campground regulations (33.9%).

*COMMERCIAL FISHING*®

Guestion 14. Please indicate whether vou support, oppose o are
not surs about ths following possible Department
actions on commercial fishing.

Action 1. Denv permission to all commercial operations
Percent of cuestionnaires

W.U. T.0. P. Pear Sen. Users Total
Support 2.9 2.3 £.1 9.1 8.1
Oppose 55,4 5.8 76,7 48.0 54.3
Not sure 34.2 5.9 23.4 £2.5 37.6

Lotion 2. Allow commercial fishing and monitorw

W.U. T.U. ?. Psar Gen. Users Total
Support 59.9 £3.9 8.3 £6.1 64,3
Oppose 20.4 6.6 14.8 140.5 13.8
Not sure 15.7 29.5 i7.1 23.0 21.9

Aetion 3. Bllow commercial fishing only  in Lake Helena and
monitor

W17, L, P. Pear Gan., Users Total
Support 23,7 232.0 25.6 25.8 24.8
Oppose 32.86 15.0 32.98 27.8 29.1%
Not sure 42.7 5EG .0 41.5% 46,6 46,1

L majority of respondents favored allowing commercial
fishing to take place in both Lake Helena and the Caussway Arm
and modifv the pexmit if adverse impacts ave identified (64% in
Ffavor vs 14% copposedl., There waz no significant difference among
interest groups.
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BACKGROUND

The Missocuri River from Toston to Great Falls offers a remarkable
variety of fishing, hunting, boating, and other recreational
opportunities. This reach contains three major reservoirs and
over 100 miles of free-~flowing river. Its importance as &
fishery resource is clearly evident; one of every seven angley
days occurs on this reach. Other recreational attributes are

also important.

The three reservoirs in this area are Canyon Ferry, Hauser, and
Holter. Canyon Ferry, the uppermost of the three reservoirs, is
a large storage reservoir operated by the Bureau of Reclamation.
It controls seasonal flow patterns downstream, Hauser and Holter
Dams are run-of-viver reservolirs operated by Montana Power
Company. They can influence dailv flows but are too small to
influence seasonal flow patterns, The operation of the
reservoirs can have a significant impact on the figshery,
wildiife, and recreational resources in +this reach of +the
Missouri River., This document is intended to identify reservoir
water levels and flow release patterns which optimize these
recreational values and minimize impacts on fish and wildlife in
each area.



SUMMARY

Canyon Ferry Reservoir

Canyon Ferry Reservolr is a large storage reservoir upstream from
Haueser and Holter reservoirs. Since both Pauser and Holter are
run-of-river reservoirs, the releases from Canyon Ferry generally
determine the flow patterns in downstream reaches.

Ficheries, wildlife and recreational values are affected by the
seasonal pattern of reservolr water level fluctuations.
Recommended reservoir operations to protect these resource values
are summarized below.

Fisheries

There is strong evidence that excessive spills through the radial
spillway gates may result in a gignificant loss of fish from
ranyon Ferry Reservolir. Because of this, it is recommended that,
whenever possible, spills through the radial spillway gates be
restricted to +the normal high flow periocd and, limited to &
duration of 30 days and a maximum discharge of 4000 ft¥/s,

nesirable reservoir elevations during spring and fall are between
3,785 and 3,792 ft, elevation. Regervolr elevations during
winter should he stable to moderately receding.

pildlife

reservoir elevations affect the wildlife management area
waterfowl ponds at the upper end of the reservoir. Water
elevations above 3,797.5 should be aveoided, Pall ressrvolr
elevations should be hetween 3,788 ft and 3,782 fr, Winter
reservoir elevations between 3,782 ft and 3,786 f+ are
recommendead.

Eggzeatian

Reservoir levels for recreation  during summer months  {(May
?1-Sept., 30} can range from 3,790 ft to 3,798 ft. Optimum is
near 3,735 ft. Desirahle winter elevation for developed
recreation areas and other developed shorelines is 3,786 ft and
ranges from 3,782 ft to 3,780 fi.

T+ should be noted that reservoir levels for recreation are based
on whether or not physical facilities and structures at
recreation sites are functional, ¥ost recreation sites are
designed to accommodate s range of water levels, Generally,
recreation sites can accommodate a wider range of fluctuations
+han other resource values.



Missourli River Below Holter

Holter Dam should be opevrated as a run-cf-river hvdropower
facility with stable dailvy flow releases. The minimum release
from Uolter should be 4,100 CFs year vound. After spring runoff
subsides flows should not he greater than 7,000 C¥s,

7,000 CFS Masximunm

Stable Daily Flow Pattern

4,100 CFS Minimum
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SUPPORTING STATEMENTS

Missouri River--Toston to Canvon Ferry

The Missouri River from Toston to Townsend contains good resident
fish populations and supports a substantial fishery, In
addition, the river below Toston Dam provides spawning areas for
fish populations residing in Canvon Ferry PReservoir. A rainbow
trout spawning run enters thig reach in the spring and fall of
most vears., A major brown trout spawning run oOCCurs every vear,
and fish usually concentrate in large numbers helow Toston Dam.
These fish are very large and provide an important and vopular
trophy brown trout fishervy,

This 20-mile reach is popular for floating in the summer monthsg,
offering an all Jdav float if the entire reach is floated, or a
half day float by utilizing %he Deep Dale Fishing Access Site.
Waterfowl hunting is popular in the fall throughout the entire
reach, The islands and riparian zones also offer Thunting
opportunities for deer and pheasant during the fall season.

An important aspect of providing recreational opportunities in
this reach is the maintenance of adeqguate instream flows. The
Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife, and Parks {MDFWP), under
rovisions of 1969 legislaticn (Sec. 89-801, RCM, 1947) filed for
an instream flow right for this reach of 2,000 CFs. The
Pepartment has  reclaimed this right nder the statewide
adjudication process, and the claim is currentiy under review hy
the water courts,

As stated previously, flows and water levels in the Misszouri
River from Toston Dam to the Townsend Bridge are not affected hy
the operation of Canvon Ferry Reservolir. However, because +hisc
reach provides spawning grounds for Canyon Ferry fish, reservoir
operations which tend to diminish reservoir fish populations
would lead to depressed spawning runs. This, in turn, would
reduce angling opportunities from Toston Dam downstream.



Canyon Ferry Reservoir

Fisheries

Canvon Ferry Reservolr is one of the most heavily-fished bodies
of water in the state, In 1983, for example, 118,000 fisherman
days were spent on this reservolir. The most sought-after sport
fish include vainbow and brown trout and yellow perch. Treolling
and bank fishing occupy the summer months while winter ice
fishing is experiencing increasing popularity.

The bulk of the reservoir rainbow trout population is supported
by annual plants of hatchery subcatchables. The reservoir brown
trout population is sustained through natural recruitment., Under
proper conditions, excellent populations of rainbow trout can
develop in the reservoir and provide exceptional angling
opportunities. Good reservoir trout populations not only provide
angling opportunities in the reservoir, but also enhance the
fishery in the Missouri River upstream from Canyon Ferrv during
the spring and fall spawning runs. During +those years when
rainbow trout populations are low in Canveon Ferry, rainbow
spawning runs in the Missouri are noticeably less, and angling
opportunities considerably reduced.

There are iPhree asgpects of reservolr management which can
potentially affect the fishery in Canyon Ferrv. First and
probably most important, are the magnitude and duration of the
spill as related to fish escapement. Second is the reservoir
level in the spring and fall and its influence on the use by
fishermen of the delta area. Third is the effect of winter
reservoir operation on ice conditions and, subseguently, the ice

fisherv.

ot

Spill conditicns and fish escapement. The rainbow
trout fishery 1in Canvon Ferry 1is supported almost
entirelv with hatchery fish planted as subcatchables
{4-4 inches longd. The strain of fish stocked is fast
growing, but fairly short lived. Annual plants are
necessary to sustain this fishery.

