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Abstract: This final environmental impact statement describes six alternatives 
and the Proposed Action (Alternative d) for managing the land and resources on 
the 2.1 million-acre Lolo National Forest. The alternatives include a 
"no action" alternative (Alternative a - a continuation of the present course 
of action), and range from a high consideration for wilderness values to 
optimizing the utilization of renewable resources. Wilderness options range 
from 916 thousand acres (Alternative g) to 140 thousand acres (Alternative e). 
Land suitable for timber management ranges from 1,402 thousand acres 
(Alternative c) to 956 thousand acres (Alternative g). Wildlife habitat 
effectiveness and productivity varies by alternative according to the mix of 
wilderness/roadless management and resource extraction activities, the ability 
to manipulate vegetation, and the ease of or contraints on access. 

The management situation and benchmark analyses identified the wide range of 
alternatives possible. The mix of management options by alternative result in 
equally wide ranging levels of goods and services. Changes to the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement and Forest Plan as a result of public involve
ment are identified and summarized throughout this Statement. 
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SUMMARY 

I. PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION 

This FElS describes a proposed action and alternative actions for management of 
the land and resources of the Lolo National Forest. It describes and documents 
the analysis of each alternative, and discloses the environmental consequences 
of its implementation. The proposed action is the basis of the proposed Lolo 
National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan, which is a separate document. 

This FEIS was developed under direction from the National Forest and Rangeland 
Renewable Resources Planning Act (RPA), the National Forest Management Act 
(NEMA), the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and their implementing 
regulations. 

The Lolo National Forest is located in western Montana and includes 2,112,597 
acres of National Forest System lands, roughly 120 miles long and between 40 and 
80 miles wide. The Forest Plan covers 2,083,192 acres of land, with the 
remaining 29,405 acres administered and planned by the Deerlodge National 
Forest. The Forest lies in portions of nine counties with the major population 
and trade center located in Missoula County. 

There are four designated wilderness areas on the Forest with a gross area of 
145,734 acres, and 36 road less areas totalling 776,190 net National Forest 
System acres. 

An annual harvest of 60 to 80 million board feet furnishes timber products to 
regional and national markets, and helps sustain the local economy. 

The following public issues and management concerns define the points of 
emphasis around which development of the Forest Plan pivoted: 

Issue 1. Where and how much livestock grazing can occur on the Forest and be 
compatible with water quality, fisheries, timber management, soils, vegetation, 
and recreation? 

Issue 2. When conflicts arise between livestock grazing and wildlife habitat, 
where should emphasis be placed? 

Issue 3. What are the social and economic aspects of livestock grazing on the 
Lolo National Forest? 

Management Concern 1. What investments should the Forest make to maintain 
grazing capacity and minimize conflicts with other uses? 
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Management Concern 2. How will uses outside the Lolo National Forest be 
affected by increased or decreased livestock grazing on the Forest? 

Management Concern 3. To what extent will the Forest consider the use of 
herbicides to accomplish noxious weed control? 

RECREATIQN 

Issue 1. How much roadless, nonwilderness recreation opportunity should the 
Forest provide and where should it be located? 

Issue 2. Where and what kinds of access are needed to provide for Forest users' 
recreation needs? 

Issue 3. What kinds of access and facilities (trails, toilets, plowed parking 
lots, unloading ramps, etc.), should be provided to meet the Forest's dispersed 
recreation needs? 

Issue 4. What is the Forest's role in meeting demands for developed recreation 
(campgrounds, picnic grounds, ski areas, marinas, etc.) and where should 
developed sites generally be located? 

Issue 5. How much land area should the Forest provide for ORV use and where 
should it be located? 

Issue 6. How should recreation in the Rattlesnake drainage be managed? 

Issue 7. How can the Forest provide opportunities for people to enjoy fish and 
wildlife species, quality hunting and fishing, seeing and hearing animals of 
various kinds? ' 

Management Concern 1. Recreation opportunities need to be broader and consider 
the physically handicapped, elderly, and a range of opportunities and levels of 
challenge for Forest users. 

Management Concern 2. There is a need for more coordinated planning for 
metropolitan area recreation; e.g., areas of high use in the Missoula area. 

Issue 1. What level of sustained annual yield of timber products should the 
Lolo provide that will maintain Forest productivity and still meet local, 
regional, and national needs? 

Issue 2. Where and to what degree of intensity can timber management be applied 
to ensure that the best sites are managed to meet future needs? 

Issue 3. In what ways can the Forest achieve better utilization of wood 
products? 

Issue 4. To what extent will economics be a factor in determining sale 
feasibili ty? 
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Management Concern 1. There is a need to improve timber utilization in order to 
increase yields, reduce fuels, and lower management costs. 

Management Concern 2. There is a need for investment guides for marginal sites 
on the Forest. 

Management Concern 3. To what extent will the Forest consider the use of 
herbicides to accomplish roadside maintenance and various silvicultural 
objecti ves. 

Management Concern 4. The Forest needs to establish criteria for the use of 
timber harvest systems. 

Management Concern 5. There is a need to develop a means of integrating all 
resource goals when preparing reforestation plans, especially for backlog areas. 

ID.EK ABIL SOILS 

Issue 1. How can the Forest maintain watershed protection on lands with 
intermingled ownership? 

Issue 2. Considering that water quality is an indicator of how the land 
responds to management, what level of water quality should the Forest strive to 
maintain in various drainages? 

Issue 3. To what extent should areas on the Forest such as steep slopes, 
granitic soils, and glacial and lake sediments be developed? 

Management Conc~rn 1. There is a need for a basic policy statement on water 
quality standards. This statement will provide an opportunity to explain to 
what extent water quality is an indicator of proper management, to explain State 
and Federal water standards to the public, and to identify areas on the Forest 
that need special treatment to either maintain or improve water quality. 

Management Concern 2. There is a need to identify streams of high value for 
recreation and fisheries where water rights need to be established and 
quantification determined. 

Management Concern 3. There is a need to consider basic soil productivity, 
especially relevant to activities that cause compaction. 

Issue 1. How much land suitable for big-game habitat should be allocated for 
this use, and to what extent should features such as wallows, security areas, 
and winter range be protected? 

Issue 2. What are the geographic limits of essential habitat for grizzly bear 
and other threatened and endangered species, and what management activities are 
compatible with their habitat requirements? 
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Issue 3. How much land area on the Forest is nea:!ed in various types and ages 
of vegetation to maintain diverse habitats suitable for fish, game, and nongame 
species of wildlife? 

Issue 4. How can the impact of human activities on wildlife be mitigata:!? 

Management Concern 1. The Forest needs to develop long-range wildlife habitat 
management objectives that include the rationale for road closures. 

AQUATIC ENVIRQNMENI/FISHERIES_~BrIAI 

Issue 1. Where and how much aquatic environment/fisheries habitat on the Forest 
should be improved? 

Issue 2. How can the Forest continue to protect the fisheries, wildlife, and 
recreation values in the Rock Creek Blue Ribbon trout stream? (This had been an 
issue in the past but was not addressed in the original FEIS because the public 
did not identify it at that time. However, because of recent project planning 
in the drainage and the Bonneville Power Administration 500-kV powerline, it is 
addressed as a public issue.) 

Management Concern 1. The Forest needs specific objectives for riparian zone 
management because of high resource values and conflicting uses. 

LANDS 

Issue 1. In order to improve National Forest management, which lands should the 
Forest identify for acquisition or disposal through purchase or exchange? 

Issue 2. In the event that powerlines or pipelines must be locata:! on the 
Forest, where would they be least likely to impact resource values and uses? 

Management Concern 1. The Forest needs guidelines on the issuance and 
administration of special use permits. 

MINERALS 

Issue 1. Where on the Lolo National Forest are there areas of mineral potential 
high enough to influence land allocation? 

Issue 2. Where on the Forest should the Forest Supervisor recommend approval of 
oil and gas lease applications, and with what types of restrictions? (This had 
been identified as a management concern, but because of the growth in interest 
shown for oil and gas leasing over the past year, the topic has become a public 
issue.) 

Issue 1. Where and how much fire can be used to achieve resource management 
objectives within air quality guidelines and standards? 
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Management Concern 1. Fire use and control programs need to be compatible with 
the role of fire in various ecosystems. 

Management Concern 2. The Forest needs a cost-effective fire suppression 
program responsive to the revised fire management policy. 

Issue 1. What standards of roads are needed to support resource management 
activities on the Forest? 

Issue 2. How much roading is needed on the Forest to provide adequate access 
while maintaining wildlife and fish habitat, visual quality, water quality, and 
soil stability? 

Issue 3. How much road closure should occur and what types of roads should be 
left open to the public? 

Management Concern 1. Transportation planning needs to be more responsive to 
and better coordinated with logging systems. 

SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC 

Issue 1. How will specific management allocations in the Forest Plan affect 
local community economics? 

VISUAL QUALIlY 

1. How much change from the natural-appearing landscape should take place and 
where should it occur, considering the public's social and economic needs? 

HILDERNESS 

1 • What roadless areas should be recommended for wilderness on the Lolo 
National Forest? 

2. How should the roadless areas that are not recommended for Wilderness be 
managed? 

II. ALTERNATIVES 

Alternatives were developed to respond to public issues, management concerns, 
opportunities, cost efficiency and net public benefits. 

A • ~.rnative DevclQpment 

Once the issues were finalized, information was developed to determine the 
Forest's capability to respond to each issue through the analysis of the 
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management situation. Base resource data, economic information, and 
environmental/legal constraints were examined. Benchmarks were developed and 
analyzed to measure resource and economic interrelationships and output ranges 
for alternative development. 

The analysis of the management situation determined resource supply potentials 
by establishing minimum and maximum production levels called benchmarks. A 
level was also established from which the costs and effects of applying 
regulations and policy constraints were measured. Production capabilities were 
determined for single resources and for a set of multiple resource outputs that 
maximized present net value. This analysis established the benchmark levels 
required by NFMA Regulation 219.12e. 

There are several alternatives considered but eliminated from detailed study. 
Included is the alternative that addressed the Resource Planning Act 
objectives. The Lolo Forest cannot meet these objectives without incurring 
unacceptable results as discussed in Chapter II. 

B. D~scriptiQn of Alternatives 

In the development of alternatives, those that are required include: one that 
maximized timber production and most market opportunities While meeting policy 
requirements such as the maximum modification visual quality objective; one 
which optimized nonmarket opportunities such as roadless, wilderness, 
recreation, visual quality, fisheries, and wildlife; and the current direction. 

These alternatives were examined to determine where they fit in a range of 
outputs expressed by the benchmarks, and how well they respond to the issues, 
including the road less evaluation. Additional alternatives were then identified 
that would complete an adequate range of outputs for analysis. 

The alternatives are: 

1. Alternative a - Current Direction 

The goal of this alternative is to continue management direction as set out in 
plans formulated and approved prior to passage of the National Forest Management 
Act, and included in existing policies, standards, and guidelines. Current 
budget levels are assumed. 

Of the current roadless area, 27 percent is recommended for additional 
wilderness, 21 percent allocated to roadless management, and approximately 52 
percent available for development. 

The allowable sale quantity for the first decade is 111 MMBF/year. Outputs then 
increase to the allowable sale quantity of 133 MMBF/year in decade 2 Which 
approximates 66 percent of the long-term sustained yield capacity. 

Decades 1 through 12 provide 100 percent of the existing big game summer and 
winter range productivity. 
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2. Alternative b 

This alternative was designed to emphasize nonmarket uses, especially roadless 
management, visual quality, wildlife, fish habitat, and water quality. Timber, 
livestock grazing, and minerals opportunities are consistent with these 
objecti ves • 

Of the current roadless area, 27 percent is recommended for additional 
wilderness in this alternative, with 49 percent allocated to roadless 
management, and approximately 24 percent available for development. 

The first decade allowable sale quantity of 104 MMBF/year is 6 percent below the 
current level. Output increases to the allowable sale quantity of 125 MMBF/year 
in the second decade which is 72 percent of the long-term sustained yield 
capacity. 

Big-game winter range is reduced by 25 percent over the existing situation and 
summer range is increased by 50 percent. 

3. Alternative c 

This alternative was designed to emphasize timber and mineral opportunities and 
respond to significant components of the wilderness and wildlife habitat issues 
that can be achieved at little cost to market outputs. 

Of the current roadless acres on the Forest, 27 percent is recommended for 
additional wilderness in this alternative, with 19 percent allocated to roadless 
management and approximately 54 percent available for development. 

Big-game winter range is reduced to 85 percent of the existing situation and 
summer range is, increased by 35 percent of the existing situation. 

4. Alternative d - Proposed Action 

This alternative was designed to resolVe major issues and management concerns, 
with a mix of both market and nonmarket uses and outputs. Emphasis is on 
roadless recreation, wilderness, wildlife habitat, fisheries, visual quality, 
and timber issues. 

Of the current roadless area, 29 percent is recommended for additional 
wilderness in this alternative, with 23 percent allocated to roadless management 
and approximately 48 percent available for development. 

The first decade allowable sale quantity of 107 MMBF/year is 4 percent below the 
current level. Outputs then increase to about 131 MMBF/year in the second 
decade and 177 MMBF in the eleventh decade which approximates long-term 
sustained yield capacity. 

Big-game winter range production is increased by 29 percent over the existing 
situation and summer range is increased by 25 percent. 
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Alternative d1 - departure 

This departure includes acceleration of timber harvest in the first decade to 
contribute to the national need for lumber used in housing. The first decade is 
similar to the Proposed Action, then increases to its peak in the fourth 
decade. Even flow is reached at the tenth decade. 

Elk forage production and populations would average 25 percent less than the 
Proposed Action during the first and last one and one-half decades, for a total 
of 30 years. The intervening decades would have a higher forage production than 
the Proposed Action. 

5. Alternative e 

This alternative was designed to emphasize timber outputs and livestock use to 
be achieved in the most cost effective manner, and does not respond to the 
wilderness issue. It results in an extensive road system, encouraging 
opportunities for minerals exploration, development, and roaded recreation. 
This alternative is useful in evaluating the total range of tradeoffs. 

Of the current roadless area, no additional wilderness is recommended in this 
alternative, with 39 percent allocated to roadless management and approximately 
61 percent available for development. 

The first decade allowable sale quantity of 107 MMBF/year is 4 percent below the 
current level. Outputs then increase to the allowable sale quantity of 140 
MMBF/year in the 2nd through 10th decades and 191 in the 11th decade which 
approximates long-term sustained yield capacity. 

The winter range productivity for big game decreases to 73 percent of the 
existing situation. Summer range productivity is increased by 13 percent. 

6. Alternative f 

This alternative was designed to emphasize nonmarket uses, especially 
wilderness, roadless recreation, and wildlife diversity and aquatic habitat. 
Timber management is confined to sites that do not have SOils, Wildlife, or in 
most cases, visual constraints. This alternative was also developed to include 
roadless areas with particular public interest for wilderness, to provide for 
geographical distribution of wilderness areas across the Forest, and provide for 
representation of major ecosystems found on the Lolo. 

Of the current roadless acres on the Forest, 51 percent is recommended for 
additional wilderness in this alternative, with 10 percent allocated to roadless 
management and approximately 39 percent available for development. 

The first decade allowable sale quantity of 107 MMBF/year is 4 percent below the 
current level. Outputs then gradually increase to the allowable sale quantity 
of 129 MMBF/year in the 3rd decade and 171 MMBF in the 11th decade which 
approximates long-term sustained yield capacity. 

The productivity of big-game winter range drops to 67 percent of the existing 
situation and summer range productivity increases 7 percent. 
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7. Alternative g 

This alternative was designed to maintain or increase market outputs from 
currently roaded lands and respond to nonmarket issues on roadless areas. All 
inventoried roadless acreage remains unroaded and recommended for wilderness •. 
Timber management is confined to presently developed sites, displaying the least 
acreage available for timber harvest of all the alternatives. 

Of the current inventoried roadless acres on the Forest, 100 percent is 
recommended for additional wilderness. 

The first decade allowable sale quantity of 90 MMBF/year is 19 percent below the 
current level. Outputs then increase to the allowable sale quantity of 120 
MMBF/year in decade 2, 126 MMBF in the 10th decade, and 174 MMBF in the 11th 
decade. 

The big-game winter range productivity decreases to 64 percent of the existing 
situation, and summer range decreases to 82 percent of the existing situation.~ 

III . AE.EE.CI.ElLE.NYIRONMENf 

The Rocky Mountain Region, of which the Forest is a part, is characterized by 
generally north- to south-oriented mountain ranges separated by flat valley 
floors and foothills. Atmospheric conditions, as modified by aspect and slope, 
become progressively cooler and more humid in the transition from lower to 
higher elevation. Climatic zones range from the semiarid and relatively warm 
valley bottoms through a broad range of cool, moist coniferous forests to the 
cold, moist subalpine and alpine region characterized by bedrock escarpments, 
coarse rock debris, and cirque lakes and headwalls carved by alpine glaciation 
in the recent geologic past. 

a. TopographY 

The Forest is approximately 120 miles long and 40 to 80 miles wide, segmeIDta3by 
the major drainages. The Missoula Valley acts as the hub of these National 
Forest segments. The Clark Fork, the major river in the area, flows from toe 
southeast to the northwest and generally bisects the Forest. The Bitterroot, 
Blackfoot, St. Regis, and Thompson Rivers constitute the primary tributaries tQ 
the Clark Fork. Other significant streams flowing into the Clark Fork inclQde 
Rock, Fish, Rattlesnake, and Ninanile Creeks. The rivers and streams drain a 
highly dissected and steep terrain. Although most of the land is heavily 
timbered, many southerly-facing low-elevation slopes have a grassy, park-J.:ike. 
appearance. Mountains rising in excess of 7,000 feet elevation usually exhibit 
the effect of alpine glaciation. Slopes on the Forest are variable. Gentle 
slopes are found along stream bottoms and on ridge tops, with intervening lands 
steep to very steep. 
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b. PrecipitatiQn 

The Missoula Valley itself is semiarid with annual precipitation of about 14 
inches. Precipitation increases with elevation. Nearly one-half of the 42 
inches of average annual precipitation that falls as rain and snow on the Lolo 
National Forest runs off as high-quality streamflow. Over two-thirds of the 
precipitation falls as snow which is the primary source for ground water 
recharge and streamflow. 

c. Visual 

About 30 percent of the Forest outside of wilderness is considered to have 
distinctive scenic quality. Portions of the Forest are seen by about 100,000 
residents -- about half the population of western Montana. In addition, parts 
of the Forest can be viewed from about 280 miles of Federal or State highway 
corridor, with a daily average use of around 20,000 vehicles. At the present 
time, about 80 percent of the Forest has a relatively natural appearance. 

3. BiQ1Qgical Setting 

The vegetative communities are identified and described with seven vegetative 
groups. Habitat types (Pfister et al., 1977) express different combinations of 
climate, soils, and topography that are directly related to species occurrence 
and productivity, and grouping of these types is convenient for broad-base land 
planning. Habitat types having similar site indexes and management implications 
were grouped for the Lolo National Forest (On and Losensky, 1976). These groups 
range from nonforest (rock, meadow, grassland), through the dry-warm and 
dry-cool Douglas-fir types, moist spruce-fir types, to the cool and cold alpine 
fir types. Fourteen coniferous species or species groups are found on the 
Forest. There are no known threatened or endangered plant species within the 
boundaries of the Forest. 

The Lolo National Forest lies primarily within Mineral, Missoula, and Sanders 
Counties. Missoula County is the most densely populated of the counties and the 
city of Missoula serves as a trade center for these and other western Montana 
counties. Other population centers in the three counties are much smaller than 
the city of Missoula. Employment in Missoula County accounts for 85 percent of 
the total employment in the three-county area. 

a. fo,pll.lation 

Missoula County, with a population of 76,016 is the most populated of the three 
principle counties. Sanders County has a population of 8,675, \\hile Mineral 
County has a population of 3,675. The population is predominantly white, with 
American Indian comprising the largest minority group. 

b. E.QQ~ 

Forest products are the economic backbone of western Montana. The industry is 
the largest component of the economic base in these counties. Sanders and 
Mineral Counties are dependent upon wood products for over half their economic 
base. Employment and earnings figures in basic industries for Missoula County 
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show that the local economy is heavily dependent on the following industries: 
wood products, University of Montana, Federal Government, wholesale and retail 
trade, and transportation. 

The future outlook for employment and earnings in the economies of Mineral, 
Missoula, and Sanders Counties is uncertain largely because of the dependence on 
few basic industries. Persons who choose to live in Montana for "quality of 
life" can expect a 15 percent reduction in earnings from the national average 
per capita income. 