Feeapement of stocked fish from the three reservoirs
has been identified as a problem as far back as the mid
1960's., As a vesulit, stocking policies have changed
over +the vears, and current practice 1s to stock
subcatchables after the normally occurring high flow

period,

Fven with stocking after high water, problems have been
noted in variocus years with unsuccessful plants and low
vear class strengths iIn subsegquent vears. The problem
wae highlighted in 1982 and 1983 when the rainbow
population was at 2 very low level. A more intensive
study of fish escapement from Canyon Ferry was



initiated at that time. Initial findings of this study
indicate that:

ay the fish most susceptible to escapement from Canyon
Ferry Reservoir are the newly stocked subcatchable
I&lﬁb@%’ rout, Adult escapement is at the present
time, considered to be of minor 1$p@rtaﬂueg

b} the magnitude and duration of +the spill has an
important effect on escapement, Spills of less than
4,000 CFS and 25 days duration have lifttle effect on
escapement. Spills greater than 4,000 CFS and 20 davs
duration produce moderate to  severe lavels of

egcapenment, and

¢} late summer spills after the normal stocking period
can produce high levels of escapement The spill
conditions during late August and Sept emﬁﬁz produced an
estimated 30% level of escapement .

Recommendation: S5pills should onlv occur during the
normal high-flow period. Spills should be less than
30-8ays duration and 4,000 CFs,

2. Missouri River Delta Area. The delta area at the head
end of JCanvon Ferry Reservoir is a popular  and
productive aves %o fish during the spring and fall.
High reservoir levels limit access to the islands and
gravel bars in the delta area and make fishing

difficult.

Recommendation: During the spring (April-Mid Mavi and
fall, {September-November} desirable reservolr
elevations to maintain fishability of the delta area
are between 3,785 and 3,7%7 ft.

3. Winter Jce Conditions, There is very popular ice
fishery on Canyon Ferrv Reservoir for rainbow and brown
trout and yellow perch. This figherv is dependent on
cafe, relatively stable ice conditions.

Fecommendation: Stable or moderately receding
reservolr levels arve desired. Sudden reservoir leval
drops or rises should be avoided since b situations

oth
contribute to  unstable or dangerous shoreline ice

conditions.
Wildlife
Description of Resource
The Canyon Ferry Wildlife Management Area is located on the south

end of Canyvon Ferry Reservoir approvimately 1 mile north of
Townsend. The area has been administered bv the MDFWP under a



contractual agreement with the Bureau of Reclamation since the
mid=-19507%s, Intensive development associated with the dust
abatement program began in 1973, and major construction of the
dike system was completed in 1978,

The dike system includes four subimpoundments {(ponds}) and
approximately 11 miles of dike. BApproximately 300 plus nesting
iaslands have been constructed within the ponds. The ponds vary
in size from 400 to 300 acres and total zbout 1,800 surface acres
when combined. There are two diversion headgates on the Missouri
River. Water control structures at these points control flows
into the easitside and westside canals which deliver water to the

pond system,

Approximately 5,000 acres of riparian and upland habltat are
included within the managenment area. This also contains about
1.5 miles of river bottom and extends intc the delta area. A
total of 1,100 acres is managed under agricultural leases to
adjacent landowners. The basic format 1s a barley-alfalfa hay
crop rotation. Some livestock grazing alsc occurs,

The remainder of the reserveolr has some well developed riparian
areas associated with the lower end of the larger tributary
streams {Duck, Confederate, and Avalanche creeks). Riparian
zones are developing along the east shore and have been enhanced
by the elimination of livestock grazing in these areas. The
regeyvolr alsoc provides important lcafing areas for spring and
£a11l migrant waterfowl. Hesting by Canada Geese azalong the main
reservoir is occurring, buit secure nest sites are limited.

Status of BAssociszsted Wildlife Populations

The most dramatic increase in local waterfowl population units
has been that documented with the resident flock of Canada Geese,.
The number of active nesting pairs increased from less than 50
pairs in 1974 to 223 in 1983. The majority of this increase has
been asscciated with the islands within the pond system. The
number of neste observed on the river islands has declined during
this period which is an indication of the attractiveness of the
pond system o nesting geese, This trend on the river will
prabably begin to reverse itself once the densitv of nests on the
ponds becomes saturated.

Ouantified data from 1982-1924 indicate an increase in the duck
nesting effort on the pond system. Forty duck nests, most of
which were mallards, were vecorded durine the 1984 fiesld season.
The response by ducks has been limited by their more restrictive
naest site reguirements, In fact, ducks mayv represent a more
sensitive barometer to the ecological changes that are occurring
on the proiect. The main kesy +to these changes is the
stabilization of water levels and the corrvesponding establishment
of the different vegetatlion zones,



Many other species {shorebirds, gulls, cormorants, and pelicans)
have established seasonal use patterns on this system. Use hv
both breeding and nonbreeding components of these groups is

increasing.

S

Waterfowl hunting accounted for the following use during the
opening weekend period in 1984, An estimste of 233 hunters
harvested approximately 300 ducks and 107 geese, These estimates
are based on hunter bag checks and contacts made during the
Saturdav~-Sunday period.

Upland species that receive management emphasis are ring-necked
pheasants and white-tailed deer. Trend information is collected
annually for both, and pheasant numbers appear stable (with
potential for increase} while whitetails are continuing to

increass,

Check station work during the 1984 opening weekend of the
pheasant season resulted in the following information.
Approximately 103 pheasants were harvested by an estimated 258

hunters,

Furbearers are commop on the management area. Trapping is
restricted to permits only and the proiect has been divided into

five trapping units. Trappers must applvy for a permit and, if
successful, must trap in a designated unit,

Chronoliogy of Waterfowl Breeding Biology

Geese begln returning to the area any time from mid-February on,
with specific arrival dates dependent upon weather conditions.
Mallard, pintail, goose, and swan numbers generally peak at the
end of March through the first week in Aopril. Numbers of birds
typically observed during this period include 50,000 to 60,000
ducks, 1,000 geese, and 1,000 swans,.

Geese begin selecting island nesting sites and initiating nests
during April, and the broods begin coming off by mid-May. Most
duck nesting occurs during late April, May, and June,

Molt migrant geese leave the area by the first part of June and
move up into the NW Territories. Breeding birds and their young
are usually flightless into mid-July. T.ate summer staging by
ducks begins to cocur in August, and goose numbers generallv peak
in mid to late September. Prior to the 1984 hunting season
{September 79th} an estimated 2,500 gease and 5,000 ducks were
present on  the proiect, Duck and goose numbers generally
decrease until freeze-up of the ponds occurs in mid-November and

the reservoir in December.

Critical Aspects of Water Jlevel Management (Seasonall

Spring. Adeguate water levels arve imperative at this time
{April} to insure that islands are attractive to nesting birds
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and that the islands provide security from nest pradators, In
the pond system, water elevations in the range of 3,796 ft to
3,796.5 ft are desirable. Pool elevation in the reservoir during
the spring period ranges typically from 3,781 ft to 3,786 ft with
river flows in the 5,000 CFS category. This generally provides
adeqguate security for river island nesting geese. During this

ericd the water 1is restricted +to the channels, and the river
5 .
flows would be the critical factor,

Late Spring-Early Summer. Obijective 1s to aveid pond elevations
that would flood nests, and the same applies to the river system.
Flevations in excess of 3,797.5 ft in the ponds are detrimental
to island stability {wave action will cause severe erosion}, nest
success, and vegetation establishment. The distributicn of the
emergent vegetation zone on the ponds is guite limited, and
during the period of establishment, these stands of cattail and
bulrush are guite susceptible to high water,

Peak runoff and maximum storage 1in the reservoir impact the
physical condition of the dikes. Pool elevations in excess of
3,797+ will also force sesepage into the ponds, causing the pond
elevation to rise above optimum conditions.

Summer, Late summer reservoir elevationsg {mid-Julv to
mid-August) are critical to water elevation wmanagement in the
pond system. If the reservoir pool elevation exceeds 3,797 ft
during July and August, the pond elevations ¢annot be drawn +o
desired levels. This results in excessive water depths and

reduces the productivity of the submergent vegetation at a time
when the plants would normally be adapited to a drawdown.

Minimum flows would be required to insure that river water could
be diverted into the canal system. This has not been a problem
for the last 5 vears.

Pall. Fall reservoir pool elevations should provide adeguate
gravel bars in the delta area in order to provide loafing areas
for ducks and geese. ‘These elevations would also maintain some
exposed shoreline along the remainder ¢of the reservoir with the
same objective in mind. Once the birds have heen hunted on the
ponds, they switch to the lake. In cordey to nold the birds on
the reservolr and in the area, these loafing sites are critical.
An estimated range of reservoir elevations that would accomplish
this would be 2,788 ft to 3,792 ft,

Winter. A drawdown of the reservolir during the winter period is
part of the routine cperation plan. Because of zeepage and the
fact that the canal system is typically shut down, the ponds

experisnce a general overwinter drawdown, The extent of this
is dependent upon the gradient between the ponds and the
lake.

Freeze-up of the reserveir at an unusually high elevation (3,

757
ft Fall/1983) could magnify the potential for ice -ams on the
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river just above the lake. If large chunks of ice are retained
on the interiocr portions of the river islands, goose pnesting is
negatively impacted, :

Optimum winter elevations would be in the 3,782-3,786 ft range.
Recreation

Canyon Ferry Reservoir is one of the wmost h@ﬂ“ffy uk zlizad
recreation areas in the state, It is the first major torage
reservoir on the Missouri River and experiences large seasonal
fluctuations in water levels. Winter drawdown levels may be
anywhere from 3 to 14 ft below summer elevations, Various
elements of the recreational resource at Canyon Feryvy are
influenced by reservoir water elevations, To assess the impact
of wvarious vreservolr elevations n recreation opportunities,
seven resource types were evaluated. These are as follows:

~Boat ramps =Swimming & scuba diving

-Powerboating, waterskiing, seiling -Cabin sites & residences

~Camping-overnight use ~Winter use; snowmobiling

-FPicnicking-day use skating & cross—countyy
skiing

Lach use was evaluated with respect to the effact of wvarious
reservoiy elevations on that use and recommendations develoned
which define an optimum and range of elevations. These are
discussed below. :

Boat ramps. There are seven boat ramps currently in existence.
These are developed on 8-9% grades and are located at: Yacht
Basin Marina, Kim's Marina, Hellgate Campground, Gocse Bay
Marina, Silos Campground {2 ramps}, and White Earth Campground.

1983 boating use on Canyon Ferry was estimated at 71,660 visitor
hours. An estimated 45,000 vehicles came into th, area with’

boats,

Effect of water levels: Water levels that are unusuallv high or
low will cause problems with the boat ramps, High water will
give the recreationist trouble when tryving to load and unlopad
boats. Low water levels mav cause the ramp to be above the water
level, making it unusable,

Optimum water level: The desirable range of summer reservoir
elevations is 3,790 ft-3,798 ft, The optimum summer elevation is
3,794 Tt

Power bosting, waterskiing and sailing, Open iake available
consists of 35,181 acres. There are two boat-acce sg~only areas
maintainead,

%% ting use on Canvon Ferrv was estimated at 71,6680 visitor

a4
1 Breakdown:
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Motorboat crulsing or fishing 53%

Sailing 20%

Raft or Canoce 4%
Waterskiing 23%
Total 100%

Effect of water levels: High water levels tend +to cause a
problem with fleoating debris in the lake., Tow water levels cause
the exposure cof rocks and sandbars that pose a peotential hazard
to boaters, especially those in motorboats or waterskiers. These
become hazardous at approximately 3,782 ft.

Cptimum water level: The desirable range of summer reservoir
elevations is 3,791 ft-3,798 ft. The optimum summer elevation is

3,795 ft,

Camping-overnight use. There are 12 developed campgrounds with
approximately 620 individual units. Thev are located at Court
Sheriff, Pondercsa, Chinaman's Cave Bay, Jo Bonner, Hellgate,
Goose Bay, 8ilos, White Earth, Overlook, Fish Hawk, and Shannon,

Total visitatlion in the study area in 1983 was 428,000,

Effect of water levels: High water levels will cause flooding of
major cawmping areas. Low water levels will heve no significant
effect although there are indirect effects to be considered,
Most campers are in the area for other purposes in conjunction
with camping. If the other activities are affected, the camping
activity is alsoc.

Optimum water levels: The desirable vange of summer reservoir
elevations is 3,7%0 f+-3,797 ft. The optimum summer elevation is

3,785 ft.

Picnicking-day use. A total of 16 dav use sites are currently in
existence, with 4 day use only areas. These incliude Lorelei,
Lewis and Clark, Orchard, and Crittendon. Twalve sites are
included as developments within camping areas.

Bvailable for day use are 76 nmiles of shoreline ard 1 nmile of
streambed acreage.

Visitor  hours spent picnicking in 1983  totaled 153,247,
Visitation on the West Fhore in 1983 was 57,700, and +total
visitation in the study area was 428,000,

Effect of water levels: High water levels may cause flooding of
these areas. Low water levels create a larger proporticon of
beach area,

Optimum water levels: Desirable range of summer reservoir
elevations 1is 2,790 ft-3,7%6.5 ft. The optimum summer elevation
is 3,784 ft,

.15



Swimming and scuba diving. There are nine currently designated
swimming areas located at Court Sheriff, Ponderosa, Chinaman’'s,
Rim's Marina, Hellgate, Crittendon, Orchard, Lewis and Clavk, and

e

Lorelel,

The visitor hours spent swimming in 1983 were 76,624, Total
visitation in the study area in 1983 was 428,000,

Fffect of water levels: Low water levels create & larger beach
area and may cause hazardous diving conditions. High water will
often eliminate beaches and floed the surrounding landscape.

Optimum water levels: The desirable range ©f summer reservoir
elevations is 3,791 f£ft-3,7%7.5 f+ and the optimum summer
elevation is 3,783 fe,

Cabin sites and residences, Theres are 265 cabin sites
surrounding the reservoir with 167 located on the East Shore and
98 located on the West Shore. These sites receive heavy weekend
use, Some are summer homes while others are designed as
permanent residences.

Effect of water levels: High water levels may cause flooding,
septic problems, and dock movement. Low water levels create
problems as some water supplies are being taken directly from the
lake. These levels also have an effect on the docks.

Optimun water levels: The desirable range of summer reservoir
elevations is 3,791 ft=3,797 ft. The optimum summer elevation is

3,795 £t

Winter use-snowmobiling, skating, cross-countr skiing. When
frozen, 35,181 acres are aval.abie for use on the lake itself,
with 76 miles of shoreline access and surrounding aresa,

Winter use figures were unavailable.

Effects of water levels: High levels may cause problems with
docking facilities. Low water levels are desirable in the winter
to allow docks to winter on dry land. Low water levels cause no
real problems for recreation during this time although some steep
banks may become inaccessible. Rapid fluctuationsz will cause
problems due to the weakening of the ice,

Cptimum water levels: The desirable range of winter reservoir
elevations is 3,782 ft-3,790 ft. Optimum winter elevation is
2,786 ft,

Summary of optimum water levels for all resource tvpes at Canyon

Farry, The desirable range of all summer eslevaticns 4e

:790-3,798 ft. The optimum summer elevation (May 21 to Sept.

21 is 2,735 f£. The desirable range of all winter elevations is
i

el

3
3,782-3,790 £, and the optimum winter elevation is 3,786 .
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Hauser Reservolir

Fisheries

Hauser Dam impounds the Missouri River nearly to the base of
Canyon Ferrxy Dam. Hauser Reservoir is 15.5 miles in length, has
a surface area of 3,800 acres with a storage capacity of about
38,4800 acre fest

Common fish species in the reservoir are rainbow trout, brown
trout, kokanee salmon, yellow perch, carp, wnite sucker, and
long-noss sucker. Small populations of wmountain whitefish,
walleye, and cutthroat trout are also present in the reservoir.