The Lolo National Forest is of varying importance to different groups of people 
for different resource uses. At all levels of interest, the production of 
timber is probably the most significant. This resource use certainly is of the 
greatest economic importance followed closely by water production. Livestock 
forage production and recreation use, including that associated with the fish 
and wildlife on the Forest, are of lesser economic importance. 

c. Lifestyles 

There are several social values which are important to people affected by the 
Forest. Certain emotional and/or spiritual levels are related to the wildland. 
The "natural experience" provides an escape from normal daily routines and 
contributes to a relative state of inner peace. 

Also important is the sense of freedom in one's life, without being subjected to 
controls by others. To many users, access to the Forest and the use of its 
resources are an important aspect of self-sufficiency. 

The influx of people with varying backgrounds and philosophies tends to decrease 
the cohesiveness of the community. The Forest faces the dilemma of mitigating 
the consumption versus preservation conflict. Traditional use and ownership of 
the land for ranching, logging, or other forms of long-standing use versus 
development are also addressed as concerns by individuals. 

The Lolo Forest's three primary counties received the following payments (in 
thousands of dollars) from the Lolo National Forest receipts for fiscal years 
1981, 1982, and 1983: 

Fiscal Year 

1981 
1982 
1983 

Min.er.al 

330.5 
169.7 
213.8 

Missoula 

254.8 
130.8 
164.9 

Sanders 

247.6 
127.1 
160.2 

These amounts were determined from total Forest receipts that include timber, 
range, minerals, recreation, and land uses. 
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Employment in \~ork-years was 461 in 1981, 436 in 1982, 426 in 1983, and is 
currently approximately 420. The average annual budget for the past 5 years was 
$16.1 million. Excluding inflationary effects, the annual budget increased 
until about 1981 and has been decreasing since that year. 

1 • Re~r.eation 

Total recreation use on the Forest has been increasing steadily, with the 
majority of use associated with dispersed recreation activities. A variety of 
conflicts arise from time to time between groups using the Forest for 
recreation. Examples include conflicts between motorized and nonmotorized 
visitors, hikers and horsemen, snowmobiles and cross-country skiers, or 
powerboats and paddle craft. Private concessionaires provide both facilities 
and services to accommodate a wide variety of recreation activities on the 
Forest, and the Forest has suitable areas potentially available for expansion of 
concessions. 

The City of Missoula is somewhat unique from the standpoint of having high 
quality recreation land at its doorstep. Areas such as Pattee Canyon, Blue 
Mountain, Fort Fizzle, and the lower Rattlesnake fill a variety of recreation 
needs for a wide range of activity. While these areas fill an important role 
for many people, they are expensive to manage and maintain due to vandalism, 
cleanup, and law enforcement needs. 

Recreation use is measured by recreation visitor days (RVD's) -- where one RVD 
equals 12 hours of use or occupancy. 

a • D.i~.r~.ro~eation 

In FY 1983, use of dispersed areas totaled approximately 960,000 RVD's or 80 
percent of the total Forest use. Much of this use takes place near population 
centers or in the vicinity of developed sites and resorts. The more popular 
activities include hunting, fishing, hiking, horseback riding, motor touring, 
berrypicking, firewood gathering, cross-country skiing, and use of the 
wilderness system. 

Developed National Forest sites received approximately 237,000 recreation 
visitor days in FY 1983. This is about 15 percent of the Forest's total 
recreation use. These sites have a capacity to accommodate about 6,541 people 
at one time. Nearly half receive more than 40 percent of their theoretical 
potential use each year. (Forty percent of theoretical use is the level 
considered to be "full" use and which indicates possible need for expansion.) 
Popular sites, such as destination campgrounds near lakes or other attractions, 
are full on holidays and other popular weekends. Vegetation and soils at some 
of these sites reflect use levels which cannot be sustained over many years 
without deterioration. Other developed sites, located in more remote locations$ 
receive much lighter use and costs of operation are high when assessed again~t 
actual use. Higher energy costs are affecting use patterns. Lengths of stay 
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are increasing at destination sites, but more remote sites and bedroom type 
campground use levels have dropped slightly in recent years. 

Use of concession-operated sites amounted to 70,900 vi~itor days, or 5 percent 
of the total recreational use on the Forest during FY 1980. 

The Forest's trail system is the most important dispersed recreation facility. 
Through trail abandonment, for various reasons, the trail system has been 
reduced from more than 3,500 miles to less than 1,900 miles in the past 30 
years. A Recreation Opportunity Guide providing information about the trails, 
use, experience, and hazards is available at the Supervisor's and Ranger 
District Offices. 

2 • ~ur.gL]~sources 

The Lolo National Forest contains a rich and diversified number of cultural 
heritage sites within its boundaries. The historic and prehistoric sites that 
exist on the Forest are protected by the National Historic Preservation Act of 
1966 and other mandates. Cultural resource inventories have located over three 
hundred sites, many of which are eligible for listing on the National Register 
of Historic Places. To date, the Forest has one National Historic Trail (Lewis 
and Clark Trail) and three sites listed on the National Register of Historic 
Places. 

The Forest contains units of nationally recognized wilderness, a national 
recreation area, and segments of the National Trail System. 

The wilderness and special areas are represented by the Welcome Creek Wilderness 
(28,135 acres), Rattlesnake National Recreation Area and Wilderness (25,010 
acres in NRAj 29,824 acres in Wilderness), a portion of the Scapegoat Wilderness 
(74,192 acres), a portion of the Selway-Bitterroot Wilderness (7,557 acres), and 
89 miles in the National Trail System. 

While 7 percent of the Forest is wilderness, another 37 percent is roadless and 
undeveloped. The inventoried roadless resource includes 776,190 acres located 
in 36 parcels. Appendix C contains specific detailed descriptions and analysis 
of the characteristics and values of each roadless area. 

4. Yisual Quality 

Visual inventory systems were used to identify the scenic quality of the 
Forest's landscapes and to identify visual quality objectives to be considered 
in management of the resources. The analysis shows that approximately 30 
percent of the Forest outside of wilderness is considered to have distinctive 
scenic quality, and that approximately 80 percent of the Forest has a relatively 
natural appearance. 
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5. tiildUfe 

The Forest contains several djstinct babi tats that at'e irnpor'tant to dj fferent 
groups of wildlife species. A large portion of western Montana's elk habitat 
that supports an elk population of national significance is found on the Forest, 
but the deer and elk populations are estimated to be at 66 to 75 percent of 
potenUal. Nongame species most likely to be affected by management activities 
include old-growth dependent and snag-using species. At the present time, the 
natural population dynamics are not affected by deficiencies in habitat. 

Grizzly bear, peregrine falcon habitat, 
The status of the gray wolf is unknown. 
threatened or endangered species are in 
the species needs are known. 

and bald eagle are found on the Forest. 
Programs to promote recovery of these 

effect where suitable habitat exists and 

Indicator species have been identified for wildlife species groups to monitor 
the effects of forest management. 

Riparian areas consist of streamside and lakeside ecosystems, aquatic 
ecosystems, wetlands, and flood plains. Riparian areas comprise the most 
valuable components to watershed, wildli fe, and fisheries resources. Although 
the riparian areas comprise a small percentage of the Forest, they receive a 
disproportionate share of use, especially for transportation systems, grazing, 
recreation, and mineral activities. 

About 3,500 miles of fishing streams exist on the Forest, and there are 96 lakes 
that either support or could support a fishery_ There are 12 species of game 
fish and 7 species of nongame fish. Sediment-sensitive invertebrates are 
designated the indicator species for the fish group as they are most sensitive 
to management activities. 

Grazing is not a major use on the Forest, but it is important to the ranchers 
and outfitters who depend on it. Often the Forest land is an integral part of a 
much larger grazing unit. Currently, there are 128 range allotments on the 
Forest. Fourteen of these are wilderness packstock allotments. Outside 
wilderness, 65 allotments are active and 49 are inactive. Permitted livestock 
numbers have decreased over the last several years in consideration of other 
resource needs and reevaluation of carrying capacities. 

8. Timber 

From 1975 through 1979 the average annual volume of timber sold from the Forest 
was 98.5 million board feet (MMBF). In addition to timber programmed for sale, 
about 20 to 28 MMBF of firewood and other dead and down materials are removed 
from the Forest annually. 

The Forest supplies timber to several large- and small-capacity mills in western 
Montana. Several speciality product mills such as post and pole yards and cedar 
mills are supplied by Forest timber. Firewood, pulp, and hog fuel products are 
also removed for use in local mills and business. 



Commercially important tree species on the Forest include ponderosa pine, 
Douglas-fir, lOdgepole pine, western larch, Engelmann spruce, grand fir, 
subalpine fir, and western red cedar. Productivity of the Forest's commercial 
forest lands ranges from 20 cubic feet per acre per year in warm, dry, 
pine-bunchgrass types to 164 cubic feet per acre per year in warm, moist, 
western hemlock types. 

Nearly half of the 42 inches of average annual precipitation that falls on the 
Forest's watersheds is released as streamflow. About 3.5 million acre-feet of 
water per year flow through almost 10,000 miles of stream channels to the Clark 
Fork River. The chemical water quality of streams on the Forest is generally 
excellent. The water quality contaminant most associated with land management 
is sediment. Compared to chemical parameters, sediment is naturally highly 
variable, both within a given watershed and between watersheds. Two soil types 
on the Forest are particularly susceptible to water-related erosion and 
sedimentation--the decomposed granitics and the lakebed sediments of Glacial 
Lake Missoula. 

Road construction, grazing, and placer mining have impacted some of the Forest's 
water resources. 

10. Minerals 

Current mineral-related activity within the Forest is associated with the search 
for energy (leasable) minerals and hard rock or placer (locatable) minerals. As 
of September 1985, 920,000 acres of the Lolo Forest lands were under lease. 
Applications are pending on an additional 290,000 acres. 

Locatable mineral activity is governed by the 1872 Mining Law. It allows any 
citizen the right to enter open public land to prospect for, locate, and develop 
the mineral resources therein. This right is not, however, without limits. 
Under the provisions of the Forest Service Surface Management Regulations (36 
CFR 228), the mining claimant must present a plan of operation outlining what 
exploration or development steps are anticipated. 

11. HlJlDaD-lamLC.oIDlIlJllity-Deyelopment 

Human and community development activities include programs that assist people 
and communities while enhancing Forest management. Allocation and scheduling of 
outputs in any of the alternatives will not directly affect these programs, 
including their budgets. . 

Programs encouraging hiring of women, minorities, and persons with low incomes 
are supported. Several Older Americans are employed in the District and 
Supervisor's Offices under a special program. Emphasis on service expands 
opportunities for all persons, including the elderly and handicapped, to use the 
Forest. 

The Forest co-sponsors annual environmental education workshops offered for 
graduate credit through the University of Montana for teachers. 
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12. ~ 

Over 500,000 acres of private and State lands occur within the Forest boundary. 
During the past 2 decades, the Forest's land management emphasis has responded 
to a series of social and economic changes including accelerated subdivision, 
demand for services such as power and communications facilities, stronger 
cooperative actions with large landowners, expansion of communities in the 
Forest area, management of Forest areas through legislated designation, and 
development of the Forest. 

Lands activities include the processing and managing of special uses, where 
non-Forest Service parties obtain certain privileges to use National Forest 
System lands. Currently there are 571 permits on the Forest for uses such as 
ditches, dams, roads, recreational occupancy, utilities, ski areas, resorts, 
etc. Rights-of-way across other ownerships are also acquired by the Forest to 
gain public access to Federal lands. Cost share agreements with other land 
managers provide for sharing of road development costs on intermingled 
ownerships and benefit all parties. Boundary location surveys/remonumentation 
and ownership adjustments to effect efficiency in management are also ongoing 
programs. 

13 • .B~ 

About 5,440 miles of inventoried system roads, which are considered necessary 
for resource management activities, exist on or adjacent to the Forest. Of the 
5,440 miles, about 420 miles are classed as Forest arterials, 3,000 miles as 
Forest collectors, and about 2,020 miles as local roads. Besides these 
inventoried road miles, about 1,800 miles of old logging spur-type roadways 
exist. These roads were built originally as "temporary" facilities, but half 
(about 900) miles appear to have some value for future resource access and 
utilization needs. 

Wildfires and insect epidemics have played a major role in the development and 
present conditions of the Forest. They will continue their influential role in 
the future. 

Historically, fire has been a frequent occurrence on the Forest; all major 
vegetative types evolved with lightning and man-caused fires. Cyclic fires 
played a variety of roles including seedbed preparation, nutrient cycling, 
maintaining seral vegetation, providing favorable habitat for some wildlife 
species, maintaining a mosaic of age classes and vegetative types, reducing 
susceptibility of vegetation to some types of insect and disease attacks, and 
reducing heavy, continuous fuel loads. 

A significant timber loss is occurring in some drainages on the Forest from 
epidemic infestations of the mountain pine beetle and associated mortality of 
lodgepole pine. Forest-Wide, it is the most serious insect pest. The most 
serious outbreak is found on the Plains/Thompson Falls Ranger District. Of 
13,800 acres of infested lodgepole pine observed on the Forest in 1980, 12,600 
acres are on this Ranger District. 
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15. A.ir .. J~hJiUity 

The Clean Air Act established wildernesses as Class I air quality areas. 
Protection of air quality will be a critical factor in the management programs 
for the Forest's wildernesses. 

The frequent temperature inversions in the Missoula Valley have led to a 
cooperative effort between local, County, State, and Federal agencies to limit 
burning to protect and improve air quality. 

Different mixes of prescriptions by alternative produce different levels of 
resource outputs, goods, and services, such as recreation capacity, habitat 
diversity, timber production, water yield, and grazing use. The level of output 
and the location where it is produced translate into varying environmental 
consequences by alternative. 

Each management area includes standards and practices that provide mitigation 
measures to ensure that long-term productivity of the land is not impaired. 
Forest-wide standards that apply to all prescriptions also protect the resources 
and mitigate adverse impacts. Therefore, the alternatives considered in detail 
all meet the minimum requirements for the conscientious management of the 
resources. 

Hil~~. The Proposed Action would increase the amount of wilderness over 
the Current Direction (Alternative a), but fall short of proposing the total 
suitable acreage for classification. Wilderness classification provides for 
certain recreation, scientific, and educational opportunities, and provides 
satisfaction to the public in that these lands are designated for preservation 
and protection in their natural state. Wilderness classification can reduoe the 
PNV and contribution to local economy because reduced availability of forest . 
products and lower Forest receipts. 

fference between of the current situation and 
potenti for grazing indicates is little room for increasing 

of grazing use on the Forest under any alternative. Livestock 
grazing at the levels projected 1 a minimal effect on the environment. 

~gtjQD. All alternatives are capable of supplying more dispersed recreation 
opportunities than the foreseeable demand. The mix of dispersed recreation 
t~~es between alternatives varies with the amount of road development required 
to accomplish other goals of each alternative. Developed recreation faciliti.es 
are similar in all alternatives in that they do not provide for new campground 
or picnic area construction since the existing supply is adequate to meet 
demand. 

Timber. The Proposed Action increases the timber harvest level offered from the 
existing management situation and Current Direction (Alternative a), but shows a 
decrease from the situation where conditions are most suitable for high timber 
production (Alternative c). Subtle and gradual changes will occur in most 
watersheds resulting in generally younger, more healthy, and diverse stands with 
a greater variety of age classes. There will be some short-term losses in 
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foreground visual quality resulting from openings required to renew aging and 
uni form stands. 

W.ater and Soils. High impact potential results from roading and other 
development projects, grazing, and harvesting timber in the riparian zone. The 
direct effects are removal of protective cover, changes to many habitats that 
wildlife depend on, and the potential to affect the stability of landforms and 
stream channels. 

Increasing the miles of road construction, especially in riparian zones, 
increasing timber harvests, and increasing road maintenance on roads open for 
public use, increases the potential for water quality (sediment production) 
impacts. 

WilDlife. Habitat effectiveness or freedom of wildlife from human disturbance 
is important if benefits from improved habitat diversity are to be realized. 
Both diversity (e.g., proper ratios of food and cover, access to water, 
protection of wallows and salt licks) and effectiveness (lack of disturbance) 
are necessary to improve big-game habitat. 

Human and_CQmmuDit~y~~pment. Existing equal opportunity emphasis on the 
Forest strongly considers minorities, women, and the handicapped in hiring 
practices and the enforcement of contracts and permits. This emphasis would 
apply to any alternative; however, some alternatives inherently reduce the 
flexibility to achieve equal opportunity goals, such as those that suppress 
service concepts. 

Summary of Sh.ort.:::l'.e.rm.JJ.s.e and Long-TerIll PrQ'o.u.ctiyity. Alternative c has the 
highest levels of short-term uses, as reflected by acres of vegetative 
treatment, and therefore results in higher levels of short-term consequences, 
such as reduced, air quality, visual impacts, fire hazard, and increased 
sedimentation. Alternative g has the lowest level of short-term uses, and 
therefore the lowest level of short-term consequences. In all alternatives, the 
long-term productivity is maintained or improved. 

Sl.lI!lIrlaO'_.QL Irr,e.Y.er.sibl.e_.ancL Ir r.e.tr i.e.Y.alli_.c.oIDID.it~Ilt. pf_1\.e.s.9.ur~. The 
construction of roads to provide future access to the Forest is considered an 
irreversible action because of the long time needed to revert a road to natural 
conditions. Mineral and mineral-material extraction is also an irreversible 
action. Alternative c, with the highest resource output levels, has the 
greatest irreversible commitment of resources based on associated construction 
of roads. Alternative g has the fewest irreversible actions and protects future 
options the most. 

Irretrievable commitment of resources is the lost use of a resource due to land 
assignment decisions. This may be the loss of timber utilization due to a 
wilderness assignment, or the loss of a natural environment due to a timber 
management assignment. The maintenance of future options and the current 
ability to utilize the resources to the fullest tend to conflict with one 
another, and the purpose of Forest planning is to balance the needs of both the 
current population and future generations. 

Implementation of the Proposed Action or the alternatives will result in some 
adverse environmental consequences that cannot be avoided even though the 
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mitigation measures included in the management standards serve to limit the 
extent and duration of these effects. These effects include: 

-- increases in sedimentation resulting from soil disturbance and increased 
water yield. 

-- short-term adverse effects on scenic quality because of vegetation 
management and road construction. 

-- foregone timber volumes because of the inaccessibility and inoperability of 
certain landforms, and the unavailability of forest products in classified 
wilderness. 

reduced air quality because of dust, smoke, and automobile emissions 
resulting from increased recreation use and vegetative management practices. 

some loss of primitive and semiprimitive recreation opportunities occurs on 
lands intensively managed for timber production. 
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.cHAPTER I - pURPOOE AND Nml FOR ACIIOR 

A. Introduc.tiQn 

This Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) describes a proposed 
action, and alternatives to the proposed action, for the future management 
of the 1and and resources of the Lolo Nationa1 Forest. The FEIS a1so 
describes the affected environment and discloses the environmental 
consequences of implementing the proposed action and alternatives to it. 
This Final Environmental Impact Statement has been prepared in response to 
public and agency comments on the Revised Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement, filed February 22, 1985. 

The Proposed Action identified in this Final Environmental Impact Statement 
serves as the basis for the National Forest Land and Resource Management 
Plan (Forest Plan) which is described in a separate document. 

This EIS and the Forest Plan are designed to ensure multiple use and provide 
a long-term sustained yield of goods and services from the Forest to 
maximize long-term net public benefits (NPB) and address public issues in an 
environmentally sound manner. NPB represents the cumulative net value of 
all Forest outputs and activities. 

The goal in developing the Forest Plan is to fully integrate a mix of 
management actions that provide for use and protection of forest resources, 
satisfy guiding legislation, and address local, regional, and national 
issues. The Forest Plan will guide management of the Forest for the next 10 
to 15 years unless conditions or demands significantly change. The analysis 
in the EIS projects outputs and effects for up to 120 years to indicate the 
long-term implications of continuing with the Plan. While long range 
effects have been estimated, the Plan is only valid until is is revised, 
committing the Forest to a course of action no longer than 15 years. 
Provision for revision or amendment of the Plan is specified in 36 CFR 
219.10(q) • 

Preparation of the Forest Plan is required by the Forest and Rangeland 
Renewable Resources Planning Act (RPA), as amended by the National Forest 
Management Act (NFMA). The preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement 
disclosing a proposed action and alternatives to it is required by the 
National Environmental Policy Act, 42 USC 4332 (NEPA)j the Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) NEPA Regulations (40 CFR 1500-1508); and the 
implementing regulations of NFMA (36 CFR 219). This FEIS is prepared in the 
format established in the CEQ Regulations (40 CFR 1502.10). 