The sport fishery in Hauser Reservoir is supplemented by annually
stocking 200,000, S-inch rainbow trout after spring runcff or
when éi%c%@rge frﬁm Cﬁﬁy@ﬁ Ferry Dam drops to less than 7,000
CF5. These trout begin entering the angler's creel in late fall
and winter as 2 to 11 inch fish and comprise the bulk of the
fishery the following summer as 12 to 15 inch fish.

211 species of fish found in Hauser Reservoir complete all or a
portion of their 1ife history in the reservolir or associated
tributary streams. The salmonids {(rainbow, brown, and cutthroat
trout, mountain whitefish, and kokanee} all regquire moving water
for successful spawning. They spawn in gravels in the tailrace
of Canyon Ferry Dam, or migrate into tributary streams. Rainbow
trout spawning runs occur in the spring in Trout Creek and
Tenmile Creek. Brown trout spawning runs occur in the fall in
Trout Creek, Spokane Creek, and lower Big Prickly Pear Creek.
Kokanese spawning occurs mainly in the tailrace area in the fall
but some spawning also occours in Silver Creek. The few cutthroat
trout found in Hauser Reservoir are primarily transients that
have drifted into the lake from Silver Creek or from tributaries
in the Tenmile Creek drainage.

Walleve gpawn in the spring over gravel-rubble substrate along
shallow $h@z@;zne areas. These areas are very limited because
most of the shoreline of Hauser Reservolr is steep or contains

unsuitable substrate. Yellow perch spawning occurs in early
spring in aquatic vegetated areas or on submerged debris within
the reservoir.

Newly hatched frvy of all %;ﬁsies reqguire plankton as first food.
Salmonid fry feed on these nicroscopic plants and animals till
they are large enocugh fo supplement their diets with insects or
other small fish. Plankton remains are an important food item
throughout the 1life of rainbow trout and kokanee in Hauser
Reseyvolr. Brown trout also feed on plankton but greatly
supplement their diet with fish as they grow larger. Yellow
perch and walleve fesd on plankton and also supplement their diet
with insects and small fish as they grow larger. Walleve become



very, cannibalistic and may utilize any species of fish readily
available to them.

¥ishing pressure 1is velatively high on Hauser Reservoir with
about 42,500 angler days expended during the 1982-83 fishing
season. HNatural reproduction of sport and game fish 1s not great
encugh to  provide good  fishing under existing pressure.
Therefore, the game fish population is supplemented by annually
stocking rainbow trout,

approximately another 7,000 angler days are spent on the short
flowing section of the Missouri River below Canyon Ferry Dam.
Sport fish catches in this segment are the same species as found

in Hauser Lake,

Composition of angler catches reveal rainbow trout contribute the
bulk of the fish harvested, followed in order by lesser numbers
of yellow perch, brown trout, kokanee and walleve. The sizes of
rainbow trout creeled vayy from 8 to 20 inches with an average of
about 13 inches. Brown trout are not commonly caught, but trophy
specimens from 5 to 15 pounds are occasionally taken. Kokanee
have increased in the reservoir the past few vears and are not
uncommon in anglers' creels. They range from 12 to 18 inches in
iength. Good catches of 6 to 8 inch vellow perch are freguently
taken by both summer and winter anglers, Occasional walleye up
0 3 or 4 pounds are taken,

Lake Helena, separated from Hauser Reservolir by a causeway and a
short bridge, covers an area of 2,100 acres and has an average
depth of 5 feet. Some trout and kokanee move through Lake Helena
to spawn in tributary streams entering the west end of the lake.
Water temperatures warm rapidly in this shallow impoundment in
the spring {May and June} and attract thousands of spawning carp
from Hauser Reservolr. & commevcial fisherman occasionally
harvests 40 to 50 tons of carp from Lake Helena in the fall.

The caugeway area is a popular fishing spot in the winter.
anglers fish through the ice on both sides of the causeway,
primarily for trout and perch. Approximately 3,200 angler days
were estimated on Lake Helena in 1982-83, with most occurring
during the winter months. :

recommendations: Stable shoreline with steady inflow and outflow
from +the Hauser systerm would provide optimum conditions for
fishery resourcess. However, the spring runcff event preciudes
the possibility of steady flow through the system. Occasional
maintenance of hydropower structures alse causes some shoreline
Fluctuation. T avoid problems  with  aguatic resources  and
recreational opportunity, the fiollowing rvecommendations should
e followed:

1. After spring runoff, no late season spills should be
releaged from Canvon Ferry Reservoir. We stock Hauser

~18-



Reservoir after spring runcoff to lessen fish movement over
the dam.

2. Fall flow should be stable to accommodate spawning
conditions for brown trout and kokanee in the Canyon Ferry
tailrace,

3. Hydro-structure maintenance drawdowns should he accomplished
during non-holiday periods in August and September. A flow
of at least 4,100 CFS8 should be maintained below Canvon
Ferry and Hauser dams. Headboards should be installed under
the causeway bridge to maintain water elevations in Lake
Helena during drawdown.

4 Winter water levels in Hauser Reservoilr should be steady to
prevent ice fracture, thereby lessening the danger to
ice-based recreation opportunity.

Wildlife

Lake Helena empties into the Lake Helena area of Hauser Reservoir
through a narrow outlet at the causeway. During periods of
stable Hauser reservolr slevations, Lake Helena is at the same
elevation as Hauser, The causeway outlet 1is quite narrow.
Consequently, during rapid water level fluctuations in Hauser, a
gradient develops at the outlet of Lake Helena and water flows

into or out of Lake Helena at a rapid rate.

Lake Helena is an important waterfowl area. The upper end is
used for nesting by Canada Geese and ducks and is used for brood
rearing as well., The area is a popular waterfowl hunting spot.
Waterfowl utilize Lake Helena as a resting area during their fall
migration.

The potential for increasing waterfowl production on Lake Helena
is high. Production 1s currently limited by a scarcity of
suitable nest sites. Increasing the number of nesting sites on
the lake would dramatically increase waterfowl production.

Water level fluctuations in Hauser that affect Lake Helena levels
are of particular concern during the waterfowl nesting season.
Waterfowl can suffer serious losses during the nesting season if
water levels are lowered to the point where predators gain access
to the nest sites.

Recommendations:

i There should be no water level fluctuations in Hauszer which
would affect Lake Helena during the waterfowl nesting
SEASON,

level fluctuations in Lake Helena due to maintenance

ter 1 at
lated drawdowns of Hauser Reservoir during the waterfowl
sting

season should be minimized by placement of boards in



the causeway structure. Response to water ilevel

luctuations in Lake Helena at other times of the vyear
shcuiﬁ he coordinated with the Helena Valley Irrigation
District,

Recreation

The normal vear round elevation is approximately 3,635 It.

Hauser is operated as a run-of-river reserveir and therefore this
area experiences a fairly constant water elevation. Development
along the lake shore has occurred and is dependent upon this
relatively constant water level, Fluctuations in Hauser Lake
could Thave a significant impact upon many developments
surrounding the lake due to the small gradients on several of the
developed shorelines. The developed recreation resources at
Hauser Lake were evaluated on a site-by-site basis.

Rivergside. Located at the base of Canyon Ferry Dam, this site is
occasionally impacted by releases from Canyon Ferry Dam.

The resources present at this site include 1 boat ramp, 20 camp
sites, and 5 day use parking lots. The Dboat ramp becomes
non-functional at high water levels. Five of the campsites and
one day use parking lot were flooded during high water in 1984.

The 1383 visitatiap totaled 38,500, which was measured by traffic
counter. isherman and day use account for almost 2/3 of use in
this area, The boat ramp is used by approximately 1/2 of the

visitors.