Projects implementing the Forest Plan are subject to the NEPA process. 
However, environmental effects can be tiered from the broader environmental 
statements of the RPA program, Regional Guide, and Forest Plan. Actions not 
covered by the hierarchy of planning levels will require additional 
environmental analysis. 
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B. National, Regional, and Forest Planning 

The planning process invclves the three Forest Service administrative 
levels: National, Regional, and Forest. Management is based principally 
upon locally derived information about production capabilities; reflects 
conditions and circumstances at all levels; and becomes increasingly 
specific as planning progresses from the National to the Forest level. 
Regional Guides convey management direction from the National level to the 
Forest, and convey information from the Forest to the National level. 
Regional Guides also establish management standards and guidelines, identify 
Regional issues, and distribute RPA targets to Forests. The question of 
meeting the targets assigned the Forest is addressed in the Forest planning 
process. 

The Forest Plan replaces all previous resource management plans prepared for 
the Forest. After approval of a Forest Plan, all permits, contracts, and 
other instruments for the use and occupancy of the National Forest System 
land will be revised as soon as practical to be made consistent with the 
Forest Plan (16 USC 1604 (i)). In addition, all subsequent administrative 
activities affecting the Forest, including budget proposals, will be based 
on the Forest Plan (36 CFR 219.11 (d)). 

The planning process, as specified in the National Forest Management Act 
Regulations (36 CFR 219), was followed in development of the Proposed 
Action. The regulations require an interdisciplinary team to insure 
coordinated planning which addresses recreation, range, timber, watershed, 
wild Ii fe, and fish, and wilderness oppor-tuni ties (36 CFR 219.5). Also 
required is early and frequent contact with the Forest's publics and 
coordination of planning efforts with other Federal agencies, State and 
local governments, and Indian tribes. The thrust for the planning effort is 
provided by the publics' concerns about the way the Forest is managed. This 
approach to planning identifies problem areas and sets courses of action to 
resolve those problems; it recognizes the interrelationships of physical, 
biological, social, economic, and other environmental factors; it considers 
the effects of managing any combination of resources on all other resources; 
it weighs resource and dollar costs relative to goods, services, and uses 
provided. A data base of information was compiled by the interdiSciplinary 
team from available resource information and public participation. 

The planning actions as described in the Regulations (36 CFR 219.12(b)-(k)) 
and used in this Forest planning process are: 

1. Identification of purpose and need 
2. Development of planning criteria 
3. Inventory of data and information collection 
4. Analysis of the management situation 
5. Formulation of alternatives 
6. Estimated effects of alternatives 
7. Evaluation of alternatives 
8. Preferred alternative recommendations 
9. Plan approval 
10. Monitoring and evaluation 
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The Draft EIS was prepared and circulated for comment after completion of 
planning actions 1 through 7. The public and Governmental agencies were 
asked to comment. Comments received were used to examine the results of the 
first seven plannir;g steps and to modify the Forest Plan. The Final EIS and 
For'est Plan were then prepared and are used by the Regional Forester as the 
information base for a Record of Decision to complete the planning steps. 

C • f.l.ann.i!lg..Ar~.s.eDiQinity Map - Fis,ure 1-1) 

The Lolo National Forest is located in western Montana and includes 
2,112,597 acres of National Forest System lands. Roughl~ 120 miles ~ong and 
between 40 and 80 mile~ wide, the Fgrest lies between 46 30' and 48 
north latitude and 112 30' and 116 west longitude. The distribution 
of acreage by county is as follows: 

County 

Flathead 
Granite 
Lake 
Lewis & Clark 
Mineral 
Missoula 
Powell 
Ravalli 
Sanders 

Acr..e.s. 

18,707 
217,623 

39 
74,332 

647,207 
498,830 
144,688 

5,687 
484,837 

Missoula County is the most densely populated of the counties, and the city 
of Missoula serves as a trade center for western Montana cities. Other 
population centers in the vicinity of the Forest are much smaller than the 
city of Missoula. Total population for the nine county area is 
appt'oximately 234,578. 

The Supervisor's Office is located in Ranger District Offices 
located in Missoula, Ninemile, Plains, Seeley , and Superior, as shown 
on the vicinity map. A portion of the Forest along the southeast edge 
is administered by the Deer-lodge National (29,405 acres) because it 
is an integral part of large grazing on the Deerlodge Forest, and 
because of its transportation isolation from adjacent Lolo Forest lands. 
Planning for this portion of the Lolo National Forest will be accomplished 
by the Deerlodge Forest Supervisor, as provided under 36 CFR 219.4(b) (3). 

Four wilderness areas have been classified on the Forest (private land 
included): Welcome Creek (28,135 acres); Rattlesnake (33,000 acres); 
Selway-Bitterroot (9767 acres); and Scapegoat (74,832 acres). 

The 36 inventoried roadless areas on Lolo National Forest include 
approximately 776,190 acres of Natjonal Forest System land. Eight of the 
roadless areas overlap onto other Forests and were evaluated for wilderness 
designation in their entirety. These shared areas (acres listed are for the 
Lolo National Forest portion) are: Maple Peak (6,960 acres), Stevens Peak 
(600 acres), and Wonderful Peak (1,600 acres) - Idaho Panhandle National 
Forests; Hoodoo (98,500 acres) and Meadow Creek/Upper North (7,200 acres) -
Clearwater' National Forest; SilverlKing (12,840 acres) - Deerlodge National 
Forest; Cataract (9,900 acres) - Kootenai National Forest; and 
Bear-Marsha11-Scapegoat-Swan (120,900) - Flathead National Forest. Refer to 
Appendix C for a detailed description of all roadless areas. 
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D. Issues, Concerns, and Opportunities 

The interdisciplinary team began its identification of public issues by 
reviewing public comments on the following types of documents: completed 
Forest Unit Plan Environmental Impact Statements; the Forest Travel Plan; 
Forest resource plans; completed Unit Plans and Travel Plans for adjacent 
National Forests; recent environmental impact statements prepared by the 
Bureau of Land Management and the Bonneville Power Administration; and 
recent appeals on management proposals in the Forest Service's Northern 
Region. 

In a parallel effort, Supervisor's Office and District resource personnel 
identified tentative management concerns in their fields or areas of 
specialty. Review and screening of public comments and initial management 
concerns resulted in a "Tentative Public Issues" package containing 19 broad 
issue statements. That package was sent to about 750 individuals and 
organizations on the Forest mailing list for comment in May, 1978. During 
the 30-day response period, members of the public had the opportunity to . 
attend workshops held in Ranger District locales. Of those contacted, abOut 
20 percent responded. Based on comments from the public, the initial list 
of issues was expanded from 19 to 31. The final issues were mailed to the 
public, as well as a summary of workshop attendance and public comments, 
with a statement on how the interdisciplinary team used their comments to 
finalize the issues. 

Since the original issues were finalized, the Regional Forester has approved 
four new issues, they are: a management concern related to oil and gas 
leasing was reclassified to a public issue; recognition of a new issue that 
addresses management of the Rock Creek drainage; and two issues concerning 
wilderness and road1ess evaluation on the Forest. To address the latter two 
issues on wilderness and roadless, additional public involvement was 
initiated in September 1983. Prior to this, Forest planning efforts had 
examined a broad range of uses for roadless areas but had not included an 
evaluation for wilderness suitability. The Forest relied on earlier 
evaluations and recommendations made the RARE II (Road1ess Area Review 
and Evaluation) Final Environmental Impact Statement. As a result of the 
revised NFMA Regulations, September 1983, (36 CFR 219.17), the Forest 
Service is including an evaluation of roadless areas for wilderness in the 
Forest planning process. 

Upon finalizing the issues, the interdisciplinary team compiled a list of 
those management concerns that could not be combined into broad issue 
statements. The list was submitted to the Forest Supervisor who indicated 
his priorities for management concerns to be addressed in the planning 
process. Upon Regional Forester's staff approval, a final list of 
management concerns was also prepared. Appendix A provides an expanded 
discussion the public involvement process and the identification of issues, 
concerns, and opportunities. 

The Revised Draft EIS and proposed Forest Plan were released on February 22, 
1985 for public review and comment. The comment period closed on June 1, 
1985. The Final EIS and Forest Plan respond to public comment. Chapter VI 
documents the consultation and responses to comments from the public; 
Federal, State, and local Governement agencies; industry; organizations; and 
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elected officials. Chapter VI includes copies of the written comments 
received during the comment period. 

Public issues and management concerns are displayed below, as well as a 
summary of the public comment received on the 1985 Revised Draft EIS and 
proposed Forest Plan. Chapter VI provides more detail on the public 
comment. 

RANGE 

An estimated 194,000 acres of the Lolo National Forest has been considered 
suitable for domestic livestock grazing the past 10 years. Most of this 
range is forested, with less than five percent classified as permanent 
range. The majority of the rangelands are best suited for summer use. 
Though it is not a major forest activity, grazing use of the Forest by 
livestock does furnish part-time livelihood to permittees, a majority of 
whom have small (less than 100 head) permits. Other forage users include 
wildlife and recreation pack and saddle stock. 

Public issues and management concerns related to the range resource attempt 
to define a larger overall issue dealing with the compatibility of livestock 
grazing on the Forest with other resource programs. This situation is 
complicated by the social/economic implications associated with part-time 
livestock operators who sometimes cannot afford to pay for range 
improvements necessary to protect other resources such as riparian areas 
within allotment boundaries. In addition, the Forest must consider how it 
will address noxious weed control, a problem that is becoming major in 
western Montana on private and public lands. 

In order to resolve the follOWing issues and management concerns, the Forest 
identified suitable rangeland on the Forest; determined amounts of forage 
that could be produced; identified forage users; analyzed costs and benefits 
in relationship to other resources; developed criteria for determining 
appropriate users on specific pieces of ground; and developed standards for 
future management of grazing allotments. 

Range Issue No.1. Where and how much livestock grazing can occur on the 
Forest and be compatible with water quality, fisheries, timber management, 
soils, vegetation, and recreation? 

Range Issue No.2. When conflicts arise between livestock grazing and 
wildlife habitat, where should emphasis be placed? 

Range Issue No.3. What are the social and economic aspects of livestock 
grazing on the Lolo National Forest? 

Range Management Concern No.1. What investments should the Forest make to 
maintain grazing capacity and minimize conflicts with other uses? 

Range Management Concern No.2. How will land uses outside the Lolo 
National Forest be affected by increased or decreased livestock grazing on 
the Forest? 
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Range Management Concern No.3. To what extent will the Forest consider the 
use of herbicides to accomplish noxious weed control? 

Public comments responding to the Revised Draft EIS were concerned with 
range improvements where necessary to manage riparian areas, improve water 
quality, minimize erosion, improve fisheries and wildlife habitat, and 
provide for healthy stands of timber within allotments. Some commenters 
also addressed the need for monitoring in allotments and within precribed 
burns on range areas. Several commenters felt that the presence of 
expansion of noxious weeds, particularly knapweed, was a threatening 
situation for livestock producers. It was also requested that the Lolo 
display a range of alternatives addressing "range". 

RECREATION 

An estimated 12 million recreation visitor days were spent on the Lolo in 
1983. About 237,000 visitor days were spent on the Forest's developed 
recreation sites (campgrounds, picnic grounds, ski areas). The remaining 
visitor day activities were dispersed recreation (hiking, backpacking, 
canoeing, cross-country skiing, hunting, fishing, horseback riding, boating, 
snowmobiling, bike riding, driving for pleasure, berry picking, etc.). A 
variety of recreation attractions occur on the Forest, and there are opport
unities to provide recreational experiences to suit all tastes. 

Public issues and management concerns related to recreation reflect the 
importance of developed and dispersed recreation as a principal resource on 
the Lolo Forest. The varied and diverse publics, both local and national, 
that visit the Forest, display a range of needs based on their interests, 
values, ages, and physical conditions. The issues and management concerns 
listed attempt to put recreation needs on the Forest in perspective by 
examining the appropriate balance of recreation uses with other resources 
and fUnding, the need for variety of recreation opportunities, and the 
importance of quality recreation experiences to users. 

In order to resolve the following issues and management concerns, the Forest 
identified developed and dispersed recreation sites and opportunities; 
looked at ways to provide access for recreation; examined the Forest's role 
in and developed criteria for providing for a variety of recreational 
experiences; and analyzed the types of recreation visitor that uses the Lolo 
Forest. 

Recreation Issue No.1. How much roadless, nonwilderness recreation oppor
tunity should the Forest provide and where should it be located? 

Recreation Issue No.2. Where and what kinds of access are needed to 
provide for Forest users' recreation needs? 

Recreation Issue No.3. What kinds of access and facilities (trails, 
tOilets, plowed parking lots, unloading ramps, etc.), should be provided to 
meet the Forest's dispersed recreation needs? 
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Recreation Issue No.4. What is the Forest's role in meeting demands for· 
developed recreation (campgrounds, picnic grounds, ski areas, marinas, etc.) 
and where should developed sites generally be located? 

Recreation Issue No.5. How much land area should the Forest provide for 
off-road vehicle use and where should it be located? 

Recreation Issue No.6. How should recreation in the Rattlesnake drainage 
be managed? 

Recreation Issue No.1. How can the Forest provide opportunities for people 
to enjoy fish and wildlife species, quality hunting and fishing, seeing and 
hearing animals of various kinds? 

Recreation Management Concern No.1. Recreation opportunities need to be 
broader and consider the physically handicapped, elderly, and a range of 
opportunities and levels of challenge for Forest users. 

Recreation Management Concern No.2. There is a need for more coordinated 
planning for metropolitan area recreation; e.g., areas of high use in the 
Missoula area. 

Public responses commenting on the Revised Draft EIS addressed the need for 
a variety of quality recreation experiences. Sorr~ commenters were concerned 
that future road building and accelerated timber harvest in some areas woUld 
impact hunting recreation experiences. Willingness-to-pay values in . 
recreation were questioned, as some commenters felt that those displayed in 
the RDEIS were too low. One commenter requested that the Forest display a 
range of recreation options addressing quality, availability, and 
opportunites between alternatives, regardless of the supply/demand 
situation. Several responses contained requests that the Forest include the 
Rock Creek agreement in the Forest Plan to insure protection of the special 
resources in that area, including recreation opportunities. One commenter 
felt that treatment of the Continental Divide National Scenic Trail in the 
RDEIS was inadequate. A commenter felt the Forest did not adequately 
take into account the importance of National Forest recreation to the 
tourism industry in Montana. 

TIMBER 

Timber is one of western Montana's most important natural resources, 
providing the backbone for the area's major industry. During the past 10 
years, the Lolo has offered an average of 100 million board feet of a 
variety of timber species. That volume contributes to the manufacture of 
wood products, while residue from timber management activities provide 
firewood for local residents. 

Public issues and management concerns related to the timber resource reflect 
an overall desire to manage timber to help sustain productivity, assist 
dependent industries, increase utilization, and be cost effective in balance 
with other resources on the Forest. Individual issues attempt to determine 
an appropriate timber supply with stability in annual harvest programs; 
sustained yield within the capability of the land; consideration of local 
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needs in analyzing the Lolo Forest's contribution to the national timber 
supply; and what lands fall within the timber base. 

In order to resolve the following issues and management concerns, the Lolo 
Forest inventoried its forested lands; determined sites capable of growing 
timber; analyzed costs and benefits in relationship to other resources and 
economics in general; developed criteria for timber harvest activites; 
projected the Forest's sustained yield over the planning horizon; and 
determined appropriate tools to be used in the timber management program. 

Timber Issue No.1. What level of sustained annual yield of timber products 
should the Lolo provide that will maintain Forest productivity and still 
meet local, regional, and national needs? 

Timber Issue No.2. Where and to what degree of intenSity can timber 
management be applied to ensure that the best sites are managed to meet 
future needs? 

Timber Issue No.3. In what ways can the Forest achieve better utilization 
of wood products? 

Timber Issue No.4. To what extent will economics be a factor in deter
mining sale feasibility? 

Timber Management Concern No.1. There is a need to improve timber 
utilization in order to increase yields, reduce fuels, and lower managerpent 
costs. 

Timber Management Concern No.2. There is a need for investment guides for 
marginal sites on the Forest. 

Timber Management Concern No.3. To what extent will the Forest consider 
the use of herbicides to accompl roadside maintenance and various 
silvicultural objectives. 

Timber Management Concern No.4. The Forest needs to establish criterlafor 
the use of timber harvest systems. 

Timber Management Concern No.5. There is a need to develop a means of 
integrating all resource goals when preparing reforestation plans, 
especially for backlog areas. 

Many public comments on the Revised Draft EIS suggested that the LoloBchould 
provide for the needs of the local timber industry by displaying a return to 
a "historic" cut level of approximately 160 million board feet per year. 
Those comments were based principally on the acknowledgment that private 
lands will be depleted in this decade and the Forest should have the 
flexibility to increase the timber supply from the National Forest. Several 
commenters also stated that the Forest should make available timber volumes 
to supply the capacity of local mills. Some responses suggested that-the 
Forest Service has a responsibility to assist local industry because mills 
were established and expanded in western Montana at the encouragement of the 
agency. 
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Other responses indicated that the Lolo Forest should initially make 
available an amount of timber that more closely matches the level of harvest 
on the Forest during the last few years; they requested that the Plan have 
the flexibility to expand timber volumes offered to rr~et potential 
increases. 

A commenter questioned including remote areas in the timber base because it 
may not be economically reasonable to harvest timber there. Another 
commenter requested that the Forest remove areas with granitic and other 
erodable soils from the timber base. 

WATER AND SOILS 

Nearly 3.5 million acre-feet of water from the Forest's watersheds provide 
recreation, fisheries habitat, agricultural and domestic supplies, and 
contribute to the Northwest's hydroelectric power network. Many 
communities obtain a major portion of their water from the Lolo's 
watersheds. Water on the Lolo is generally of excellent quality. 

While the great majority of the soils on the Forest are stable, the 
remainder (less than 10 percent of the area) are granitics and glacial and 
lake sediments which are highly sensitive from a sedimentation standpoint. 
The potential for erosion of these SOils is magnified by steep slopes and 
natural, as well as human-caused disturbance. 

Public issues and management concerns related to the water and soils 
resource stem from an overall issue that attempts to insure that the Forest 
lands will be managed so that water quality and basic soil productivity can 
be maintained or improved. That goal reflects a desire for high water 
quality and an attempt to determine what that means in various drainages on 
the Lolo Forest. Concerns about potential effects of management activities 
on water quality are heightened by the problem of intermingled ownership 
within Lolo Forest boundaries and the presence of granitic soils, glacial 
and lake sediments, and steep slopes in areas where timber harvest may take 
place. 

In order to resolve the following issues and management concerns, the Lolo 
Forest developed criteria for protecting watersheds, including those lands 
with intermingled ownership; identified areas with sensitive soils; 
developed management prescriptions to protect those areas; developed 
Forest-wide standards related to water quality and sensitive soilsi started 
a process to deal with water rights; and established monitoring requirements 
to evaluate protective measures. 

Water and Soils Issue No.1. How can the Forest maintain watershed 
protection on lands with intermingled ownership? 

Water and Soils Issue No.2. Considering that water quality is an indicator 
of how the land responds to management, what level of water quality should 
the Forest strive to maintain in various drainages? 
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Water and Soils Issue No.3. To what extent should areas on the Forest such 
as steep slopes, granitic soils, and glacial and lake sediments be 
developed? 

Water and Soils Management Concern No.1. There is a need for a basic 
policy statement on water quality standards. This statement will provide an 
opportunity to explain to what extent water quality is an indicator of 
proper management, to explain State and Federal water standards to the 
public, and to identify areas on the Forest that need special treatment to 
either maintain or improve water quality. 

Water and Soils Management Concern No.2. There is a need to identify 
streams of high value for recreation and fisheries where water rights need 
to be established and quantification determined. 

Water and Soils Management Concern No.3. There is a need to consider basic 
soil productivity, especially relevant to activities that cause compaction. 

Public comments on the Revised Draft EIS reflected a strong desire to 
protect water quality on the Lolo Forest and a fear that management 
activities might impact the high quality of water existing in certain 
drainages on the Forest. Some commenters requested that the Forest Plan 
contain a basic policy statement on water quality. Several responses cited 
the need for stong management commitment to do the monitoring called for in 
the Forest Plan as a way to insure water quality. Some responses asked that 
the Forest state when, where, and how sediment data will be collected to 
calibrate and use yield models on the Lolo Forest. One commenter suggested 
that areas of the Forest with granitics and other equally erosive soils be 
removed from the timber base. 