Effect of water levels: As mentioned previously, this area is
unable to tolerate high water levels. River flows of more than
18,500 cubic feet per second from the Canyon Ferry Dam begin to
lood the area, Low water levels are acceptable and would cause
little damage, :

Optimum water levels: The optimum elevation is 3,635.20 feet.
Discharge levels from Canyon Ferry Dam are measured in cublc feet
per second. These are also given. The acceptable range of
discharge from Canvon Ferry is 3,500 CF3-18,000 CFS8, and optimum
discharge level is approximately 5,300 CFS.

Lakeside. There is considerable recreaticnal development, both
commercial and private on Hauser Reservoir in the vicinity of
Lakeside. Many private docks are found along the shoreline and a
commercial marina is located at Lakeside. This area is very
peopular for summer water-based recreation. In addition, many
permanent homesites are located along the shoreline.

uctuations associated wi ower peaking tests
t daily water level fluctuations over 1.0 feet in
; at

iously impact the boating facilities in this area.
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Optimum waterx conditions for this area are stable water
elevations at elevation 3,835.2 ft.

Causeway. The resources present at this site include one unpaved
hoat access for small boat use, and parking spaces for fay use
and fishing. This area is located at the man-made causeway
connecting Hauser Lake and Take Helena. Tt is on a shallow,
narrow bay which has a number of private homes surrounding it.

Seme of these homes are oOn t+he same elevation as the racreation
site,

This area and the adijoining causeway receive high use by
fishermen. The wvisitation for 1983 rotaled 1,200 which was
measured by traffic counter. All of the use at this area is day
use and fishing. 'The area receives heavy use during the winter

months,

gffect of water levels: The developed area could not tolerate
water levels that would be higher than average. Az it currently
exists, there is very little hank area.

fLow water levels would have an effect on recreation. The bay is
very shallow, and low 1evels would create a large mud flat in
this aresa. very slight fluctuations cansing the water level
along the shoreline to rise could be tolerated although they may
cause damage to the already eroded shoreline. Any water
Fiuctuations during the winter months would weaken ice conditions
and make winter use very hazardous.

Optimum water levels: the desirable range of elevations 1is
3,634.7 to 3,635.7, and the optimum elevation is 3,635.20 feetl.

Wwhite Sandy. This area is located on the lower portion of Hauser
Take approximately 1 1/2 miles from the Montana Power Dam.

The resources present at this site include two unpaved boat ramp
lanes, three parking areas, and ten camp sites.

This area is unique as it has very good sand conditions. The
banks surrounding the lake are fairly steep and easily impacted
by erosion.

Visitation in 1983 was 17,300, which was measured by traffic
counter. Much of the use is day use with some overnight camping
and use by boaters. This area alsc receives heavy use during the
winter.

Effect of water levels: This area may be able to tolerate a
greater range of water ljevels than other areas arvound Hauser Lake
dune to the steep banks in this area, Low water levels would have
little or no effect in this area.

2

Optimum water levels: The desirabl
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Riack Sandy. This area is located on the lower portion of Hauser
Take approximately 1 mile from the Montana Power Dam.

The resources present at this site include 1 paved boat ramp,
50-60 camping sites, and 3 parking areas with picnic facilities,
This area is a well developed camping area complete with scenic

averlooks and maintained lawns.

The visitation in 1983 was 58,200, which was measured by traffic
counter. Much of the use is overnight use with some day and
fishing use, The boat ramps are used heavily.

Effect of water levels: Much of this area is located on a fairly
challow gradient. High water levels would flood large portions
of +his site and cause the boat ramps to become non-functional.
Low water levels would have little or no effect. Fluctuations
during winter months would cause weakening of the ice and
hazardous conditions.

Optimum water levels: The desirable range of elevations is 3,633
ft~-3,636 ft, and the optimum elevation is 3,635%.20 ft,

Summary of optimum water levels for all sites at Hauser Lake:
Desirabie range of elevations is 3,634,7 ft=3,635.7 ft, and
optimum elevation is 3,835.2 ft.




Missourl River Below Hauser Dam

Fisheries

The =short, raee-flowing segment o©f the Missouyil River bestween
Hauser Dam and Holter Lake is about 3 1/2 miles in length, This
"Blue Ribbon¥ segment of the Misscuri supports sxcellent
populations of rainbow trout, Tbrown trout, and mountain
whitefish, HKokanee are seasonally abundant during fall spawning.
Other species inhabiting the area include a few cutthroat trout,
vellow perch, walleye, carp, and large numbers of white and
longnose suckers,

This segment of the Missouri River 1is very important for brown
trout and rainbow trout spawning. In fact, it presents the only
significant spawning beds for brown trout that inhabit Holter
Lake or live in the river vear around. Holter Lake brown trout
begin moving into the river in late September to spawn on gravel
beds below Hauser Dam, near the mouth of Besaver Creek and in the
river channel below Beaver Creek, Peak spawning occurs in
Ootober and Hovember. Population estimates indicate betwesn
1,000 and 1,500 brown trout over 18 inches in length are present
in the &area during the spawning ssason. Brown +trout do not
appear to migrate into Beaver C(reek, a small tributary to the
river about ? miles below Hauser Dam. However, Beaver Cresek does
support a resident population of brown trout.

Rainbow trout utilize the river and Beaver Creek for spawning in
the spring. A significant movement of adult rainbows move up
Eeaver Creek to spawn in late March and April. Hany of these
fish move into the area from Holter Lake.

A number of mountain whitefish inhabit the Misscurl River below
Hauser Dam. They complete their complete 1ife history in the
short river segment since very few are ever noted in Holter
Reservolr. Whitefish spawn over gravelly aresas in the £all,
primarily in the first half mile of river below Hauser Dam.

Kokanee also move into the viver ssgment below Hauser Dam to
spawn in the f£all. They select gravel areas similar to thoss
utilized by brown trout. Kokanee appear to be increasing in the
systenm.

This area of the Missouri River iz a very popular fishing water.
Fishing pressure estimates reveal 12,000-14,000 angler days are
expended vyearly in this river segment. Rainbow trout comprise
the bulk of the catch, followed bv nearly egual numbers of brown
+trout, mountain whitefish, and kokanes, A few cutthroat trout,
vellow perch, and walleve are also taken., The area has specilal
interest Qg those anglers seeking trophy brown trout during the
fall spawning seascn. Brown trout 5 to 17 pounds are freguently

taken.



Most of the rainbow trout caught in this river are of hatchervy

origin. Although the river is not stocked, thev move intc the
area from Holter Reservoir or flush over Hauser Dam. Rainbow
trout caught by anglers vary from 8 to 24 inches. Farly spring

fishing is ephanced by spavwning rainbow trout moving inte the
area from Holter Reservoir. & few trophy rainbows in the 3 to 5
pound range are taken.

Recommendations: The Missouri River below Hauser Dam is an
important brown trout spawning area. It receives very heavy
fishing pressure nearly vyear around. In order to provide
suitable spawning and rearing conditions for brown trout and
" recreational opportunity, the following recommendations should be
followed;: :

1. Fall and winter flow should be steady and & minimum of 4,100
CF5. This would insure spawning and hatching conditions for
brown trout and kokanee,

2. If hydro-structure maintenance calls for partial dewatering
of the Hauser tallrace area, it should be done from late
July through early October during non-holiday periods.

Recreation

The river between Hauser Dam and Upper Holter reservoirs receives
recreational use by floaters and hikers; however, the predominant
recreation activity is fishing. The 3 1/2 miles of river below
Hauser ©Dam contain excellent trout populations and offer an
outstanding trophy brown trout fishery. It is rated as a Class T
stream.

Discharge wpatterns which would damage the fishery rescurce or
impact the fishability would affect the largest segment of
recreational use in that reach o©of water. Flows necessary to
maintain that fisherv are addressed in the Fishery discussion.

Flows which are either too high or too low can impact flecating.
Low flows uncover obstacles and rocks which can become hazardous.
This applies to approximately the upper 1 1/2 miles where streanm
gradlients are velatively high. High flows also cause safety
problems  for £floaters. The point at which flows become a
problem, however, has not been identified.
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Holter Reservolry

Fisheries

Holter Reservoir is about 25 miles in length, has s surface area
of 4,800 acres, and contains about 240,000 acre feet of water.
Zhoreline features of this reserveoir are similar to that of
Hauser Reseyvolyr, i.e. steep high banks, sharp dropoff and stable
water levels.

Species of fish present in Holter Reservoir are the same as found
in Hauser Reservoir, and their life histories are similar.
Spawning facilities are inadequate to maintain a sport fishery as
demanded by the fishing public. Salmonid spawning habitat to the
reservolr proper is limited to two small tributaries, Cottonwood
and Willow craeks. Spawning waters are also available in the

Missouri River and Beaver Creek, which were discussed previously.

The sport fishery in Holter Reserveir is now supplemented by
stocking 325,000, 5-inch vainbow trout vyearly, The fish are
stocked after spring runoff drops to 7,000 CF5 spill from Holter
Dam. The trout grow rapidly to about 10-11 inches in length by
November and to 15-18 inches by the end of the following summer,
Fishing pressure estimates reveal about 94,000 angler days are
expended yearly in Holter Ressrvoir,

Spring flood spills at times cause severe losses of fish over
Holter Dam, Duration and magnitude of the spill both have a
factor in determining fish loss. Such occasions occurred in
1875, 1976, and 1981, In 1375, a spill of over 10,000 Cr¥s
occurred for 43 days of which 13 days exceeded 20,000 CF&. 1In
1976, a spill over 10,000 CFS occurred for 79 days of which 13
davs exceeded 15,000 CFs8, Then again in 1981, a spill over
10,000 CFS occurred for 326 days of which 20 davs exceeded 20,000
CFS, Considerable fish loss again occurred in 1984 but flow
figures are not vet available.

Recommendations: Flood spills greatly affect the sport fishery
in Heolter reservoir, Excessive spills should be avoided whenever

possible.

ITf power plant or dam maintenance calls for a drawdown of Holter
Lake, it should be accomplished in April or September after Labor
Day. ¥Flows should not be altered beyond those recommended in the
Missouri below to accomodate evacuation or refilling of the
reservolir.

Recreation

3 s

The normal summer elevation is 3,580 faet,



This reservoir iz locvated approdimatelvy 4 1/2 miles downriver
from Hauser Dam. Much of the shoreline is under private

ownership. The shoreline gradient ranges from steep canyon walls
on the north end to flat grasslands on the southern shore,

This ares recelives heavy recreational use during the summer
months. 2 privately owned visitory center is maintained, and hoat
tours of the river between Upper Holter Lake and the Gates of the
Hountaing are conducted during the summer months. Alsc
maintained in this area are 120 privately owned bhoat docks,

The US Forest Service maintains two campgrounds downriver from
the lake. These receive heavy use by floaters and boaters on the
river. Although the State of Montana maintains no recreation
areas here, a brief evaluation was done at Upper Holter and the
campgrounds along the river.

Upper Holter Reservoir--Gates of the Mountains Hoat Club and
Tours. The resources present at this site include 1 paved boat
ramp, 1 privately owned visitor center, 120 privately owned bhoat
docks, and mooring facilities for Z large tour boats.

This area receives high boating use. Fishing and cruising are
primary boating activities. The visitor center and boat tours
attract a large number of tourists to the area.

The actual numbers of wvisitors in the area are not maintained.
Number of pecple using the boat tours in 1984 was 27,000.

Effect of water levels: High water levels would tend to causse
flooding in this area. There would alsoc be problems with the
boat ramp and mooring facilities, Low watery levels create
problems with mud flats appearing near the shoreline. Thisg will
affect the beating use on the lake. Drops in the water level
will also have an effect on the actual boat tours. The lsrge
tour boats would be unable to get to the mooring arsa or to let
tourists off at the stopping place on the river during the tour.

Optimum water levels: The desirable range of elevations is 3,579
feet -3 ,581 feet, The optimum elevation is 3,580,

Meriwether Campground {(¥5}. The resources present at this site
include one permanent bpoat dock, picnic facilities, shelter, and
camping facilities.

This campground is located on the side of the river which creates
the border to the Gates of the Mountaing Wilderness, 1t receives
heavy use by Dboaters and backcountry hikers. Tt iz  the
campground that is utilized by the Beoat Tours as a mid-tour
stopping place. The permanent dock facility is designed for this
nurpose.

Effect of water levels: High water levels may cause flooding of
the ares, The permanent woorin facility would become



nonfunctional., Low water levels would cause the mooring facility
to be too far out of the water to be functional.

Recommended water levels: The desirable range of elevations is 1
foot above and 1 foot below the normal operating elevation. The
optimum elevation is the normal operating elevation,

Coulter Campground (FS5). Resources present at this site include
undeveloped boat mooring, camping facilities, and picnicking
facilities,

This campground is located on the side of the river which creates
the border to the Gates of the Mountains Wilderness. Like
Meriwether campground, it receives use by boaters and bhackcountry
hikers. It is less developed than Meriwether.

Effect of water levels: High water levels may cause flooding in
this area. The high water may make the beach and mooring area to
he nonfunctional. Low water levels would create a larger beach
area but would also make boating in the area hazardous,.

Fecommended water levels: The desirable range of elevations is 1

foot above and 1 foot below the normal operating elevation, and
the optimum elevation is the normal operating elevation.

.



Holtaer Lake

kecreation

The noymal summer elevation of Holter Lake is 3,578 feet. This
iake was created by the second of twe Montana Powery Dams on this
section of the Missouri River., It is located approximately 272
miles downstream from Upper Holter T.ake.

The area surrounding this lake receives heavy recreational use
during the summer months. There are four campgrounds along its
aast shore. the southern end borders on the Beartooth Game
Management Area and receives heavy hunting and fishing use.

There are many privately owned cabins along the east shore. A
privately owned marina and lodge are also present. The largest
campground on Holter Lake is maintained by the Bureau of Land
Management and is included in this report,

The following four recreation sites were evaluated: Holter Lake
{BLM), Juniper Bav {SRA}, Log Gulch (SRA}, and Departure Point
(BRAY,

Holter Lake {(BLM}, This campground is located at the north end
of thne lake. 1t is a well developed and maintained campground
that receives heavy use during the summer months,

The resources wpresant at this site include 1 large paved boat
ramp, 1 permanent boat dock, approximately 60 camping sites, and
paved parking areas for picnic and day use,

This area appsars to be well maintained. It is a paved and
highly developed camping area,

The Bureau of Land Management recorded 398,808 wvisitor hours
spent in this campground in 1983,

Effect of Water levels: This area is located fairly high above
the high water mark in the lake. It appears that high water
levels would cause little or no problems with recreational use in
the area. Low water levels could be tolerated within limits.
There may be problems with the boat ramp coming out of the water
if the water levels drop too low.

rRecommended water levels: The desirable range of elevations 1is
3,576 feet-3,580 feet, and the optimum elevation is 3,578 feet.

ocated on the east shore of
v 4 mileg from the BRLM
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Juniper Bay ({8Ra). This aresa 1
Holter Lake. It is  approximat




The resources present at this site are two parking lots for
camping and picnicking use and a large beach area. The presences
of the beach area makes this an ideal area for swimming and
picnicking. The area also receives fairly heavy fishing use.

Visitation for 1984 was 61,536, This figure represents
vigitation at Log Gulch, Departure Point, Juniper Bay, and the
Beartooth Game Rangs,

Fffects of water levels: Due to the location of this area, high
water levelsz would not be tolerated. They would rapidly flood
the beach area and the plcnic area that is located cleose to the
water. Low water levels would create a larger beach area and may
cause problems with boat use.

Recommended water level: The desirable range of elevations 1is
3,576 feet-3,578.5 feet, and the optimum elevation is 3,578 feet.