WILDLIFE 

The Lolo National Forest is home to about 425 species of wildlife including: 
10 big-game species; 27 commonly occurring small-game and waterfowl species; 
about 300 species of birds; the endangered peregrine falcon, bald eagle, and 
gray wolf; and the threatened grizzly bear. Big-game hunters spend 
approximately 211,000 hunter days on the Lolo annually. 

Public issues and management concerns related to the wildlife resource 
reflect an overall desire to provide for diversity and protection of 
wildlife, provide for threatened and endangered species, and to provide for 
habitat management in a way that takes advantage of other management 
activities on the Forest. Individual issues and management concerns attempt 
to sort out Wildlife needs for different species, reflecting concern for big 
game, recovery of threatened or endangered animals such as the grizzly bear, 
and non-game animals and birds such as old-growth dependent species. These 
issues and concerns are further defined by concerns about the effects of 
human activities on wildlife and what mitigation measures might decrease 
those impacts. 

In order to resolve the following issues and management concerns, the Lolo 
Forest identified areas of the Forest that are important for big-game 
habitat needs; determined the amount of habitat that will support big-game 
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populations; developed prescriptions that will help the manager on the 
ground; analyzed costs to accomplish big-game objectives and tradeoffs; 
identified habitat critically important to threatened and endangered species 
within its boundaries; established the appropriate management areas and 
prescriptions for threatened and endangered species; determined appropriate 
amounts and areas of land to be managed for viable and diverse populations 
of all kinds of wildlife; analyzed conflicts, costs, and tradeoffs with 
other resources; and defined the amount of area that can be used effectively 
by animals, affected primarily by miles of open road for different species 
groups. 

Wildlife Issue No.1. How much land suitable for big-game habitat shouldb~ 
assigned for this use, and to what extent should features such as wallows, 
security areas, and winter range be protected? 

Wildlife Issue No.2. What are the geographic limits of essential habitat 
for grizzly bear and other threatened and endangered species, and what 
management activities are compatible with their habitat requirements? 

Wildlife Issue No.3. How much land area on the Forest is needed in various 
types and ages of vegetation to maintain diverse habitats suitable for fish, 
game, and nongame species of wildlife? 

Wildlife Issue No.4. How can the impact of human activities on wildlife be 
mitigated? 

Wildlife Management Concern No.1. The Forest needs to develop long-range 
wildlife habitat management objectives that include the rationale for road 
closures. 

Public comments on the Revised Draft EIS addressed two major subjects about 
wildlife on the Lolo Forest. The first concerns the impacts of roads and 
timber management on big-game populations. Several commenters requested 
t,llat the Elk Logging Study Guidelines ("Coordinating Elk and Timber 
Management," Final Report of the Montana Cooperative Elk-Logging Study, 
1910-1985, January 1985) be incorporated and visible in the Lolo Forest 
Plan. One response stated that project level analyses be done in 
cooperation with the Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife, and Parks to 
direct habitat manipulation and management emphasis for selected species. 
The other major concern had to do with threatened and endangered species, 
particularly the grizzly bear, with responses addressing management 
8ctjvities related to grizzly bears, augment8tion, and the need for recovery 
to be a goal of Forest management related to the bear. 

AQUATIC ENVIRONMENT/FISHERIES HABITAT 

Tbe Lolo has 667 fishable streams that provide about 3,500 miles suitable 
for fishing. There are 96 lakes on the FOt'est totaling 5,220 acres. Of the 
sever'al species of fish found in the Lolo's waters, resident cold-water 
salmonids are most sought after by anglers. Rock Creek, on the Missoula 
Ranger District, is a designated blue-ribbon trout stream. 
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Public issues and management concerns related to the aquatic/fisheries 
resource reflect an overall concern about what fish habitat needs to be 
improved on the Forest, and how should the riparian areas be managed in 
general. A desire to protect streambanks and riparian zones and maintain 
the excellent fish habitat on the Forest, particularly in drainages such as 
the Rock Creek blue ribbon trout stream, support the issues and management 
concerns listed. 

In order to resolve the following issues and management concerns, the Lolo 
Forest determined descriptors and criteria for identifying riparian zones; 
identified specific riparian zones on the ground; developed management areas 
and prescriptions to mitigate conflicts with other resources; and measured 
and analyzed costs and benefits. 

Aquatic/Fisheries Issue No.1. Where and how much aquatic environment/ 
fisheries habitat on the Forest should be improved? 

Aquatic/Fisheries Issue No.2. How can the Forest continue to protect the 
fisheries, Wildlife, and recreation values in the Rock Creek blue ribbon 
trout stream? (This had been an issue in the past but was not addressed in 
the original DEIS because the public did not identify it at that time. 
However, because of recent project planning in the drainage and the 
Bonneville Power Administration 500-kv powerline, it is addressed as a 
public issue.) 

Aquatic/Fisheries Management Concern No.1. The Forest needs specific 
objectives for riparian zone management because of high resource values and 
conflicting uses. 

Public comments received on the Revised Draft EIS included several responses 
asking that budget priorities be adjusted to accommodate data collection and 
model calibration necessary to adequately do the monitoring items listed in 
this resource area. A commenter felt that it is not clear how the Forest 
intends to maintain or improve fish habitat, what levels of funding will be 
available, and who will be responsible for implementation. Several 
commenters asked that budgets be adjusted to accommodate collection of 
baseline fish model data. A response contained a request that the Forest 
display a non-degradation policy for fisheries. Several commenters asked 
that the Rock Creek agreement be displayed as part of the Forest Plan. 
Comments also suggested that the Forest address cumulative downstream 
impacts and recognize that several streams on the Forest such as Lolo Creek 
are at or near degradation thresholds. 

LANDS 

The Lolo Forest administers approximately 2.1 million acres of National 
Forest System lands. Within the Forest boundary are approximately one-half 
million acres of State and private ownership, with much of the land in a 
"checkerboard" pattern common in the West. Landowners include the State of 
Montana, Champion International, Plum Creek Timber Company, Inc. and a 
number of private individual or corporate owners with smaller holdings. 
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Public issues and management concerns related to lands reflect a desire to 
establish policies needed to adjust landownership patterns based on multiple 
use objectives and efficiently administer special uses on the Forest. These 
issues and concerns are further defined by questions about mutual benefits 
in exchanges and the need to resolve problems created by conflicting 
objectives and uses on intermingled lands. A philosophical question about 
the use of land exchange to provide for block ownership versus the public 
interest complicates the situation. 

In order to resolve the following issues and management concerns, the Lolo 
Forest developed criteria and identified areas where mixed landownership is 
considered a problem for management; determined where acquisition of certain 
properties would facilitate different resource management objectives; 
established criteria for prioritizing lands to be acquired; identified 
possible corridor routes through the Forest; and established criteria to 
estimate resource, social, and economic irr~acts of major utility corridors. 

Lands Issue No.1. In order to improve National Forest management, which 
lands should the Forest identify for acquisition or disposal through 
purchase or exchange? 

Lands Issue No.2. In the event that power lines or pipe lines must be 
located on the Forest, where would they be least likely to impact resource 
values and uses? 

Land Management Concern No.1. The Forest needs guidelines on the issuance 
and administration of special use permits. 

Public comments received on the Revised Draft EIS indicated a corporate 
concern about the Forest's position on management efficiency related to land 
adjustment. A commenter requested that the acquisition of key wildlife 
habitat in'public ownership should be a high priority in the land adjustment 
plan. One commenter felt that energy transmission corridors should be 
evaluated between alternatives and displayed on alternative maps; in 
addition, they that the plan should , discuss 
site management, and address the potential for energy resources development. 

MINERALS 

The western part of the Lole is being 
the Osborne Fault and several smaller systems. are several 
operating mines on the Forest, exploration work is increasing. A number 
of oil and gas leases have been filed, but no drilling has started. Common 
variety minerals (gravel, riprap, building stone) are heavily mined in SOfile 
parts of the Forest. 

Public issues management concerns 
Lolo reflect a desire to 
leasable minerals should 
direction. Concerns about the impacts 
mineral exploration further define the issue. 
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In order to resolve the following issues and management concerns, the Lolo 
Forest identified areas with high mineral potential; analyzed the costs and 
benefits of accessing those minerals in relatjonship to socio-political and 
resource considerations in those areas; developed prescriptions to 
accommodate mineral activity in various management areas; developed an 
assessment of alternative strategies for leasing on the Forest to include an 
analysis of potential environmental and social impacts; developed 
appropriate stipulations for various management areas to protect other 
resource values. 

Minerals Issue No.1. Where on the Lolo National Forest are there areas of 
mineral potential high enough to influence land assignment? 

Minerals Issue No.2. Where on the Forest should the Forest Supervisor 
recommend approval of oil and gas lease applications, and with what types of 
restrictions? (This had been identified as a management concern, but 
because of the growth in interest shown for oil and gas leasing over the 
past year, the topic has become a public issue.) 

Public comments received on the Revised Draft EIS indicated that some 
members of the public felt that minerals did not receive adequate treatment 
in the analysis or the Forest Plan. It was suggested that minerals should 
affect land assignments in areas of mineral potential. Some commenters felt 
that wilderness designations "locked valuable national mineral 
resources. 

FIRE 

Fire has been a significant factor in shaping and maintaining the kinds of 
plant communities that occur on the Lolo. Because of this, prescribed 
burning is'a traditional technique used to achieve a variety of resource 
management objectives including slash disposal after , site 
preparation for reforestation, and improving yield and of forage for 
livestock and wildlife. The number of burning days to achieve 
these objectives is limited by weather conditions, smoke management 
guidelines, and air quality standards. In addition, wildland fires are 
being allowed to playa more nearly natural role in wildernesses. 

Public issues and management concerns related to fire reflect an overall 
issue concerning the degree to which fire management and suppression should 
be used to achieve resource management objectives and be cost effective. 
Individual issues and management concerns further define the situation by 
attempting to identify alternative means available for meeting land 
management objectives, reduce the backlog of fuel buildups, and identify 
where fire should or should not be used. 

In order to resolve the follOWing issues and management concerns, the Lolo 
Forest developed criteria for using fire as a management tool and determined 
its place in the scheduling of management activities. 

Fire Issue No.1. Where and how much fire can be used to achieve resource 
management objectives within air quality guidelines and standards? 
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Fire Management Concern No.1. Fire use and control programs need to be 
compatible with the role of fire in various ecosystems. 

Fire Management Concern No.2. The Forest needs a cost effective fire 
suppression program responsive to the revised fire management policy. 

Public comments received on the Revised Draft EIS requested that the range 
of annual suppression costs be checked and that the Montana Airshed Group 
and Cooperative Smoke Management Plan should be referenced in the Final EIS. 

ROADS 

There are approximately 5,440 miles of system roads on the Forest. About 
420 miles of roads are classed as Forest arterial or land access roads. The 
remaining mileage is classed as collector or land use roads that range from 
the very low standard, single use, local or project-type facility to the 
higher standard primary collector-type road. There are an additional 
estimated 3,000 miles of very low standard roads subject to review for 
retention as system roads. The density of project or logging system roads 
varies with the type of logging system for which they are designed. On the 
average, the older jammer systems required 15 to 20 miles of road per 
section, while the newer long line systems require about 4 to 7 miles per 
section. Of all Forest management activities, road construction has the 
greatest potential for impacting the appearance of the Forest and the water 
quality. 

Public issues and management concerns related to roads reflect an overall 
desire to establish adequate road standards and determine how much 
open/closed roading is needed on the Forest to accomplish a variety of 
resource objectives. These concerns are further defined by questions about 
road costs in general related to dollars back to the Treasury, engineering 
standards relative to road use, and development and construction of 
necessary roads in a cost effective manner. The situation is complicated in 
areas of the Forest erosive soils, marginal timber, and steep slopes. The 
degree to which roading and added access to the Forest impacts other 
resources such as wildlife is another factor to be considered in these 
issues and management concerns. 

In order to resolve the following issues and management concerns, the Lolo 
Forest determined road standards necessary to support management activities 
in alternative management scenarios; identified criteria for road closures; 
developed road construction and maintenance prescriptions for ~~nagement 
areas; and developed an economic policy that establishes a process to 
determine Net Public Benefits in transportation system alternatives. 

Roads Issue No.1. What standards of roads are needed to support resource 
management activities on the Forest? 

Roads Issue No.2. How much roading is needed on the Forest to provide 
adequate access while maintaining wildlife and fish habitat, visual quality, 
water quality, and soil stability? 
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Roads Issue No.3. How much road closure should occur and what types of 
roads should be left open to the public? 

Roads Management Concern No.1. Transportation planning needs to be more 
responsive to and better coordinated with logging systems. 

Public comments received on the Revised Draft EIS indicated concern that 
construction of projected miles of roads on the Forest will increase 
sediment, decrease the quality of wildlife habitat, and contribute to the 
spread of noxious weeds. A commenter suggested that the present mileage of 
road was adequate and that old roads should be obliterated and reseeded 
prior to further construction of new roads. One response stated that the 
Lolo Forest could reduce future increases in road mileages by intensively 
managing timber on the most suitable sites. Several commenters expressed a 
need for more permanent road closures for wildlife protection. 

SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC 

About 60 percent of the land in western Montana is Federally owned. The way 
these lands, including those comprising the Lolo, are managed affects the 
lives of all people to some extent. Economic dependency on Forest resources 
is high; for example, the wood products industry provides about 50 percent 
of the area's income. The Lolo's publics represent the full spectrum of 
occupations, ages, wants, and needs. The Forest is important in the lives 
of people as a place to playas well as work. 

The public issue related to Social/Economic concerns reflects interest in 
the impacts of land assignments on local communities and how those needs 
will be considered in the assignment process. The issue is complicated by 
the fact that local timber industry looks to the Forest to make up for 
timber now extracted from private lands which will be near depletion at the 
end of this decade. Some feeling exists that the Forest Service has a 
responsibility to provide for the needs of local industry because the agency 
encouraged companies to settle and expand in this area. The question of 
"below cost" sales must also be considered in this issue, in addition to 
consideration of the economic importance of minerals. 

In order to resolve the follOWing issue, the Lolo Forest used a linear 
program to provide data on the physical and biological impacts and reource 
outputs of various assignments on local communities; identified public 
values that were used to identify a variety of alternative management 
scenarios that displayed tradeoffs, costs, and benefits; estimated economic 
and social impacts on local communities through an analysis by the Forest 
Interdisciplinary Team; determined ways to meet an increased demand for 
timber in future years if the market improves. 

Social/Economic Issue No.1. How will specific management assignments in 
the Forest Plan affect local community economics? 

Public comments received on the Revised Draft EIS reflected a major concern 
among local residents dependent on the timber industry that the Forest 
display an annual volume of timber that is similiar to historic cut levels 
of the 1970's. Many commenters also felt that the Forest Service has a 
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responsibili ty to local communities dependent on the timber industry_ Some 
commenters felt that military maneuvers are not appropriate on National 
Forest lands near residental areas. A response questioned the cost 
effectiveness of the Proposed Action based on its comparison to other 
alternatives displayed. Values used for some resources were also 
questioned. 

VISUAL QUALITY 

Management of the Lolo Forest for a variety of products and services results 
in visible evidence of that management. Some past activities did not give 
adequate attention to the Lolots beautiful mountain scenery that provides 
the backdrop for sections of major Federal and State highways as well as 
many Forest roads used by recreationists. Some areas of the Forest are more 
visually sensitive than others to management actjvities. Management 
activities must continue, but the Lolo's scenery is an important "product" 
to residents and travelers alike in western Montana. 

The public issue related to the visual resource reflects concerns about the 
size of areas where the landscape would be altered; the projected length of 
time that changes in the landscape would be visible; the need for changes in 
appearance to be reasonable and controlled; the need to preserve scenic 
beauty; and the importance of social and economic considerations when making 
decisions about visual quality. 

In order to resolve the following issue, the Lolo Forest identified 
particular visual objectives for different parts of the Forest and analyzed 
costs for maintaining visual quality. 

Visual Quality Issue No.1. How much change from the natural-appearing 
landscape should take place and where should it occur, considering the 
public's social and economic needs? 

Public comments received on the Revised Draft EIS indicated that it is 
difficult to compare visual quality objectives among alternatives based on 
the information presented. It was suggested that acres of suitable timber 
assigned to each visual quality class would be more meaningful. 

WILDERNESS 

The Lolo Forest currently contains all or portions of four wilderness 
areas: Welcome Creek, Rattlesnake, Selway-Bitterroot, and Scapegoat, 
totaling 145,734 acres, of which 139,708 acres are National Forest System 
lands. Approximately 44 percent of the Forest is roadless with 7 percent 
being wilderness. 

Public issues related to the Wilderness resource resulted from a reV1Slon of 
the National Forest Management Act (NFMA) Regulations to include Wilderness 
as a resource to be analyzed in the Forest Planning process. While the 
Forest Service cannot designate wilderness, it can recommend wilderness in 
the Forest Plan. Designation is accomplished through the legislative 
process. 
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In order to resolve the following issues, the Lolo Forest adjusted the 
inventory of roadless areas from the Roadless Area Review and Evaluation 
(RARE II) to reflect changes to areas since that inventory was completed; 
analyzed individual roadless areas for their wilderness potential; included 
wilderness prescriptions as a potential prescription in the analysis 
process; and developed alternatives that considered a mix of areas for 
wilderness recommendation. 

Wilderness Issue No.1. What roadless areas should be recommended for wild
erness on the Lolo National Forest? 

Wilderness Issue No.2. How should the roadless areas that are not 
recommended for wilderness be managed? 

Public comments received on the Revised Draft EIS were mixed. Some 
commenters felt that the Forest should not recommend additional wilderness. 
Many responses suggested that the Forest should recommend additonal 
Wilderness to include areas listed the Governor's May 10, 1984, 
recommendation to the Montana Congressional Delegation. This includes the 
Great Burn, the Clearwater/Monture additions to the Wilderness, 
Cube Iron/Silcox, the Lolo Creek to the Selway 
Wilderness, an addition to the Welcome Creek Wilderness, and Stony 
Mountain. One Irish 
Basin/Cache Creek area reason to 
appeal the Plan. 

Records leading to 
review at Forest 
about the process 

Changes Between the Draft and Final EIS 

Following publication 
February 1985, 
others who asked copies 
481 comments covering a wide 
and Revised Draft EIS. The commen 
in Chapter VI this 

This Final Environmental 
revisions in the National 
CFR 219.17) addressing wilderness. 

The Final EIS reflects responses 
projected outputs and additional 
while no new alternatives were , 
to reflect some additional recommendations. 
were published and distributed with the RDEIS. As no changes were 
necessary, these maps were not included with this document, but are 
available on request. 

Clarification was made on the planning period to distinguish between the 
effects of actions in the first decade (the plan period) and those projected 
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for future decades (the remaining analysis period). The discussion of 
effects of forest management on the grizzly bear has been expanded to 
address concerns expressed through individuals and agency comments. 

The effects of timber management have expanded discussions on silvicultural 
systems, logging methods, slash control, site preparation, reforestation, 
and timber stand improvement for clarification. 

The minerals section has been rewritten to describe the environmental 
effects of mineral development. The cultural resources section has been 
expanded to include a full description of the future direction for 
management. A discussion of the energy corridors (existing and potential) 
has been added. References to the Threatened and Endangered Species Act 
have been changed to the Endangered Species Act. The Forest has developed a 
contingency plan for reestablishing the peregrine falcon. The dispersed 
recreation section has been rewritten to better describe changes between 
alternatives. 

The acreage in proposed wilderness for the Proposed Action has been 
increased by 11,670 acres. The acreage is located in Lolo Creek (3,990 
acres) and would be an addition to the Selway-Bitterroot Wilderness, and in 
Cache Creek (7,680 acres) which would be added to the proposed Great Burn 
Wilderness. 

Changes to the Final EIS also includes a rewrite of the economic analysis 
following the latest direction from the Chief of the Forest Service. These 
changes are found in the discussion in Chapter II, sections 16 through 19. 
A discussion of "below-cost" timber sales has been added in Chapter II, 
section 15. . 

The water and soils portions of Chapters II and IV have been rewritten to 
discuss downstream effects. The discussion on changes and comparison of the 
visual quality by alternative has been rewritten. A discussion on the 
reasons for road closures has been added to Chapters II and IV. 

Other changes reflect errors found in the review of the document. A change 
is in road mileages that were shown in Table 1I-36 and the simi liar Table 
IV-15. Another major change is in the fish populations, which have been 
revised to take into account the latest information. Numerous editorial 
changes were made to clarify the wording as several people were concerned 
about the readability of the DEIS. The Final EIS also has a new format to 
make it easier to read. Table titles and descriptions have been clarified 
where it seems that additional description is helpful. 