Log Guich. The resources present at this site include 1 paved
boat ramp, one unloading and loading courtesy dock, 2 large
parking lots for boat trailers, and 50-60 camping gites,

Thig area is located approximately 1 mile further arcund the east
shore of the lake from Juniper Bay. It is a large campground
that is designed for the use of boats. A portion of the property
ig leased from the Montana Power Company.

Visitation for 1984 was 61,536 wvehicles, This figure represents
visitation at Log Gulch, Departure Point, Juniper Bay, and the
Beartooth Game Range, and was measured by traffic counter.

Bffacts of water levels: Thisg area is located away from the lake
shore itself, High water levels would create some problems with
the dock. Low water levels would cause problems with both the
boat ramp and deck, and use of the campground would drop.

Recommended water levels: The desirable rvange of elevations 1is
3,577 feet-3,579 feet, and optimum elevation is 3,578 feet,

Departure Point. The resources present at this site include
[campingl, and {day use parking), and beach area.

This area iz located approximately 1/2 mile further down the east
shore from Log Gulch. The parking area is used for camping. The
area has a fairly large beach area that receives heavy use from
fishing and pionicking.

Visitation for 1984 was 61,536 vehicles, which was measured by
traffic counter. This figure represents visitation at Log Gulch,
Departure Point, Juniper Bay, and the Beartooth Game Range.

Effact of water levels: High water levels would create problems

in this area as the beach would become flooded wery rapidly.
This would most likely reduce use levels here Decsuse most users
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come to the aryea for the heach. LOow water levelsg would increase
the amount of beach available and would have little effect on
recyeation in the area. Fishing would become somewhat more

difficult.

recommended water levels: The desirable range of slevations is
31,5877 feet-3,579 feet, and the optimum elevation is 3,578 feet.

Summzary of Recommended Water Levels for A11 Sites on Holter Lake,
The desirable range of elevations is 3,577 feet-3,578.5 feet, and
the optimum elevation is 32,5378 feet,
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Missouri River~-Holter Dam to Great Falls

The Missouri River from Holter Dam to Great Falls is a2 popular
and  heavily utilized recreation area. Aotivities include
fishing, floating, bosating, picnicking, camping, and hunting,
The river contains sxcellent frout populations and is classified
as a Class I stream from Holter Dam downstream to Sheep Creek,
Below Sheep Creek, it is a Class II stream. Deer and pheasants
occoupy the riparian zone, and the river experiences seasonal uss
by waterfowl, Fishing is by far the dominant vrvecreational
activity in this reach.

Figheries

This free~flowing reach of the Misscouri River is about 88 miles
in length., Stream gradient averages only about 7 feet/mile and
varies from 7.84 feet/mile at Halfbreed Rapids to 0.52 feet/mile
neay Ulm. The principal tributaries entering the Missouri River
in this reach are the Dearborn, Bmith, and Sun rivers; Little
Prickly Pear, BSheep, Rock, Stickney, Hardy, and Wegner creeks,
The tributaries add considerable flow to the Missouri during
spring runcff, but they contribute very little flow during the
remainder of the year.

Present day flow regimens of the Missouri River are not entirely
natural because of regulation and storages at several dams in the
drainage upstresm from the study area. Flow is largely
controlled by Canyon Fervy Reserveir, the largest of three
consecutive upstream reservoirs., Canyon Ferry was completed in
1953, and is opsrated by the U8 Bureau of Reclamation for
irrigation, hvdropower, flood contral, recreation, and
supplemental watey supply for the city of Helensa. Hauser and
Holter reservoirs lie downstream of Canyon Ferry Dam and provide
head for power generation., Hausey and Holter dams are owned and
opaerataed by Montana Power Company.

The 61.5 mile reach of the Missouri Riveyr from Holter Dam to the
confluence of the Smith River is classified by the Montana Fish
and Game Commission as a blus ribbon tryout fisherv {Brown et al.
1989} . This is one of the longest single reaches of blue ribbon
trout stream in Montana, and 1t represents 14 percent of the
state’s original 452 miles of blue ribbon water. &n excellent
fishery exists in this avea for trophv-sized rvainbow and brown
trout., Many trowt from 5 te 10 pounds are taken by anglers each
vear as well as a good number of trout larger than 10 pounds.
Fish larger than 10 pounds are predominately brown trout.
Mountain whitefish are several times more abundant than trout and
provide an important winter fishery., A few burbot and walleve
are found in the river:; however, they are not nearly as abundant
as  trout and whitefish, Longnose and white suckers, carp,
longnose dace, and mottled sculpin are the prevalent nongame
species,



The 27 mile reach from the mouth of the S8mith River to Great
Falls does not contain the guality sport fishery as the upper
river segment, but still offers opportunityv for some excellent
fishing. Access is very limited which detracts from recreational
opportunity in this reach of river,

A creel survey conducted from April through October, 1980, on the
sport fishery of the Missouri River indicated anglers caught 0.36
rainbow trout per man-hour {(trout/hr} and 0.02 brown trout/hr -
{Berg 1981 b}. The catch vate ranged from a low of (.21 trout/hr
during the runoff peak in June to a high of 0.77 trout/hr in
August., Boat fishermen caught 0.%0 trout/hr while bank fishermen
caught 0.31 tyrout/hr. Other fish species taken in the creel in
1940 incliuded mountain whitefish, brook trout, cutthroat trout,
walleve, vellow perch, burbot, longnese and white suckers, and
carp. About 65 percent of the anglers interviewed in 1380 were
from Great PFalls, 27 percent were from other parts of HMontana,
and 8 percent were from cut-of-state,

an estimate of statewide fishing pressure was compiled for the
1975~76 fighing season by the Montana Department of Fish and Game
{MDFG 1%76). Results of the survey indicated about 69,300 angler
davs were expended on the £1.5 mile reach of the Missouri River
from Holter Dam to the confluence o¢f the Smith River. This
amounts to an average of 1,130 angley days per river mile. By
comparison, f£ishing pressure on 102 miles of the Madison River
averaged 957 angler dave per rviver mile during the same fishing
SEAS0N. The Madison is regarded as one of Montana’s premier
trout rivers,

The best method of determining instream flow needs for fish is to
derive flow recommendations based on  field study of the
biclogical reguirements of key fish species, Rainbow and brown
trout are the most important game fish in the Missouri River, and
they comprise the bulk of the sport fishery.

Rogeareh studies conducted on the Missouri River indicate side

channels around islands are vital for rearing of
yvoung-cf~the~year rvainbow and brown trout from eavly July until
about mid-October. Considerably greater numbers of young itrout

utilize habitat associsted with the side channels than in the
maln river channel,

Brown trout appear to prefer spawning habitat associated with
side channels. This preference is apparently related to more
suitable depth, velocity, substrate, and adjacent cover
characteristics than offered by the malin river channel.

Brown trout initiate spawning in about mid-October with peak
spawning in early HNovember. Rainbow trout spawning also occours
in side channels, in late March and early ARpril. Based on these
conditions, adequate flow must be maintained in side channels for
trout spewning and egg incubation from nmid-October through
mid=-May.



Eleven side channels of the Missouri River between Holter Dam and
the confluence of the Smith River were intensivelv studied to
evaluate the amount of flow regquired to maintain suitable
conditions in the side channels for rainbow and bhrown +trout
spawning, incubation, and rearing. Habitat conditions {mean
chapnel depth, water wvelocity, and flow) were very good, and
trout wutilization of side channels for spawning and rearing
remained consistently high when flows were 4,000 CFS or higher in
the Missouri River. However, habitat conditions and utilization
of the side channels for spawning and rearing declined
precipitously when flows receded below 4,000 CFS, At a flow of
4,100 CF¥F8, 64 percent of the side channels contained adeqguate
fiow for trout spawning, incubation, and rearing, while at 3,600
CF8 only 9 percent of the side channels contained adeguate flow.