Changes in the Forest Plan are in response to public suggestions about 
strengthening goals and policies, adding direction to management areas, and 
strengthening the monitoring plan. Format changes based on agency direction 
include a new section displaying objectives and Resource/Activity Summaries 
and the renaming of Forest-wide "Policies", "Standards", and "Guidelines" to 
Forest-wide "Standards". 

Additional changes to the Forest Plan resulting from public comments include 
incorporation of the substance of the Rock Creek Agreement of 1973 in 
Chapter IV, Rock Creek; revision of the implementation chapter to include 

1-20 



direction for evaluation of projects to meet water quality goals; and the 
incorporation of results of the Final Report of the Montana Cooperative Elk 
Logging Study. A research need has been added to the Forest plan on noxious 
weed control. 

F. .Reader f s Guide 

The remainder of the FE IS is organized as follows: 

Chapter II describes alternatives, showing the resource outputs, costs, 
benefits, and major effects of meeting the objectives of each alternative. 
The environrr~ntal, economic, and social effects of alternatives are briefly 
compared. 

Chapter III provides a brief discussion of the existing condition of 
phYSical, biological, social, and economic components of the environment 
that may be affected by Forest management. 

Chapter IV identifies the environmental consequences which could result from 
Forest management activities scheduled in each alternative. 

Chapter V lists the document preparers. 

Chapter VI gives an overview of public participation activities; discusses 
how public comments were; the public comments; provides a 
copy of the comments received from other agencies, elected officials, and 
Indian Tribes; and the Forest Service response to these comments. 

ide as follows: issue 
in Appendix A, the analysis process in 

Appendix B, and site specific roadless area data in Appendix C. 

Glossary contains technical terms and abbreviations. 
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CHAPTER II - ALTERNATIVES 

A. Introduction 

This chapter presents the development, description, and comparison of 
alternative ways of managing the Forest's land and resources. The 
development process involves an analysis of the management situation which 
includes identification of ranges of goods, services, and uses that are 
feasible; projections of demand; potential to resolve issues and concerns; 
the technical, economic, and environmental feasibility of providing the 
levels of goods, services, and uses resulting from assigned objectives; and 
the need to establish or change management direction. Basically, this step 
identifies the capabilities of the Forest (see section B). The range of 
alternatives considered in detail, as well as those eliminated from detailed 
study, were defined by completing the analysis of the management 
situation. 

The alternative descriptions identify the objectives of each alternative, 
where the alternative fits in the range, and how it responds to issues. The 
resource, economic, social, and proposed land use results are also shown 
(see section C). Section D compares alternatives by resource outputs, 
social and economic effects, response to major issues, and nonpriced 
benefits. 

The maps of alternatives that were provided with the Revised Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement are still current. These maps display 
visually the location of management emphasis areas for each alternative. 
The map for the Proposed Action, which displays management areas, is 
republished with the Forest Plan. 

The following changes have been made in this chapter between the draft EIS 
and Final EIS. 

The discussion of effects of forest management on the grizzly bear has been 
expanded to address concerns expressed through individuals and agency 
comments. The text has been changed to clarify the causes of grizzly bear 
mortality. Corrections have been made to the Management Situation boundary 
where inconsistencies were found. (Management Situation is explained on 
page 11-60.) The Forest Plan standards were reworded to clarify management 
direction. 

The Lolo Creek addition is recommended for inclusion in the Selway
Bitterroot Wilderness Area. People responding to the RDEIS recommended this 
addition. The Cache Creek addition to the proposed Great Burn Wilderness 
has also been recommended for addition to the wilderness system. 

The discussion on the economic effects has been rewritten to clarify the 
differences between Forest Plan alternatives. These changes are found in 
sections 16 through 19. A discussion of "below cost" timber sales has been 
added in section 15. The dispersed recreation section has been rewritten to 
clarify the differences between alternatives and expected recreation use. 
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A discussion of the energy corridors (existing and potential) has been 
added. This discussion includes the status of designating corridors and the 
potential corridors identified in the draft Pacific Northwest Long Range 
East-West Energy Corridor Study, Phase I, Bonneville Power Administration, 
December, 1977. 

The cultural resources section has been expanded to include a discussion on 
the direction of future management. The discussion on Threatened and 
Endangered species now refers to a contingency plan for the peregrine falcon 
on the Forest. The road mileages were changed in Table 11-36 to correct an 
error. The fish population numbers have changed to reflect the results of a 
study in 1984, funded by the Bonneville Power Administration and 
accomplished by the Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife, and Parks. 

Numerous editorial changes were made to clarify the wording and make the 
document easier to read. 

B. Alternative DevelOPment 

1. Overview 

Forest planning began by identifying public issues and management 
concerns. Refer to Appendix A of this document for a description of this 
process. Once the issues were finalized, information was developed to 
determine the Forest's capability to respond to each issue in the 
analysis of the management situation for the Forest. Base resource data, 
economic information, and environmental/legal constraints were examined. 
Benchmarks were developed and analyzed to measure resource and economic 
interrelationships and output ranges for alternative development. 

Alternatives were developed to respond to issues, present net value 
(PNV) , and net public benefits (NPB). Present net value is the primary 
measure of all priced outputs. All costs of managing the Forest are 
included in PNV. All priced benefits, market and nonmarket, with 
aSSigned values are also included. These include timber, range, 
developed and dispersed recreation, and hunting. The nonpriced outputs 
considered in this analysis include: wilderness and roadless areas, 
recreation diversity and quality, community well being, watershedl 
fisheries habitat quality, visual quality, plant and animal community 
diversity, and threatened and endangered species habitat protection. The 
Comparison of Alternatives section (II.D.) and Appendix B contain further 
discussions of nonpriced benefits. The net public benefit of forest 
management is the overall value to the Nation of all benefits minus all 
costs, regardless of whether the costs and benefits are expressed in 
priced or nonpriced terms. 

A single, numeric NPB value was not calculated since monetary values 
associated with some resources such as timber cannot be added to the 
qualitative value of nonpriced benefits such as a scenic view. An 
understanding of the various types of values and interrelationships 
associated with Forest outputs aids decisionmakers in the selection of an 
alternative that maximizes net public benefits. See Appendix B, section 
IV for a further discussion of NPB. 
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The alternative development process used is outlined in 36 CFR 
219.12(f). These regulations include the following goals for alternative 
formulation: 

- Provide a basis for identifying the alternative that maximizes net 
public benefits. 

- Distribute alternatives between the minimum and maximum resource 
potential and reflect a range of environmental resource uses and 
expenditure levels. 

- Formulate alternatives to facilitate analysis of opportunity costs and 
tradeoffs. 

- Formulate alternatives to evaluate effects on present net value, 
benefits, and costs. 

- Provide different ways to respond to major public issues. 

In the Forest planning process, an alternative is a given combination of 
resource uses and management prescriptions that achieves a certain 
management emphasis. Under the NFMA Regulations, development of 
alternatives, including the proposed action, is based on a set of 
"building blocks". These are the management prescriptions, each of which 
is a strategy for managing the resources of an area of land. Each of the 
management prescriptions used in the Forest planning process is made up 
of compatible management practices, which are specific resource actions. 
or treatments that accomplish a management goal. 

The alternatives considered in this chapter represent different 
combinations of management prescriptions in different locations to 
provide varying levels of output, goods, and services. The set of 
management prescriptions is the same for all alternatives; the mix of 
acres related to each prescription is displayed in terms of management 
areas (MA's) and is different by alternative. Management Areas are site 
specific areas on the Forest and are identified in the Forest Plan. 

2. Analysis of the Management Situation 

The analysis of the management situation determined resource supply 
potentials by establishing minimum and maximum production levels called 
benchmarks. A level was also established from which the costs and 
effects of applying regulations and policy constraints were measured~ 
Production capabilities were determined for single resources and for a 
set of multiple resource outputs that maximized present net value. This 
analysis established the benchmark levels required by NF¥~ regulation 
2l9.l2e. 

a. Benchmark Leyels 

Benchmark levels were developed to define resource supply potentials 
of the Forest and economic relationships of the resources. Production 
capabilities were determined for a minimum level, for single 
resources, and for a set of multiple resource outputs that maximize 
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present net value (NFMA Regulation 219.12e). The computer model 
FORPLAN was used to help determine the resource supply potentials. 

The minimum level and maximum supply potentials that define the limits 
of supply are not alternatives. The minimum level potential is not 
responsive to public issues and management concerns and does not 
provide for multiple use and long-term sustained yield capacity of the 
several products and services that are available from the National 
Forest as directed in the Multiple Use-Sustained Yield Act of 1960. 

The maximum supply potentials are not alternatives because the 
maximization of one resource is at the expense of other resources and 
seriously reduces the total values that can be achieved from the 
Forest. Selected benchmarks are compared to the production that would 
occur under the alternatives. The benchmark levels and analysis are 
summarized in this chapter. 

Regulation and policy constraints applied to benchmarks have in most 
cases the effect of reducing the maximum resource supply potential. 
NFMA Regulation 219.27 specifies that certain minimum management 
requirements be included in the planning process. The methods to meet 
these minimum management requirements include developing standards and 
appropriate practices for management prescriptionsj assignment of 
management prescriptions and intensities to analysis areas in FORPLAN; 
and applying specific constraints in FORPLAN. A detailed discussion 
of minimum management requirements, benchmarks, and results can be 
found in Appendix B of this document. 

Constraints commonly applied to the benchmark levels, except as noted 
in the benchmark description, are as follows: 

(1) Soil and water protection to maintain the productive capacity of 
the lands. 

(2) A nondeclining long-term sustained yield capacity in the 
Forestts timber harvest. 

(3) Assurance of harvestable-size timber available in the decades 
immediately following the end of the planning horizon and in an 
amount expected through a tiwber ending inventory. 

(4) Non-forest lands, and other lands not suitable for timber 
production were not assigned prescriptions that include timber 
harvest to assure that lands assigned to timber harvest 
prescriptions are tentatively suitable for timber harvest. 

(5) Wilderness prescriptions are the only ones available for 
designated wildernesses to assure the legal and regulatory 
requirements for management. 
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b. 5encbmark Description~ and Ana12~is 

(1) Maximize Present Net Value (5encbrrark h) 

This benchmark establishes the mix of resource uses and schedule of 
outputs and costs that maximized present net value using market and 
nonmarket aSSigned values. Most constraints are removed from the 
model, including clearcut act'es, nondeclining flow of timber 
harvest, and scheduling of harvests to benefit other resource 
values such as elk forage production. The only constraints applied 
are those that will maintain the productivity of the land and 
maintain an ending timber inventory to assure long-term 
productivity. The constraint applied to timber harvest had a range 
of +25 percent to -10 percent for decades 1 through 3, and +25 
percent to -25 percent for decades 4 through 12, which allowed the 
model to schedule timber harvest in a way that increased PNV 
compared to alternatives that forced even flow. The existing laws 
and regulations pertaining to wilderness and areas recommended for 
wilderness are also recognized. The objective function is to 
maximize the present net value. 

Iable Il-l: A~erage Annual ResourQe ftQdUQtiQD Under the 
Maximum fre~ent Net Yalue be~el 

1981- 1991- 2001- 2011- 2021-
1990 2000 20]0 2020 2030 

Potential Livestock Use 15.9 15.9 15.9 15.9 15.9 
(MAUM) 

Potential Developed 405 405 405 405 405 
Recreation(MRVD) 

Potential Dispersed 1635 1635 1635 1635 1635 
Recreation (MRVD) 

Allowable Sale Quantity 123 154 193 188 234 
(MMBF) 

Water Yield Increase 69.3 96.9 120.4 144.7 188.4 
(Mac-ft) 

Big-Game Winter Forage 27 .4 27 .5 51.7 69.6 98.1 
(MAUM) 

Elk Summer Quality Index 115 115 115 115 115 
(% of Existing Situation 

Elk Population Potential 8.2 8.2 8.2 8.2 8.2 
(M Animals) 

Present Net Value = $379 MM 
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(2) Maximize Timber/Range (Benchmark i) 

The maximum legal capability of the Forest to produce timber was 
determined by this benchmark. Timber reached maximum production 
in decade 1 at 219 MMBF. 

The maximum production potential recognizes the need to protect 
soil and water resources and that lands producing less than 20 
cubic feet per acre per year are suitable for timber management. 

Maximum Base Sale Schedule with Nondeclining Flow 
and Current Direction Base Sale Schedule (MMBF) 

1981- 1991- 2001- 2011-
1990 2000 2010 2020 

Maximum Potential 219 219 219 219 
Current Direction 118 140 140 140 

Present Net Value = $223 MM 

2021-
2mO 

219 
140 

The maximum potential assumes that existing wilderness will be 
declassified and that all proposed wilderness areas will not be 
classified. Production values for the other resources are 
displayed in Table 11-1. 

(3) Maximize Wildlife Habitat (Benchmark j) 

The purpose of this benchmark was to analyze the potential for 
big-game habitat based on the availability of forage on winter 
range. This benchmark established the maximum potential for big 
game based on forage production. The maximum production potential 
for wildlife habitat improvement is measured in terms of big-game 
animal unit months (AUM's) of forage production on winter range 
and by the summer range quality index. 

It is not possible to maximize habitat for all of the species 
groups concurrently, as management activities that would benefit 
one group could be detrimental to others. 
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Iable n-2: Hinter Eorage Under Maximum Eotential 
and Current Direction (AYerage Annual) 

1981- 1991- 2001- 2001- 2021-
1990 2000 2010 2020 2030 

Winter Forage, MAUM's 
Maximum 43.0 46.5 47.9 47.8 48.8 
Current 20.8 21.2 23.9 24.9 23.6 

Average Annual Resource Production Under 
Maximization of Winter Forage by Time Period 

Potential Livestock Use 
(MAUM) 14.3 17 .5 19.7 20.3 21.1 

Potential Developed 
Recreation (MRVD) 304 304 304 304 304 

Potential Dispersed 
Recreation (MRVD) 1437 1739 1906 2063 2216 

Allowable Sale 
Quantity (MMBF) 159.4 159.4 159.4 159.4 159.4 

Water Yield Increase 
(M ac-ft) 86.7 126.8 154.4 181.1 182.5 

Total Water Yield 
(MM ac-ft) 3.61 3.65 3.68 3.71 3.71 

Big-Game Winter Forage 
(MAUM) 43.0 46.5 47.9 47.8 48.8 

Elk Summer Range Quality 
Index (% of Existing 
Situation) 131 131 131 131 131 

Elk Population Potential 
(M Animals) 12.2 13.1 13.1 13 .1 13 .1 

Fish Population Potential 
(M Number) 665 623 659 655 652 

Roads Needed for Management 
Collector (Miles) 3000 will increase over time to 3110 
Local (Miles) 2020 will increase over time to 8728 

Visual Quality (% of 
Sensitive Areas 
Maintained) 46 46 46 46 46 

Wilderness (M acres) 343.7 343.7 343.7 343.7 343.7 
Roadless Area Management 

(M acres) 140.2 140.2 140.2 140.2 140.2 
Total Budget 

(MM-1978 dollars) 22.11 22.08 19.44 18.10 20.59 

Present Net Value = $223 MM 
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In order to attain the maximum big-game habitat production 
potential, type conversions (timber to browse) and deregulation 
of timber harvests on approx irr2tely 163,266 acres of commerc ial 
forest land would be necessary. 

Under the maximum potential, the wildlife species requlrlng 
old-growth timber and snags would experience a sharp decline in 
population and one to three species may be eliminated from the 
Forest. The riparian marsh species would also decline but to a 
lesser degree. Populations of other species would remain stable 
or increase. 

(4) Maximize Wilderness (Benchmark k) 

Wilderness management assignments were maximized in order to 
explore the foregone monetary values and resource outputs by 
comparison with Benchmark h. This benchmark was used to develop 
the greatest amount of wilderness by assigning all of the 
inventoried roadless area to wilderness. The wilderness 
benchmark represents an attempt to preserve the natural 
environment to the maximum extent possible on the Forest. Timber 
management and development activities were confined to the most 
productive sites presently developed and those not having soils, 
wildlife, or visual constraints. The maximum potential for 
wilderness on the Lolo is approximately 44 percent of the Forest, 
or 915,898 acres. Table II-3A shows management practices and 
outputs associated with the maximum wilderness benchmark. 

Table 11-3: Average Annual Resource Production Under the 
Maximum Wilderness Benchmark 

1981- 1991- 2001- 2011- 2021-
1990 2000 2010 2020 2030 

Potential Livestock Use 12.6 11.3 11.3 11.3 11.3 
(MAUM) 

Potential Developed 405 405 405 405 405 
Recreation(MRVD) 

Potential Dispersed 2238 2238 2238 2238 2238 
Recreation (MRVD) 

Allowable Sale Quantity 90 120 120 126 126 
(MMBF) 

Water Yield Increase 67.0 85.7 100.3 115.1 130.0 
(Mac-ft) 

Total Water Yield 3.61 3.63 3.64 3.66 3.67 
(MM ac-ft) 
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Table 11-3 (ContinYed) 

1981- 1991- 2001- 2011- 2021-
199Q 2QQQ 2Q]Q 2Q2Q 2Q3Q 

Elk Summer Quality Index 82 82 82 82 82 
(~ of Existing Situation 

Elk Population Potential 6.4 6.4 6.4 6.4 6.4 
(M Animals) 

Fish Population Potential 970 974 978 982 987 
(M Number) 

Roads needed for Management 
Collector (Miles) 2800 Increases over time to 2996 
Local (Miles) 1800 Increases over time to 8112 

Visual Quality 75 75 75 75 75 
(~ of Sensitive Areas 

Maintained) 
Wilderness (M acres) 916 916 916 916 916 
Roadless area Management 21 21 21 21 21 

(M Acres) 

Present Net Value = $203.2 MM 

(5) Minimum Leyel (Benchmark 1) 

This benchmark defined the minimum costs of public landownership 
and the resource outputs which are incidental to Forest 
management. Benchmark 1 served as a minimum reference point to 
develop and/or test alternative activities, outputs, and costs 
which result from Forest Service activities. The purpose of the 
minimum supply potential is to show the unavoidable costs and 
benefits that occur as long as the Forest is in public ownership. 
It reflects the cost of managing only the land resources. The 
decision to incur these costs remains with the decision to retain 
the land in Federal ownership and not within the authority of the 
Forest Service planning process. 

Management provides only those benefits which are necessary to 
protect the life, health, and safety of the incidental user; 
preventing environmental damage to National Forest and adjoining 
or downstream lands due to altering the natural successional 
processes; and administering unavoidable special uses and 
leases. 

The outputs derived under this potential and shown in Table 11-4 
reflect management practices and associated costs and outputs that 
protect soil and water resources and prevent permanent impairment 
of the productivity of the land. The minimum levels are included 
as the base level in every alternative. Examples of management 
activities include fire suppression, insect and disease control, 
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law enforcement, search and rescue, special use management, and a 
decreasing level of road and trail maintenance over time. 
Incidental outputs include dispersed recreation use, water yield, 
and natural wildlife habitat. 

lable II-4: A~erage Annual Re~QUrQe EnoduQtiQn Under the 
Minimum Le~el b~ lime Eeriod 

1982- 1986- 1991- 2001- 2011- 2021-
1985 1990 2000 2010 2020 2030 

Livestock Forage (MAUM) 12.8 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 
Dispersed Recreation 

(MRVD) 1050 945 803 682 682 682 
Developed Recreation 

(MRVD) 145 0 0 0 0 0 
Allowable Sale Quantity 

(MMBF) 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Water Yield (MM ac-ft) 3.4 3.4 3.4 3.4 3.4 3.4 
Elk Net Habitat Productivity 

(% of Existing) 107 106 100 91 76 60 
Elk Population Potential 

(M animals) 9.9 9.7 9.3 8.4 7.0 5.6 
Aquatic Habitat/Fisheries 

Roads in Riparian 
(useable miles) 1435 1350 820 530 280 280 

Change in Amount of 
Riparian Roaded from 
Existing (%) +5 +2 -38 -60 -79 -79 

Fish Population Pot-
ential (M fish > 6") 856 856 856 888 885 883 

Prescribed Burning (M ac) 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Access 

Roads Needed for Man-
agement 

Collector (Miles) 3000 0 0 0 0 0 
Local (Mil es) 2020 0 0 0 0 0 
Roads Open for Use 

(Miles) 1750 1650 1000 650 650 650 
Trails Open for Use 

(Miles) 1500 1000 500 300 300 300 
Roadless Management 

Areas (M ac) 375 375 375 375 375 375 
Wilderness Management 1/ 

Areas (M ac) 345 345 345 345 345 345 
Visual Quality (% of 

existing sensitive 
areas maintained 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Total Budget 
(MM-1978 dollars) 3.2 2.6 2.6 2.6 2.6 2.6 

Present Net Value = $86 MM 

.1/ Wilderness acres shown include proposed roadless acres recommended for 
wilderness in the RARE II EIS; the Minimum Level Benchmark was compiled 
previous to the revision of the NFMA Regulations. 
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(6) Constrained Budset/Current Action (Benchmark m) 

Benchmark m defined the current level of goods and services with a 
constrained budget. It results in the most likely amount of goods 
and services expected in the future under current management 
direction with budget restrictions as displayed in Table 11-5. 

Table 11-5: Ayerase Annual Resource Production Under the 
Constrained Budset/Current Action All Decades 

Resources 

Li vestock Forage (MAUM) 
Dispersed Recreation (MRVD) 
Developed Recreation (MRVD) 
Allowable Sale Quantity (MMBF) 
Water Yield (MM acre feet) 
Elk Net Habitat Productivity 

(% of existing) 
Elk Population Potential (M animals) 
Aquatic Habitat/Fisheries 

Roads in Riparian (useable miles) 
Change in Amount of Riparian Roaded 

from ex isting % 
Fish Population Potential 

(M fish> 6") 
Prescribed Burning (M acres) 
Access 

Roads Needed for Management 
Collector (miles) 
Local (miles) 

Roads Open for Use (miles) 
Trails Open for Use (miles) 
Roadless Management (M acres) 
Wilderness Management (M acres) 
Visual Quality (% of existing sensitive 

areas maintained) 
Total Budget (MM-1978 dollars) 

Present Net Value = $170 MM 
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All Decades 

13.8 
1181 
365 
118 
3.2 
100 

9.3 

997 

+13 
905 

o 

3323 
9852 
2208 
1825 
179 
325 
100 
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The following resources were also analyzed: 

Recreation 

The maximum production potential is expressed in thousands of 
recreation visitor days (MRVD's) and represents the physical 
capacity of the land and developed facility base. The maximum 
potential does not vary by time period because the full assignment 
of suitable lands to recreation use is made at the outset and 
cannot be increased. 

Table 11-6: Annual Recreation Use: Maximum Production Potential 
and Continuation of Current Direction (MRVD's) 

1981- 1991- 2001- 2011- 2021-
1990 2000 2010 2020 2030 

Developed Recreation 
Maximum Potential 1062 1062 1062 1062 1062 

Current Direction 365 392 375 386 405 
Dispersed Recreation 

Maximum Potential 4675 4675 4675 4675 4675 
Current Direction 1181 1283 1392 1478 1~6 

In the dispersed recreation category, motorized and nonmotorized 
recreation use cannot be maximized concurrently. For land use 
assignment purposes, the recreation groups are mutually exclusive 
a~d the same acres could not be aSSigned to both motorized and 
nonmotorized use, as indicated below: 

Use Potential When Maximizing 
Nonmotorized Recreation 

Use Potential When Maximizing 
Motorized Recreation 

Nonmotorized Motorized 
Recreation Recreation 

1554 

635 

2139 

4040 

TOTAL 

3693 

4675 

The maximum amount of water that can be produced would result from 
the complete removal of timber. This is neither feasible nor 
desirable as it would result in severe damage to the soil resource 
and the stream channels. 

The water yield increase that would result from maximizing timber 
production represents the highest water yield the Forest could 
attain. Even this yield would have a detrimental effect on stream 
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channel stability, and the need for structural protection would 
increase over time. Total water yield and the volume of increase 
are shown in Table II-7. 

Current water production is approximately 3.5 million acre-feet 
per year. The threshold beyond which a potential for stream 
channel damage exists occurs with a volume increase of 131,000 
acre-feet per year (total annual yield of 3,631,000 acre-feet). 

lable II-I: A~ergge Annual BesQurQe ErQouQtlQo Under 
Maxlml~atiQo Qf 11mber p Baoge, and Hater 

1981- 1991- 2001- 2011- 2021-
1990 2000 2010 2020 203Q 

Potential Livestock Use (MAUM) 16.3 20.0 22.9 25.4 25.9 
Potential Developed Recreation 

(MRVD) 304 304 304 304 304 
Potential Dispersed Recreation 

(MRVD) 1437 1729 1906 2063 2216 
Allowable Sale Quantity (MMBF) 219 219 219 219 219 
Water Yield Increase (M ac-ft) 103.6 166.6 189.3 205.2 210.2 
Total Water Yield (MM ac-ft) 3.63 3.69 3.71 3.73 3.73 
Big-Game Winter Forage (MAUM) 19.3 19.3 19.3 20.3 20.7 
Elk Summer Range Quality Index 

(~ of Existing Situation) 157 157 157 157 157 
Elk Population Potential 

(M Number) 9.4 9.4 9.4 9.8 10.0 
Fish Population Potential 

(M Number) , 665 657 650 643 635 
Roads Needed for Management 

Collector (Miles) 3000 increases over time to 3528 
Local (Miles) 2020 increases over time to 9870 

Visual Quality (~ of Sensitive 
Areas Maintained) 38 38 38 38 38 

Wilderness (M Acres) 0 0 0 0 0 
Roadless Area Management 

(M Acres) 132.2 132.2 132.2 132.2 132.2 
Total Budget (MM 1978 dollars) 25.43 25.45 23.04 21.61 20.93 

Present Net Value = $223 MM 

Timber output has the greatest impact on timber-related employment 
and income. Thus, Benchmark i with the highest timber output has 
the greatest positive impact on jobs and income. Benchmarks hand 
j have comparable timber volumes and similar job and income 
impacts. Benchmark m has a reduced timber volume because of a 
constrained budget, and Benchmark k has a lower timber volume 
because of a lower acreage assigned to timber management. 
Benchmarks k and m have relatively low job and income impacts when 
compared to other benchmarks. With the exception of Bencrmark ~ 
(Minimum Level), all benchmarks exceed expected recreation demand 
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in the first decade and would have no effect on changes in 
employment and income between benchmarks in this analysis. 

Table 11-8: Annual Employment and Income Impacts 
of Benchmarks. First Decade 

I Max Max I Constrained 
Max I Timber I Max Wilder- Min I Budget! I I I 
PNV I Range ,Water I Wildlife ness Level ICurrent Action I 

I Benchmark h I i I j k 1 I m I I 

Jobs 3,014 4,163 3,326 2,505 0 2,874 

Income 31.5 51.3 38.9 zr .0 0 30.1 

3. Ran~e of Alternatives 

a. Information Used to Develop Alternatives 

The benchmarks presented in the previous section were used to develop 
alternatives that represent a range of resource outputs. For 
example, the timber and minimum level benchmarks show that the timber 
base sale levels can range from a minimum of zero to 219 MMBF per 
year in decade 1. Alternatives were designed to span the benchmark 
range while meeting policy constraints such as minimum visual quality 
and minimum acceptable harvest levels. The PNV benchmark was used to 
determine the cost of meeting alternative objectives and provided a 
basis for changing alternative activities to optimize PNV while still 
meeting the objectives. 

Public issues and management concerns addressing timber, wildlife and 
fisheries, recreation, roads, water amd soils, wilderness, range, and 
visual quality were utilized to develop alternatives which emphasize 
specific issues or respond to most or all issues to some degree. 

Meeting the RPA targets identified in the Regional Guide was 
considered in one alternative. However, it was eliminated from 
detailed study as discussed on page 11-19. 

Each roadless area was recommended wilderness in at least one 
alternative. And, one alternative recommends most of the Forest's 
roadless acres for wilderness while evaluating the opportunity for 
increasing commodity outputs on roaded lands. 

b. adequate Range of Alternatives 

In the development of alternatives, those required include: one that 
maximized timber production and most market opportunities while 
maintaining as a minimum the maximum modification visual quality 
objective (Alternative c); one which optimized nonmarket 
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opportunities such as roadless, wilderness, recreation, visual 
quality, fisheries, and wildlife (Alternative b); and the current 
program (Alternative al. 

These alternatives were examined to determine where they fell in the 
range of outputs expressed by the benchmarks, and how well they 
responded to the issues, including the roadless evaluation. 
Additional alternatives were then identified that would complete the 
range of outputs for analysis and response to issues. 

An alternative was developed which was timber, forage, and mineral 
oriented but responded in varying degree to other issues such as 
big-game cover/forage relationships, visual quality, and roadless 
semiprimitive recreation (Alternatives e). 

An alternative was designed to emphasize nonmarket values while 
remaining somewhat responsive to market outputs (Alternative f), and 
another assigns all roadless areas to wilderness while emphasizing 
market outputs on currently roaded lands (Alternative g). 

The criteria developed to evaluate alternatives was used to identify 
an additional alternative that attempted to respond to all major 
issues and concerns (Alternatiye d). Roadless lands with unique 
features were recommended for Wilderness, while some other roadless 
lands were recommended to remain roadless to meet semiprimitive 
recreation and big-game security needs. Visual quality was protected 
along heavily traveled corridors. Important winter range was 
protected. Grizzly bear essential habitat was recognized. The 
timber resource was managed cost effectively, measuring environmental 
as well as dollar costs and benefits. A departure from nondeclining 
timber harvest was also analyzed for this set of assignments, 
objectives, and constraints (see discussion on page 11-31.) 

These seven alternatives were evaluated against the benchmarks to 
determine if an adequate range was displayed to respond to major 
issues. A comparison of alternatives is shown in Figure 11-1: 
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FIGURE II.-1 
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Each of the alternatives rr~ets requirements of the NFMA Regulations. 
All alternatives are achievable because the output levels of each are 
below the maximum supply potentials identified in the Analysis of the 
Management Situation. 

Multiple use coordination was ensured by applying requirements such 
as minimum acceptable habitat diversity and water quality to each 
alternative. Some of these requirements were applied as constraints 
in the linear program model. Others appear as Forest-wide direction 
in Chapter II of the Forest Plan. This direction applies to all 
areas of the Forest and is assembled as a separate chapter to 
emphasize the all-inclusive nature. More specific management 
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standards appear in the direction for each Management Area in the 
Forest Plan (Chapter III). 

In accordance with 36 CFR 219.14, lands that were tentatively 
identified as available, capable, and suitable for timber production 
were assessed within the linear program model to determine the costs 
and benefits for a range of management intensities and production 
levels for wood fiber production. Assessments for each alternative 
were made assuming different production levels and constraints such 
as nondeclining flow and long-term sustained yield capacity. 

Another assessment was made to identify the single management 
intensity per land category (lands with similar management costs and 
returns) which returned the largest present net value. Constraints 
such as nondeclining flow and long-term sustained yield were not 
used. 

A 4 percent discount rate was used for all of the analyses. 

Existing wilderness was maintained in all alternatives. Therefore, 
the focus of alternative discussion is on the nonwilderness lands. 

Constraints specific to alternatives are discussed in Appendix B, 
section VII c. 

4. Alternatives Considered and Eliminated from Detailed Stud~ 

The following discussion addresses additional alternatives considered in 
the planning process and the reasons they were not studied in detail nor 
included in the range of alternatives displayed for full analysis. When 
practic$l, the linear programming model was used to predict the outputs 
associated with each alternative. Further detail on these alternatives 
is included in the planning records. 

a. An Alternative Run that Addressed Insect Susceptibilit~ 

A significant timber loss is occurring in some drainages on the Lolo 
Forest from epidemic infestations of the mountain pine beetle and 
associated mortality of lodgepole pine. An alternative was developed 
to test the feasibility of preventing catastrophic mortality losses 
from that part of the Forest where losses are most likely to occur. 

The Objective would be to harvest 75 percent of the mature lodgepole 
pine during the first 4 decades to salvage mortality, reduce 
susceptibility to insect attack, and prevent serious loss in the 
future. To accomplish the objective, the restriction on the number 
of clearcut acres allowed in each habitat group by decade was removed 
for the first 4 decades in the impacted area. 

Anal~sis and Reasons for Elimination from Detailed StudY 

Harvest volumes are similiar to those displayed in Alternative d. 
The analysis of this run did not result in a departure as the harvest 
schedule maintained an even flow through the 12 decades. There would 

II-17 



be a marked change in species and size of material harvested as 
lodgepole pine would predominate and lesser amounts of Douglas-fir, 
ponderosa pine, and western larch would be made available. Adequate 
insect control and salvage can be provided in other alternatives 
without the following adverse effects: 

Elk habitat and populations are potentially impacted because of 
spatial and timing problems associated with the high degree of 
harvest and the reduction of a favorable cover/forage ratio in the . 
lodgepole pine types. A reduction of 10 to 15 percent could be 
expected for elk populations. 

Drainages with large acreages of lodgepole pine would suffer 
stream channel damage. 

A significant impact to the visual resource would be expected as 
clearcutting would occur at more than two times the present level 
during the first decade, and up to one third more during the 
second through fourth decades. The impact would be pronounced 
because the susceptible lodgepole pine stands are concentrated in 
only a few of the major drainages. 

b. An Alternative Run to Analyze the Resource Plannins Act (RPA) 
Objectives 

An alternative was developed to meet the Forest's share of the 
National RPA 1980 objectives as assigned by the Regional Forester, 
and is referred to as the RPA alternative. The analysis made for 

alternative was equal the analysis made for the Description 
of Alternatives Considered in Detail (page II-22), except that 
detailed mapping necessary to ground-truth the solution was not 
completed. In order to meet the RPA timber objective, departure from 
the base sale schedule of the Proposed Action (Alternative d) was 
necessary. The magnitude of this departure prevents the Forest from 
meeting all the RPA objectives simultaneously in one alternative. 

Analysis and Reasons for Elimination from Further Consideration 

The RPA alternative would contribute toward satisfying the national 
demand for timber, but the magnitude of the departure could be 
disruptive to community stability. While a high supply of material 
is available in the early decades, this supply is sharply cut in 
later decades. Unless the high and low supplies can be closely 
balanced with supplies from private lands, local economies would 
become less stable. Work forces required to prepare and administer 
the timber program of either the Forest Service or industry would 
fluctuate in direct correlation with sales offerings made by each 
organization. 
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Figure 11.-2 
Comparison of Timber Sale Offerings 
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Population goals for elk and trout cannot be maintained and would be 
reduced from current levels. Elk population losses would be due. to 
starvation as forage areas are replaced by pole stands of timber; 
trout populations would decline as a result of sedimentation. 

Water quality goals cannot be met due to the need for development and 
use on sensitive soils such as those derived from Lake Missoula 
sediments, shale, and granite. 

The Forest could not implement the harvest schedule during the first 
decade because of the high level of sale preparation and the amount 
of preroading that would be required. The annual amount of capital 
investment needed for roading would be in excess of $1 million above 
that required for the Proposed Action (Alternative d). The economic 
analysis of timber harvest during the first decade indicates a 
negative net revenue due in part to these investments. There would 
be a high amount of prescribed burning (and its cost and effect on 
air quality) needed for site preparation and slash disposal, and 
acreage requiring treatment is not practical to accomplish during the 
limited burning season. The drastic departure is not necessary to 
alleviate timber losses from insects. 

The Region's RPA objective is to provide for a moderate increase in 
commodity outputs and a moderate increase in amenity values. In 
applying the objectives given the Lolo Forest, a high commodity 
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output level and a decrease in amenity values resulted, with 
wildlife, fish, and water quality objectives unattainable. 

In considering all the effects of this alternative, it is concluded 
that the imbalance created between timber production and wildlife and 
watershed values (losses and costs) would not be offset by the high 
timber production level. 

c. Alternative Runs to Address High Market Emphasis 

Five alternatives were designed to analyze and display high market 
emphasis with varying limited response to nonmarket values. They 
emphasized a high level of intensive timber management to maintain an 
even flow of sawtimber, intermediate, and small-size products. 
Motorized dispersed recreation opportunities were generally 
encouraged, with a low level of construction for developed 
recreation. A complete Forest road network was developed to provide 
for resource access, forest product utilization, and recreation. 
Livestock grazing was encouraged on National Forest System lands and 
big-game habitat was managed to optimize deer and elk numbers. 
Visual management objectives were not used to constrain other 
resource management activities, or in one case, was limited to 
retention or partial retention on areas adjacent to major highways, 
campgrounds, or other recreational developments. For the most part, 
these alternatives recommend only those roadless areas to wilderness 
that have a limited impact on other multiple use outputs. 

Although the high market emphasis alternative runs were similiar in 
design and outputs, three of them were eliminated from further 
analysis and not displayed in the range of alternatives because they 
displayed lower present net values. The remaining two (Alternatives 
~ and ~) adequately represent the high market emphasis in the range 
of alternatives. 

d. Alternative Runs to Address Nonmarket Emphasis 

Four alternative runs were developed to address nonmarket emphasis. 
Timber management was constrained in varying ways. Land was assigned 
for nonmotorized dispersed recreation opportunities with minimal 
development and disturbance of the Forest environment, and in one 
alternative provided for some expansion of all types of recreation. 
Management provided habitat for viable populations of all wildlife 
for their own well-being as well as recreational viewing and 
hunting. Livestock grazing was limited to areas with minimal 
wildlife potential, recreation conflicts, or water quality impacts. 
Retention and partial retention visual quality objectives are 
maintained on all identified visually sensitive areas of the Forest. 
These alternatives recommend varying amounts of acreage for 
wilderness and roadless management, based on public opinion and a 
nondevelopment philosophy in managing the Forest. 

Although the nonmarket alternative runs were similiar in design and 
outputs, two of them were eliminated from further analysis and not 
displayed in the range of alternatives. Those eliminated had less 
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emphasis on roadless management and wilderness recommendations and 
did not represent public input about wilderness recommendations as 
well as the other nonmarket alternative runs. The remaining two 
(Alternatives b and f) adequately represent the nonmarket emphasis in 
the range of alternatives. 

C. Description of Alternatives Considered in Detail 

This section begins the presentation of the seven alternatives considered 
in detail. Each alternative in this section has a schedule of resource 
outputs and economic data displayed in Table 11-39. Resource outputs were 
projected for 12 time periods. 

Six of the seven alternatives described in this section were developed and 
analyzed through the NFMA planning process outlined in Chapter I. 
Development of the "No Action" current program alternative (Alternatjve a) 
deviated from this process, and its development is described in the 
discussion of the alternative. The Proposed Action (Alternative d) is the 
preferred alternative selected in Planning Action 8. 

In addition to the descriptions in this document, each alternative is shown 
on 1/4-inch per mile management emphasis maps. These maps were included 
with the Revised Draft Environmental Impact Statement and are available on 
request. 

1. Alternative a - Current Direction 

The NFMA and NEPA Regulations require inclusion of a "no action" 
alternative. NFMA Regulations define it as that condition most likely 
to exist in the future if current management direction would continue 
unchanged (36 CFR 219.12 (f)(7». Projecting the effect of this 
direction on goods and services provided, the costs and benefits of 
management, and effects on the Forest environment and people are 
included. This alternative was designed to continue the current 
program, consistent with existing Unit Plans and District Multiple Use 
Plans, as amended by Part I of the Forest Multiple Use Plan, policies, 
standards, and guidelines; and provide resource outputs consistent with 
existing plans. Responding to issues was not a specific objective in 
designing the alternative, but those social variables evident in past 
planning decisions received attention (in that they set land use 
assignments). 

a. Roadless Area 

Of the 776,190 currently roadless acres on the Forest, 27 percent is 
recommended for additional wilderness in this alternative, with 21 
percent assigned to roadless management, and approximately 52 percent 
available for development. The wilderness recommendation reflects 
the recommendations made in the 1979 RARE II Final EIS, a Nationwide 
study of roadless areas. 
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b. Recreation and Trajls 

Dispersed motorized recreation is increased as a result of allowing 
more collector and local roads to be left open for public use. 
Semiprimitive recreation opportunities will decrease as areas are 
developed for timber harvests. Although the development of 
recreation sites will not increase, there will be a moderate increase 
in use as a result of upgrading and improving existing sites. 
Campgrounds and trails are maintained at a low level. 

c. Wilderness 

The Forest has approximately 139,708 acres of designated wilderness. 
An additional 211,930 acres are recommended for wilderness in this 
alternative including portions of the Hoodoo, Bear-Marshall
Scapegoat-Swan, and Quigg Peak roadless areas. (See Appendix C.) 

d. Visual Quality 

The present degree of visual quality is maintained in visually 
sensitive areas. Some modification of visually sensitive areas that 
are not seen from major corridors, trails, and roadways is allowed. 

e. Fish and Wildlife 

Net wildlife habitat productivity decreases primarily due to more 
summer range disturbance caused by increases in road access and 
regulated timber harvest. 

Essential grizzly bear habitat will be well protected both by 
roadless types of assignments which minimize human-caused mortality, 
and intensive grizzly bear habitat management which emphasizes 
habitat enhancement. 