Racommendations: The segment of the Missouri River from Holter
Dam to Great Falls is one of the most popular ¢rout fishing
rivers in Montana. It contains productive water, has good
access, and high aesthetic value. It is important that aguatic
habitat preservation be given high priority to maintain the
excellent vecreational opportunity offered on the river. To
maintain this opportunity, the following flow recommendations
should be met:

1. Maintain a minimum flow of 4,100 CFS for trout spawning and
juvenile trout rearing from mid-October through mid-May.

2. The fall minimum flow base should be established before
brown trout spawning activity commences in mid-QOctober., Tf
flow 1is dropped after brown trout spawning ocours, many
redds or eygs may be exposed or located in areas unsuitable

for proper incubation.

3. Maintain steady flow releases under 7,000 CFS after spring
runoff recedes. Flow in the Missocuri River below Holter Dam
greater than 7,000 CF8 simulates mini-flooding patterns,
affects timing of aguatic insect hatches in August and
September, and restricts optimum angler use during the peak
fiy fishing season.

wWildlife

There are considerable wildlife wvalues associated with the

Missouri River from Holter Dam to Great Falls., Sizable beaver
and muskrat populations occur on the river. Interest in trapping
is very high, especially when pelt prices are good. River otters
re also present.

The ecosystenm provides nesting habitat for peregrine falcons,
csprey, and bald eagles. The Missouri River below Holter is a
winter concentration area for bald eagles and is heavily used by
bald eagles during spring and fall migration. A large great bDlue

heron rookery is located approximately 5 miles above Cascade.

Y.



Canada goose nesting 1is an important consideration on  the
Missouri River below Great Falleg., During the course cof a 5 vear
inventory and planning study on the Missouri River, 629 Canada
goose nests were located. All nests were found on islands within
rhe river.

Maintaining adequate flows around these islands 1is necessary to
insure that the nests are protected from mammalian predators.
Under extreme low fFflow conditions these predators have easy
access to the islands and can significantly reduce goose
production. The security of the islands is a primary factor in
their selection asg nest sites by geese, This security is
provided by adequate side channel flows which are a function of
depth, width, and velocity. A study during 1980 determined that
a minimum flow of 3,550 CF8, ag measured at the USGE gage below
Holter Dam, is necessary to maintaln secure nesting sites in most
of the typical nesting islands, '

The Canada goose nesting season on the Missourl River extends
from mid-March to the first of June with the peak in nest
initiation occurring during the first week of April and the
hatching peak occurring during the first week of May.
Unseasonably high flows during this period c¢an cause nest
flooding. s+udies were not done, however, to determine the
maxinum flow levels, ntil such studies are accomplished, a
maximum flow of 7,000 CFS is recommended,

Recommendation: For the period from March 15 to June 1, flows in
the Misscuri River should be stable between a minimum of 3,550
OFS and & maximum of 7,000 CFS5.,

Recreation

The Missouri River from Holter Dam to Great Falls is heavily used
for recreation. A frontage road parallels the river and has been
designated as a Recreation Road. The section downstream from
wolf Creek Bridge contains eight state and one fishing access
gites, From Cascoade and below to Creat Falls, there are two more
fishing access sites and one more state recreation area.

Almost all recreational use along the river is influenced by
viver Ilows. Eighty +to ninety percent of the existing
recreational use is attributed to fishing. Fleoating has also
become a popular sport in recent years and now accounts for
approximately 50 percent of the use. Floating and fishing are
often combined, Pienicking, scenerv viewing and camping are

additional recreational uses in this area.

Since the bulk of the recreational use in this area is fishing,
flows which influence fish populations and fishing success are
the most important flows influencing overall recreation use.
Thess will be discussed in greater detail in the Fisheries
Section. This section discusses flows which directly influence



the functioning and desirability of various recresation areas
along the river.

Wolf Creek Bridge. The vresources present at this site include
one paved boat ramp, day use parking lot, and an interpretive

area.

This area is located at the end of the road coming from Holter
Lake. It is used as a put-in ?Diﬂt for river floaters and is a
popular fishing area. The area is approximately & feet above the
flood stage of the river.

Visitation for 1984 was 24,100 vehicles, which was measured by
traffic counters.

Cralg. Resources present at this site include one paved hoat
ramp, a parking area fﬁf day use, and a picnic area,

This area is located on the west side of the river at Cralg. It
is heavily used as both a take-out and put-in area for floaters,
Fishing wuse is alsc high. Much of the area dis located
approximately 4 feet above river flood stage.

The visitation for 1984 was 17,350 which was measured by traffic
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Sticknevy Creek. The resources present at this site include one
paved boat ramp, a parking area, and five camping spaces.

This area is located on the east shore of the river approximately
5 miles from Craig. It receives use by picnickers, campers, and
fishermen., The area is approximately 6 feet above flood level.

The visitation in 1984 was 7,232 vehicles which was measured by
traffic counter.

Spite Hill, The resources present at this site include unpaved
poat access, and fishing area parking.

This area 1is located approximately 1 mile downstream from
Stickney Creek on the east bank. Much of the area is located

directly on the river shoreline, This portion G@aiﬁ easily
become flooded, The area 1s used oprimarilyv by fishermen and
Tloaters.
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Visitation in 12 was 4,085 wvehicles,.

o

esources present at this site include a3 =mal

Dearborn. The
a picnic area.

camping area, an

s

This area is located on a small area adiacent %o a large section
of private property. The river banks in this area are extremely
steep and ercsion appears to be a problem., Access to the river

T



is limited and hazardous. The ares appears to primarily be used
for camping and picnicking.

Visitation in 1984 was 1,190 wehicles, which was measured by
traffic counter.

Mid Canon, Rescurces presant at this site include fishing access
parking.

This area is located downstream from Dearborn and 1s located on
the east bank, It is maintained as a fishing access gite with no

facility development.
No use figures are available,

Mountain Palace. The resources present at this site include a
parking area, picnic area, three camp sites, and river access.

Thisg area is located on the east bank of the river downstream
from Mid Canon FARS., It is designated as a day use and picnicking
area, Use ie primsrily fishing. Some flcoating use is also seen.

Vigitation for 1984 was 4,400 wvehicles, which was measured by
traffic counter,

Hardy Bridge. Hesources present at thig site inglude fishing
access and a parking area,

This area is located downstream from Mountailn Palace, It is used
primarily as a fishing access and floating access. The main
parking area is approximately 100 feet above the river. A ryoad
leads down to the river level.

Yisitation in 1984 was 3,000 wvehicles, which was measured by
traffic counter.

Prewett Cresek., Resources present at this site include a camping
area with 5 camp sites, & picnic area and access to the river.

Site is located on the Recreation Read 2 miles south of the I-15
Hardy ¥Bxit. HMuch of the ares is located directly on the river
shoreling, which becomes flooded during high water, This area is
very populay with picnickers, campeys and fishermen.

Visitation for 1984 was 10,224 which was measured by a traffic
counter.

Cascade Bridge, Resources present at this site include a
graveled boat ramp, fishing area parking and access to the river.

Eite is lccated at the edge of the Cascade townsite on secondary
330, one mile sast 0f the I-15 Cascade exit. Much of the area is
iocated directly on the river shoreline. This portion is easily



flocded during high water. The area is wused oprimarily by
ficaters and fishermen,

is estimated that this site receives about 1,500 vehicles per

Wing Dam. This site provides river access.

Site is located cne mile north of Cascade on the Cascade - Ulm
frontage vyoad, Much of the area is located on the river
shoreline and experiences occasional flooding during high water.
This area is very popular with fishermen. Estimates of use at
this site are not availabile,.

White Bear Iszland., This gite provides river access,
[

Site is located at Great Falls. Much of the area is located
directly on the yriver shoreline and experiences occasional
flooding during high water. Site has not yet been developed and
estimates of use arve not available.

Summary of river flows for all areas along the Missouri River
between Holter Dam and Great Falls. The desirable range Of river
flows 1ig 4,100 CF5-7,000 CFS, and the optimum flow was 5,400

Cre-5,B00 CFS.

-8