Aquatic environment disturbances will be at a relatively high level 
due to the miles of road constructed and the livestock grazing use in 
riparian areas. 

f. Water and Soils 

Water yield and sediment production will increase slightly as a 
result of the design and location of roads and the vegetative 
treatments. 

g.~ 

Domestic livestock grazing is low to moderate. The forage production 
is a result of creating transitory range with timber harvests, 
especially in riparian areas, and of permitting more livestock use of 
elk summer range. 
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h. Timber 

The objective is to maintain timber production at a level consistent 
with objectives to resolve other resource issues. After the first 
decade, there is a projected increase in regulated timber harvest, 
but the total allowable sale quantity is similar to other 
alternatives when the unregulated timber harvest volume is included. 

The first decade allowable sale quantity of 111 MMBF/year is the same 
as the current direction. Projected outputs then gradually increase 
to an allowable sale quantity of 133 MMBF/year in decade 2 which 
approximates 66 percent of the long-term sustained yield capacity. 
Clearcut, shelterwood, and selection harvest are 33, 56, and 11 
percent respectively of the acreage harvested in early decades. 

i. Minerals 

Fewer acres of land with high mineral potential appear under roadless 
management. This facilitates exploration and development of 
locatable minerals. There would also be fewer restraints on 
geophysical exploration for oil and gas. The number of lease 
applications received would be unaffected. Roads constructed for any 
activity may require mineral materials (rock) for construction 
purposes. 

New leases and subsequent lease issuance will undergo additional 
analysis as required by NEPA, tiering to this EIS through 
incorporation by reference the information presented in the 
programmatic environmental analysis. Special stipulations are used 
whenever the lease area has surface resource values needing special 
protection to meet the alternative management objectives. 

j. Road System 

Roading intensifies due to the increased miles of collector roads 
needed for timber management. Roadless management acres are also 
reduced. Approximately 3,925 collector miles and 9,250 local miles 
are needed for management. Approximately 5,020 of these needed miles 
exist. About 2,208 collector miles remain open for public use, while 
local roads will generally be closed. 

k. ~ 

Prescribed fire usage increases slightly in response to a moderate 
expansion of regulated timber harvest activites. Due to an increase 
in road access, the potential for man-caused fires resulting from 
motorized use would also increase. 

1. SociOeconomic 

In later decades, timber output volumes increase slightly and 
moderate opportunities exist for economic growth and a corresponding 
small increase in area employment. Net present value is 
$175,900,000. 
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2. Alternative b 

This alternative was designed to emphasize nonmarket uses, especially 
roadless management, visual quality, Wildlife, fish habitat, and water 
quality. Timber, livestock graZing, and minerals opportunities are 
consistent with these objectives. 

Timber management is confined to the most productive sites. Land is 
managed for nonmotorized dispersed recreation opportunities with 
emphasis on simple, rustic facilities that require minimal development 
and disturbances of the Forest environment. Motorized access is 
limited. Land is assigned and managed to provide habitat for viable 
populations of all wildlife. Livestock grazing is limited to areas with 
minimal potential for wildlife/recreation conflicts, and water quality 
impacts. Retention and Partial Retention visual quality objectives are 
maintained on all identified visually sensitive areas of the Forest. 
Prescribed fires are used to promote vegetative diversity and enhance 
wildlife habitat. Labor intensive practices are encouraged. 

a. Roadless Area 

Of the 776,190 currently roadless acres on the Forest, 27 percent is 
recommended for additional wilderness in this alternative, with 49 
percent aSSigned to roadless management, and approximately 24 percent 
available for development. 

b. Recreation and Trails 

Opportunities for primitive and semiprimitive dispersed recreation 
are ensured with approximately 76 percent of the currently roadless 
acres on the Forest (outside of existing wilderness) aSSigned to 
roadless management, which also provides for wildlife use. Developed 
recreation use and capacity are deemphasized in favor of maintaining 
natural environments. 

c. Wilderness 

The Forest has approximately 139,708 acres of designated wilderness. 
An additional 211,930 acres are recommended for wilderness in this 
alternative, including portions of the Hoodoo, Bear-Marshall
Scapegoat-Swan, and Quigg Peak roadless areas. (See Appendix C.) 

d. Visual Quality 

Visual quality plays a greater role than in most other alternatives. 
Nearly all visually sensitive areas are maintained as 
natural-appearing landscapes. 

e. Fish and Wildlife 

Wildlife habitat management reflects opportunities to regulate and 
minimize human influences on wildlife; e.g., assigning forage to 
wildlife rather than livestock; road closures; identification of 
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wildlife needs in timber management; assignments for grizzly bear 
emphasizing minimal mortality which will be realized by large blocks 
of wilderness and backcountrYi elimination of grazing allotments in 
riparian zones where resource damage is occurring. Management for 
nongame wildlife species encourages wildlife diversity and provides 
some recreation opportunities. 

This alternative has a lower fish population in the future than other 
alternatives because the "natural" philosophy of this alternative was 
interpreted to provide for use of direct habitat improvement projects 
only on those stream segments that had been severely altered by human 
activity in the past, with the objective of restoring full fisheries 
potential to these altered stream segments. The greater level of 
direct habitat improvement proposed on several other alternatives 
more than compensates for the adverse consequences some of the 
associated management activities may have on fish habitat in these 
other alternatives. 

f. Water and Soils 

Water yield increases over time, but sediment production in riparian 
areas is at the lowest level of all alternatives as a result of 
lessened timber management activities. 

g.~ 

Domestic livestock grazing is reduced below current levels in order 
to improve conditions to satiSfy other needs in riparian areas and on 
deer and elk winter range. Available animal unit months are a result 
of more intensive management on the acres suitable for timber. 

h. Timber 

The objective is to maintain timber production consistent with high 
emphasis on nonmarket values. Timber management is encouraged on the 
most productive sites that do not have SOils, wildlife, or visual 
constraints. This results in fewer acres suitable for timber 
management and lower timber sale volume offerings from the current 
situation. 

The first decade allowable sale quantity of 104 MMBF/year is 6 
percent below the current direction (Alternatiye a). Projected 
outputs then gradually increase to an allowable sale quantity of 125 
MMBF/year in the second decade which is 72 percent of the long-term 
sustained yield capacity. Clearcut, shelterwood, and selection 
harvest are 33, 66, and 1 percent respectively of the acreage 
harvested in early decades. 

i. Minerals 

Mineral activities, especially prospecting, will be hampered due to a 
low level of open access roads and a high amount of undeveloped 
acres. Oil and gas lease applications will be recommended for 
approval only on the developed areas of the Forest, and then only 
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with prctective surface stipulaticn reccmmendaticns. Agency need-for 
mineral materials will be lcwer because cf the lcw level cf new road 
ccnstructicn. 

New leases and subsequent lease issuance will undergo. additicnal 
analysis as required by NEPA, tiering to. this EIS thrcugh 
inccrpcraticn by reference the infcrmaticn presented in the 
prcgrammatic envircnmental analysis. Special stipulaticns are used 
whenever the lease area has surface rescurce values needing special 
prctecticn to. meet the alternative management cbjectives. 

j. Rcad System 

Apprcximately 3,405 collectcr miles and 7,164 local miles are needed 
fcr management in this alternative. Apprcximately 5,020 cf these 
needed miles exist. Abcut 1,500 ccllectcr miles remain cpen fcr 
public use, while local rcads will generally be clcsed. 

k.~ 

Naturally-occurring fire is the principal means cf prcviding fcr 
vegetative diversity and enhancing wildlife habitat. The reduceq 
cpportunities fcr access and prescribing fire cn winter range redq,ces 
the winter range productivity. 

1. Soc iceccncmic 

Few cppcrtunities wculd exist fcr eccnomic grcwth due to. the emphe~is 
cn natural-appearing landscapes. Intensive revenue-producing ... 
activities such as timber harvest are traded fcr an emphasis cn 
visual quality and dispersed recreaticn. Area emplcyment and net:' 
present value are lcwer than the current prcgram. 

3. Alternatiye c 

This alternative was designed to. emphasize timber and mineral 
cppcrtunities and respcnd to. significant ccmpcnents cf the wilderness 
and wildlife habitat issues that can be achieved at little ccst to. 
market cutputs. 

Alternatiye c emphasizes a high level cf regulated timber harvest with 
investments in cultural practices, primarily cn sites with the highest 
pctential rate cf return. Expansicn cf recreaticn facilities will bt 
ccnfined to. areas where demand exceeds supply; lcw use sites and 
facilities will be phased cut cr maintained at minimal service levels .• 
A ccmplete Fcrest rcad netwcrk will be develcped to. prcvide fcr resource 
access and ccst-efficient utilizaticn of Fcrest products. Big-game 
habitat will be managed fcr deer and elk numbers, attempting to. mainLoln 
harvestable pcpulaticns. Livestock grazing will be present to. the 
extent that allctments are eccnomically feasible. Visual management 
cbjectives will generally nct be used as ccnstraints cn cther rescurCt 
management activities. An aggressive prcgram cf fire suppressicn will 
be pursued except where suppressicn ccsts exceed values at risk. 
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a. Roadless Area 

Of the 776,190 currently roadless acres on the Forest, 27 percent is 
recommended for additional wilderness in this alternative, with 19 
percent assigned to roadless management, and approximately 54 percent 
available for development. 

b. Recreation and Trails 

The lands to be managed as roadless represent those acres on which 
development costs exceed expected benefits, and the resulting 
opportunities for primitive and semiprimitive recreation are 
relatively low. With the emphasis on cost efficiency, development of 
recreation facilities is confined to areas where demand exceeds 
supply. Sites and facilities receiving low levels of use would be 
phased out or maintained at low service levels. 

c. Wilderness 

The Forest has approximately 130,708 acres of designated wilderness. 
An additional 211,930 acres are recommended for wilderness in this 
alternative, including portions of the Hoodoo, Bear-Marshall
Scapegoat-Swan, and Quigg Peak roadless areas. (See Appendix C). 

d. Visual Quality 

This alternative assigns the fewest areas on the Forest of any 
alternative to Retention and Partial Retention Visual Quality 
Objectives, reflecting the emphasis on cost-efficient resource 
management. As a result, changes in the natural appearance of the 
landscape will be evident, except where viewed from major highways. 

e. Fish and Wildlife 

Because of limited response to nongame species issues in this 
alternative, assignments for old-growth dependent species represent 
the minimum acres needed to maintain viable populations. Emphasis 
for grizzly bear within essential habitat represent a bare minimum 
number of acres needed for recovery. Elk summer range productivity 
is higher since increased timber harvests can create a beneficial 
cover/forage mix in the higher elevation range. However, net elk 
habitat productivity is lower than what currently exists because of a 
reduction in the winter range productivity. 

Aquatic environment disturbances are high as a result of increased 
roading in the riparian zone, sediment production, and the amount of 
riparian area disturbed. 

f. Water and Soils 

Water yield and sediment production levels are relatively high as a 
result of the timber harvest and grazing activities. 
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g. Ranse 

Domestic livestock forage product jon potential increases to the 
highest level of all the alternatives as a r'esult of increasing 
forage production on transitory range through timber harvest. 
However, the negative cost/benefit ratio for providing structural 
stock controls and improvements reduce the use of the forage. 

h. Timber 

The objective of this alternative is to maintain a high rate of 
timber production. Land suitable for timber production increases as 
does the regulated harvest. Unregulated harvest decreases as a 
result of reduced emphasis on other resource programs such as 
maintenance of big-game winter range. 

The first decade allowable sale quantity of 130 MMBF/year is 17 
percent above the current direction (Alternatiye a). Projected 
outputs then increase to an allowable sale quantity of 156 MMBF/year 
in the second decade which is 74 percent of the long-term sustained 
yield capacity. 

Clearcut, shelterwood, and selection harvest systems are 38, 60, and 
2 percent respectively of the acreage harvested in early decades. 

i. Minerals 

A large number of acres with high mineral potential fall into the 
roadless category. However, over half of the roadless lands are 
designated for development. In this alternative, oil and gas leasing 
is acceptable anywhere on the Forest with a minimum of surface use 
restrictions. Explorations and development of all minerals is 
encouraged, although the ability to access the roadless areas will 
increase the costs of such activities. Demand for mineral materials 
in support of the timber program will remain close to the existing 
quantities already being used. 

New leases and subsequent lease issuance will undergo additional 
analysis as required by NEPA, tiering to this EIS through 
incorporation by reference the information presented in the 
programmatic environmental analysis. Special stipulations are used 
whenever the lease area has surface resource values needing special 
protection to meet the alternative management objectives. 

j. Road System 

A relatively extensive Forest road network is necessary for resource 
management, but closures or use restrictions needed to support 
objectives such as big-game habitat management are acceptable. 
Off-road vehicle use would be supported to the extent that 
restrictions provide protection for big-game habitat. 

Approximately 3,925 collector miles and 8,667 local miles are needed 
for management. Approximately 5,020 of these needed miles exist. 
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About 1,850 collector miles remain open for public use, while local 
roads will generally be closed. 

k.~ 

Prescribed burning and associated air pollution are at high levels 
due to the timber harvest program and the need to eliminate the slash 
buildup and prepare sites for regeneration. An aggressive wildfire 
suppression program is supported unless suppression costs exceed 
values at risk, such as where commercial timber values are low to 
nonexistent. 

1. Soc ioeconomic 

Many opportunites exist for economic growth and increased employment 
in this alternative. Management activities are keyed to protect 
employment and the economic stability of local communities. As a 
result of timber management activities, this alternative pr'oduces the 
highest levels of economic growth and employment opportunities. 
Increased jobs and income are derived directly through the role of 
the timber industry and the indirect roles of related enterprise such 
as commercial trade and service industries. This alternative 
requires the highest total budget of any alternative to implement. 
Employment opportunities and present net value are high. 

4. Alternatiye d - Proposed Action 

This alternative was designed to resolve major issues and management 
concerns, with a mix of both market and nonmarket uses and outputs. 
Emphasis is on roadless recreation, wilderness, wildlife habitat, 
fisheries, visual quality, and timber issues. 

Alternatiye d, which is the Proposed Action, provides for increasing the 
long-term existing volume of timber sold; increases elk habitat 
productivity over existing conditions; assigns the necessary acreage to 
provide for semiprimitive recreation opportunities, rounding out the 
spectrum of recreation opportunities; maintains the Retention and 
Partial Retention visual quality objectives in important visually 
sensitive areas of the Forest, including Forest trails; provides habitat 
for viable populations of old-growth dependent species in most major 
drainages on the Forest; protects and regulates activities in essential 
and occupied grizzly bear habitat; and recommends roadless areas to 
wilderness which have high wilderness values. 

The timber resource will be managed cost efficiently, measuring 
environmental as well as dollar costs and benefits. Big-game habitat 
supports an important commodity and provides many recreation 
opportunities. Other forms of wildlife and fish further serve 
recreational needs, and function as indicators of the "health" of the 
Forest ecosystems. Riparian areas support water, fish and wildlife 
habitat, recreation, and visual objectives. Roadless, undeveloped parts 
of the Forest contribute to wildlife habitat and recreational 
objectives, and provide benchmarks against which to measure the effects 
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of management. The Proposed Action emphasizes being good hosts to the 
public and good neighbors as land managers. 

a. Roadless Area 

Of the 776,190 currently roadless acres on the Forest, 29 percent is 
recommended for additional wilderness in this alternative, with 23 
percent assigned to roadless management, and approximately 48 percent 
available for development. 

b. Recreation and Trails 

Dispersed recreation opportunities are emphasized, with developed 
recreation sites maintained at existing levels. 

c. Wilderness 

The Forest has approximately 139,708 acres of designated wilderness. 
An additional 223,600 acres are recommended for wilderness, including 
portions of the Hoodoo, Bear-Marshall-Scapegoat-Swan, Quigg Peak, and 
Lolo Creek roadless areas. (See Appendix C.) 

d. Visual Quality 

The natural-appearing landscape is retained for travelers using 
highways and major Forest roads, trails, use areas, and water 
features. It allows for modification of same areas seen from less 
visually sensitive trails and highways. 

e. Wildlife and Fish 

Winter forage production and desirable cover/forage ratios for big 
game are emphasized through vegetative manipulation and achieved by 
prescribed fire and timber harvest. Essential grizzly bear habitat 
(Management Situation 1 1/) will be well protected both by roadless 
types of management which minimize human-caused mortality, and 
intensive grizzly bear habitat management which emphasizes habitat 
enhancement. In addition, occupied areas outside of essential 
habitat (Management Situation 2 1/) will be managed to prevent 
grizzly bear mortality. This will be done with Forest policy and by 
the use of restrictive clauses applied to Forest user contracts. 
This alternative will provide for viable populations of old-growth 
dependent species in most major drainages. Snags and snag 
replacements will be retained to the extent practical. 

11 InteragencY Grizzly Bear Guidelines, Federal Register, Vol. 50, No. 102, 
Tuesday, May 28, 1985, p. 2169. 
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Aquatic environment values are enhanced as a result of applying 
management prescriptions which protect the riparian zone, and through 
structural stream improvements to mitigate impacts from water yield 
increases. 

f. Water and Soil~ 

Water yield and sediment production will increase slightly, as a 
result of the design and location of roads and vegetative treatments 
on lands suitable for timber production. 

g.~ 

Domestic livestock grazing levels increase slightly from existing 
levels as a result of the emphasis to manage only cost-efficient 
allotments, riparian area management, and management of elk winter 
range. 

h. Timber 

The objective is to assign most lands of moderate or higher site 
quality to timber production, maintaining or increasing current sell 
levels. Timber harvest levels are higher than the volume currently 
offered and includes increased emphasis on salvage and utilization of 
smaller material. Harvest levels increase over time in this 
alternative. 

The first decade allowable sale quantity schedule of 107 MMBF/year is 
4 percent below the current direction (Alternative a). Outputs then 
increase to about 131 MMBF/year in the 2nd decade and 177 MMBF in the 
11th decade which approximates long-term sustained yield capacity. 

Clearcut, shelterwood, and selection harvest are 30, 61, and 9 
percent respectively, of the acreage harvested in early decades. 

i. Minerals 

In comparison to the existing situation, there is a decrease in acres 
with high mineral occurrence potential assigned to roadless 
management. Oil and gas leasing and development is acceptable and 
special stipulations are recommended to protect important surface 
resource values and sensitive areas. 

New leases and subsequent lease issuance will undergo additional 
analysis as required by NEPA, tiering to this EIS through 
incorporation by reference the information presented in the 
programmatic environmental analysis. Special stipulations are used 
whenever the lease area has surface resource values needing special 
protection to meet the alternative management objectives. 

j. Road System 

The Proposed Action will increase the miles of open access roads over 
the existing situation, but the network of open roads is distributed 
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in a way to reduce impacts on elk summer range, grizzly bear habitat, 
and riparian areas. 

Approximately 3,852 collector miles and 7,257 local miles are needed 
for management. Approximately 5,020 of these needed miles exist. 
About 1,883 collector miles remain open for public use in this 
alternative, while local roads will generally be closed. 

k.~ 

Man-caused fire risk increases due to greater public use of roads. 
Effective suppression actions are required to protect life and 
property where those values dictate. 

1. SociOeconomic 

Moderate opportunities exist for economic expansion and gains in 
employment. Timber harvest activities are the principal reasons for 
increasing employment, with minor increases attributable to 
recreation opportunities. 

m. Variations on the Proposed Action (Alternative d) 

NFMA Regulations (36 CFR 219.16(a)(3)(i)) require that under certain 
conditions, an alternative with harvest schedules which depart from 
the base sale schedule will be formulated. 

Alternative dl 

This departure includes acceleration of timber harvest in the first 
decade to contribute to the national need for lumber used in housing. 
The first decade is similiar to the Proposed Action (Alternative d), 
then projections increase to its peak in the fourth decade. Even flow 
is reached at the 10th decade. This departure would contribute toward a 
moderately increasing community economy through coordinated timber flow 
from private and Federal lands while responding to a moderate increase 
in future demand for wood products. 

Analysis - Elk forage production and populations would average 25 
percent less than Alternative d during the first and last one and 
one-.half decades, for a total of 30 years. The intervening decades 
would have a higher forage production than the Proposed Action 
(Alternative d). 

Water yield would increase approximately 1 percent above the Proposed 
Action for decades four through six and could result in stream channel 
stability problems in isolated cases. Long-term effects beyond the 
eighth decade will be similar to those of the Proposed Action 
(Alternative d). 

Road costs are similar to the Proposed Action (Alternative d) and the 
total budget requirements are slightly higher. The Present Net Value is 
$174,714,000. 
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Summary of the departure on the Proposed Action (Alternatiye d) - The 
variation on the Proposed Action (Alternative d), while administratively 
feasible, is not being selected for implementation at this time because 
of adverse short- and long-term environmental effects and the 
accelerated capital investment required for roads. The Proposed Action 
(Alternative d) is at or near the margin of acceptability in several of 
the resource or social/economic elements: water, soils, Wildlife, fish, 
and community stability. Under the departure schedules, hydrologic 
impacts would result in, or accelerate, unacceptable stream channel 
changes, water quality reductions, and soil displacement. Wildlife and 
fish habitat and populations would be reduced from current or expected 
levels under the Proposed Action (Alternative d). A significant 
departure below the base sale schedule of the Proposed Action 
(Alternative d), beyond decade seven, may result in an unacceptable 
impact on community stability by exaggerating the dependency of local 
mills on timber supplies from private lands. 

Figure II. -3 ~ 
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5. Alternative e 

This alternaUve was designed to emphasize timber outputs and livestock 
use to be achieved in the most cost-effective manner, and does not 
respond to the wilderness issue. It results in an extensive road 
system, encouraging opportunities for minerals exploration, development, 
and roaded recreation. This alternative is useful in evaluating the 
total range of tradeoffs. 

Alternative e emphasizes a high level of intensive timber management, 
increasing the existing volume sold, to maintain an even flow of 
sawtimber, intermediate, and small-size products. Motorized dispersed 
recreation opportunities are encouraged, with a low level of 
construction for developed recreation. A complete Forest road network 
will be developed to provide for resource access, forest product 
utilization, and recreation. Forest road closures will be limited to 
critical big-game habitat areas. Big-game habitat will be managed to 
optimize deer and elk numbers as they are considered a commodity in this 
alternative. Livestock grazing is encouraged on National Forest System 
lands. Modification of some visually sensitive areas seen from major 
trails and roadways is allowed, although the natural-appearing landscape 
is generally retained for most travelers in and adjacent to the Forest. 

a. Roadless Area 

Of the 776,190 currently roadless acres on the Forest, no additional 
wilderness is recommended in this alternative, with 39 percent 
assigned to roadless management and approximately 61 percent 
available for development. 

b. Recreation and Trail~ 

Primitive and semiprimitive dispersed recreation opportunities would 
be reduced. The lower provision for roadless area management is made 
in order to maintain a high timber management program. There are 
more opportunities for motorized dispersed recreation. Developed 
recreation needs are met by maintaining facilities at destination 
areas. 

c. Wilderness 

The Forest has approximately 139,708 acres of designated wilderness. 
No additional acres are recommended for wilderness in this 
alternative. 

d. Visual Quality 

Modification of some visually sensitive areas seen from major trails 
and roadways is allowed. Management activities, mostly timber 
harvest and r"oading, will be allowed to dominate many landscapes 
outside of existing wilderness. Some unroaded areas not suitable for 
timber production, about 184,000 acres, would not be roaded or 
harvested unless accessed for other reasons such as mineral 
exploration and development. 
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e. Fish and Wildlife 

Elk habitat productivity decreases on both winter and summer ranges 
by approximately 25 percent from the existing situation, with elk 
numbers down as well. Forage values are low and the driveable road 
density is high with few restrictions. Land available for 
maintaining old-growth dependent species is the lowest of any 
alternative. Essential habitat for grizzly bear will be well 
protected both by roadless types of management which minimize 
human-caused mortality, and intensive grizzly bear habitat management 
which emphasizes habitat enhancement. In addition, occupied areas 
outside of essential habitat (Management Situation 2) will be managed 
to prevent grizzly bear mortality. This will be done with Forest 
policy and by the use of restrictive clauses applied to Forest user 
contracts. 

Aquatic environment values are enhanced as a result of applying 
management prescriptions which protect the riparian zone, and thro~h 
structural stream improvements. 

f. Water and Soils 

Water yield will increase and stream channels which are subject to 
disturbance increase. 

g.~ 

Potential livestock forage production increases as a result of a 
higher level of timber management activities. Structural range 
improvements will be required to provide opportunities for 
utilization of the forage and also provide the constraints on 
livestock use necessary to provide for big-game use. 

h. Timber 

The objective is to emphasize timber outputs. Land suitable for 
timber production is greater than most other alternatives. The first 
decade allowable sale quantity of 107 MMBF/year is 4 percent below 
the current direction (Alternative a). Projected outputs then 
gradually increase to an allowable sale of 140 MMBF/year in the 2nd 
decade, 140 in the 10th decade, and 191 in the 11th decade which 
approximates long-term sustained yield capacity. 

Clearcut, shelterwood, and selection harvest systems are 33, 59, and 
8 percent respectively, of the acreage harvested in the early 
decades. 

i. Minerals 

Due to the high development emphasis, this alternative has the fewest 
acres of high mineral potential in roadless area management. 
Therefore, more such acres will be readily accessible for 
prospecting. All oil and gas lease applications will be recommended-
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for approval with only those special stipulations imposed which are 
necessary to protect big-game habitat, grizzly bear habitat, and 
timber production areas. Demand for mineral materials will increase 
to support road construction for the timber sale program. 

New leases and subsequent lease issuance will undergo additional 
analysis as required by NEPA, tiering to this EIS through 
incorporation by reference the information presented in the 
programmatic environmental analysis. Special stipulations are used 
whenever the lease area has surface resource values needing special 
protection to meet the alternative management objectives. 

j. Road System 

Road construction levels increase, resulting in an extensive roading 
system. The miles of collector roads open for public use are about 
the same as the moderate timber output alternatives. This 
alternative has fewer access restrictions than other alternatives, 
but closures and restrictions are effected for management of big-game 
and grizzly bear habitat. 

Approximately 4,371 collector miles and 7,217 miles are needed 
for management. Approximately 5,020 of these needed miles exist. 
About 1,584 collector miles remain open for public use, while local 
roads will generally be closed. 

k.~ 

A high use of prescribed fire is required in this alternative to 
reduce logging slash buildup, prepare sites for regeneration, and to 
enhance big-game winter range values. Aggressive suppression action 
is required to offset the high flammability levels associated with 
logging slash. 

1. Socioeconomic 

As a result of timber management activities, this alternative 
produces a relatively high level of economic growth and employment 
opportunities based on the lowest total budget required to implement 
the alternative. It also reflects the highest present net value of 
any of the alternatives. Increased jobs and income are derived 
directly through the role of the timber industry and the indirect 
roles of related enterprise such as commercial trade and service 
industries. 

6. Alternative f 

This alternative was designed to emphasize nonmarket uses, especially 
Wilderness, roadless recreation, and wildlife diversity and aquatic 
habitat. Timber management is confined to sites that do not have soils, 
wildlife, or in most cases, visual constraints. Retention and Partial 
Retention Visual Quality Objectives are maintained in most areas that 
are visually senSitive, including Forest trails. Habitat is provided 
for viable populations of old-growth dependent species in most major 
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drainages on the Forest. Riparian areas support water, fish and 
wildlife habitat, recreation, and visual objectives. Roadless, 
undeveloped parts of the Forest contribute to wildlife habitat and 
recreational objectives. Off-road and over-snow vehicle use is confined 
to areas with open roads and trails with minimal potential for soil, 
vegetation, and watershed damage, and minimal potential for conflicts 
with other users. 

This alternative was also developed to include roadless areas with 
particular public interest for wilderness, to provide for geographical 
distribution of wilderness areas across the Forest, and provide for 
representation of major ecosystems found on the Lolo. 

Labor-intensive practices and activities are emphasized. Management 
efficiency is measured in terms of total resource costs and benefits 
rather than just dollars and benefits. 

a. Roadless Area 

Of the 776,190 currently roadless acres on the Forest, 51 percent is 
recommended for additional wilderness in this alternative, with 10 
percent assigned to roadless management, and approximately 39 percent 
available for development. 

b. Recreation and Trails 

Nonmotorized dispersed recreation opportunities, with little 
recreation development, would be emphasized, with motorized access 
limited to roads in major drainages and to the principal road in some 
drainages. Off-road and over-snow vehicle use would be confined to 
areas with open roads and trails with minimal potential for soil, 
vegetation, and watershed damage, and minimal potential for conflicts 
with other users. 

c. Wilderness 

The Forest has approximately 139,708 acres of designated wilderness. 
An additional 399,699 acres are recommended for wilderness including 
portions or all of the Hoodoo, Bear-Marshall-Scapegoat-Swan, Marshall 
Peak, Cube Iron-Silcox, Cherry Peak, Sheep Mountain-State Line, Lolo 
Creek, Quigg Peak, and Stony Mountain roadless areas. (See Appendix 
C. ) 

d. Visual Quality 

The natural-appearing landscape is retained for most travelers in and 
adjacent to the Forest. The number of visually sensitive areas on 
the Forest where the appearance of the landscape is obviously 
modified by management practices is minimal. 

e. Fish and Wildlife 

Essential habitat is managed for the grizzly bear which provides for 
habitat improvement and reduces impacts from human activities on the 
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bear. Old-growth habitat will provide for viable populations of 
dependent species in most major drainages. Snags and snag 
replacements will be retained to the extent practical. Winter forage 
production decreases because vegetative manipulation is limited in 
additional areas recommended for wilderness. 

Aquatic environment values are enhanced as a result of applying 
management prescriptions that protect the riparian zone, through 
mitigating structural stream improvements, and as a result of 
nondisturbance in additional wilderness and roadless areas. 

f. Water and Soils 

Water yield increases somewhat, as does the potential for sediment 
production. These increases are a result of the design and location 
of roads and vegetative treatments on lands suitable for timber 
production. 

g.~ 

Livestock grazing is confined to areas with minimal potential for 
wildlife and recreation conflicts and water quality impacts. Grazing 
levels increase slightly from existing levels as a result of the 
emphasis to manage only cost-efficient allotments, riparian area 
management, and management of remaining winter ranges where 
vegetative manipulation can occur outside wilderness areas. 

h. TinDer 

The objective is to maintain timber production consistent with 
emphasis on nonmarket values. Timber management is encouraged on the 
most productive sites that are presently developed and on some 
presently unroaded areas. This alternative displays the lowest 
long-term sustained yield capacity. 

The first decade allowable sale quantity of 107 MMBF/year is 4 
percent below the current direction (Alternative a). Projected 
outputs then gradually increase to an allowable sale quantity of 129 
MMBF/year in the 3rd decade and 171 MMBF in the 11th decade which 
approximates long-term sustained yield capacity. Clearcut, 
shelterwood, and selection harvest are 41, 48, and 11 percent 
respectively, of the acreage harvest in early decades. 

1. Minerals 

Minerals activities, especially prospecting, will be more costly due 
to a lower level of open access roads and a high amount of 
undeveloped and wilderness areas. Oil and gas lease applications are 
acceptable with special stipulations recommended to protect important 
surface resource values and sensitive areas. 

New leases and subsequent lease issuance will undergo additional 
analysis as required by NEPA, tiering to this EIS through 
incorporation by reference the information presented in the 
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programmatic environmental analysis. Special stipulations are used 
whenever the lease area has surface resource values needing special 
protection to meet the alternative management objectives. 

j. Road System 

Approximately 3,727 collector miles and 7,136 local miles are needed 
for management. Approximately 5,020 of these needed miles exist. 
About 1,425 collector miles remain open for public use, while local 
roads will generally be closed. 

Lightning-caused fires are allowed to burn under certain conditions 
to promote vegetative diversity and enhance wildlife habitat. 
Effective suppression actions are required to protect life and 
property. 

1. Socioeconomic 

Moderate opportunities exist for economic expansion and employment. 
Timber harvest activities are the principal reasons for increasing 
employment, although some minor increases are attributable to 
recreation opportunities. 

7. Alternatiye g 

This alternative was designed to maintain or increase market outputs 
from currently roacted lands and respond to nonmarket issues on roadless 
areas. All inventoried roadless acreage remains unroaded and 
recommended for wilderness. Timber management is confined to presently 
developed sites, displaying the least available for timber 
harvest of all the alternatives These areas represent actual 
and potential products, and the goal of management should be to maintain 
productivity by emphasizing management the resource for which a given 
part of the Forest is best suited. 

a. Roadless Area 

Of the 776,190 currently roadless acres on the Forest, 100 percent is 
recommended for additional wilderness. 

b. Recreation 

Nonmotorized dispersed recreation opportunities with little 
recreation development is emphasized with motorized access limited to 
roads in major drainages. Off-road and over-snow vehicle use is 
confined to areas with open roads and trails. 

c. Wilderness 

The Forest has approximately 142,052 acres of designated wilderness. 
An additional 776,190 acres are recommended for wilderness in this 
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alternative including all the inventoried roadless areas on the 
Forest. (See Appendix C.) 

d. Visual Quality 

A high level of visual quality is maintained adjacent to residential 
areas and a moderate level in the foreground viewed from existing and 
potentially major travel corridors. Management activities are 
evident on developed lands, with timber harvest patterns and 
associated access roads seen on the landscape. 

e. Fish and Wildlife 

All unroaded big-game security areas remain unroaded. However, 
productivity and population numbers decrease because vegetative 
manipulation is prohibited in recommended wilderness areas. Lands 
available for maintenance of old-growth dependent species and 
diversity increases with recommended wilderness acreage. The large 
wilderness blocks will provide for grizzly bear recovery by 
minimizing human-caused mortality. Since grizzly bear habitat 
enhancement opportunities are minimized, actual recovery will be 
slow. 

Aquatic environment disturbances will be at a relatively high level 
on developed lands due to constructed roads and emphasis on timber 
management activities. Riparian environments in roadless areas will 
be protected. 

f. Water and Soils 

Water. yield and sediment production increase on developed lands, and 
in some cases, influence adjacent roadless lands. 

g.~ 

Domestic livestock forage production potential increases on developed 
lands as a result of increasing forage production on transitory range 
through timber harvest. On the Forest as a whole, forage production 
is the lowest of all alternatives. 

h. limber 

The objective is to maintain a high level of timber production from 
currently roaded and developed lands. This alternative displays the 
lowest number of acres considered suitable for timber management of 
all the alternatives, but does not result in the lowest present net 
value nor long-term sustained yield capacity. 

The first decade allowable sale quantity of 90 MMBF/year is 19 
percent below the current direction (Alternatiye a). Projected 
outputs then increase to 120 MMBF/year in decade 2, 126 MMBF in the 
10th decade, and 174 MMBF in the 11th decade, which approximates the 
long-term sustained yield capacity. 
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Clearcut, shelterwood, and selection harvest are 42, 56, and 2 
percent respectively, of the acreage harvested in early decades. 

i. Minerals 

Mineral exploration and development opportunities outside of existing 
and recommended wilderness are maximized on the currently roaded 
portions of the Forest and very low on the remainder. This 
alternative has the highest level of lands with very high mineral 
potential in roadless management. 

New leases and subsequent lease issuance will undergo additional 
analysis as required by NEPA, tiering to this EIS through 
incorporation by reference the information presented in the 
programmatic environmental analysis. Special stipulations are used 
whenever the lease area has surface resource values needing special 
protection to meet the alternative management objectives. 

j. Road System 

Approximately 2,996 collector miles and 8,112 local miles are needed 
for management. Approximately 5,020 of these needed miles exist. 
About 1,750 collector miles remain open for public use, local 
roads will be closed. 

k.~ 

In some areas, prescribed and associated pollution are at 
high levels due to intensive timber harvest and the need to ~~.L"!JCUg 
slash and prepare sites for regeneration. aggressive wildfire 
suppression program is supported on developed lands unless 
suppression costs exceed values at risk, such as where commercial 
timber values are low to nonexistent. Naturally-occurring fire in 
roadless areas is the principal means providing for vegetative 
diversity and enhancing wildlife habitat. The reduced opportunity 
for access and prescribing fire on winter ranges and grizzly bear 
habitat in roadless areas reduces wildlife productiv 

1. Socioeconomic 

Very limited opportunities exist for economic growth and increased 
employment. While this alternative displays one of the higher 
Present Net Value figures, employment opportunities and payments to 
local counties decrease. 

D. Comparison Of Alternatiyes 

The purpose of Forest planning is to select for implementation the 
alternative that most nearly maximizes net public benefits and responds to 
issues identified through the planning process. The discussion in this 
section focuses on how major resource outputs and economic effects vary 
among alternatives in an attempt to maximize net public benefits from 
different perspectives. 
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A summary of how each public issue is addressed is found in Table 11-44 at 
the end of this chapter. Total resource production for each alternative and 
selected benchmarks are shown in Table 11-44 and outputs that vary 
significantly among alternatives are described. 

1. Recreation 

a. Dispersed Recreation 

Dispersed recreation outside wilderness occurs in roaded natural and 
semiprimitive, motorized, or nonmotorized (roadless) settings. The 
Lolo National Forest has a high level of dispersed recreation use. In 
Fiscal Year 1980, use of dispersed areas totaled approximately 
1,113,500 RVD's or 80 percent of the total Forest recreation use. 

A dispersed recreation analysis done on the Forest determined that at 
least 196,000 acres should be assigned to roadless area management in 
order to provide for Type II (semiprimitive, nonwilderness) recreation 
demands. Other dispersed-type recreation assignments do not need to 
be enhanced or constrained to provide for anticipated demands on the 
Lolo Forest. All alternatives are capable of supplying more dispersed 
recreation opportunities including wilderness than the forseable 
demand. 

The mix of dispersed recreation types between alternatives will vary. 
(See Table 11-44.) All alternatives provide different levels of 
opportunities for either primitive, motorized or nonmotorized 
dispersed recreation experiences. Alternatives with the largest 
amount of wilderness provide the highest level of opportunity for 
primitive recreation and alternatives with the most road development 
provide the highest level of motorized recreation. Alternatives C and 
~ are most favorable to motorized recreation. Alternative b has the 
highest combined level of dispersed overall. Table 11-9 
displays the dispersed recreation potential and the acres of 
recreation opportunity class by alternative. 

Table II-9: Dispersed Recreation Potential and 
Recreation Opportunity ClasseS 

Dispersed Recreation 
Potential (MRVD's 

a 
Alternatives 

b c d e 

Benchmarks 
MAX MIN RPA 

f i PNV LEV RPA 

per year) 3627 3693 3522 2017 2028 1987 2238 1634 955 3204 

Recreation 
Opportunity Class 

Wilderness/Roadless 11 
- Acres (M) 352 352 352 363 
- Percent 17 17 17 17 

(Footnotes on next page.) 
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lable 11-9 (continyed) 

aencbmark~ 
Alternatives ~ MIN ~A 

a b c d e f i PW L~ RPA 

Moderate Off-Road ZI 
- Acres (M) 165 319 145 181 300 11 21 95 315 2~ 
- Percent 8 18 1 9 14 4 1 5 18 11 

Limited Off-Road 3/ 
- Acres (M) 1314 1160 1394 1341 1451 1~5 954 1666 1111 1420 
- Percent 66 56 61 65 10 61 46 80 56 63 

Road Oriented !I 
- Acres (M) 192 192 192 192 192 192 192 192 192 192 
- Percent 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 

11 Wilderness/Roadless. Generally, 5 miles or greater to the nearest road. 
Recreation is limited to extended backpack or horseback trips. Low hunter 
density. Success would be measured in harvesting "trophy-sized" animals. Low 
fisherman density. Success would be measured in harvesting "trophy-sized" fish 
from seldom fished lakes. Excellent opportunities for viewing/photographing all 
species of wildlife. Trapping opportunities limited due to lack of access. 

ZI Moderate Off-Road. Generally 1 to 5 miles to the nearest drivable road. 
Recreation is often centered around short backpack trips (2 to 3 days) or long 
1-day trips. Low hunter density. Success would be measured harvesting a 
legal animal. Low to moderate fisherman density. Success would be measured in 
harvesting high numbers of with the occasional 
"trophy." Good opportunities wildlife. Higher 
people densities could make game (approachable). 
Good opportunities for trapping. 

Limited Off-Road. Generally less a to the nearest drivable 
Recreation limited to day trips. hunter density. Success would be 
measured in harvesting a legal animal. or no opportunity for trophy 
animals. Moderate fishermen density. Success would be measured high numbers 
of fish. Little opportunity for trophy-sized fish. Good opportunities for 
viewing/photographing nongame wildlife. Fair opportunities for 
viewing/photographing big game. Good opportunities for trapping. 

!I Road Oriented. Average distance between drivable roads less than one-half 
mile. A vehicle traveling along a road can often be heard or seen from the next 
road. Recreation limited to the zone viewable from the road (includes hunting, 
viewing, photographing). Streams generally paralleled by drivable roads. High 
hunter density. Success rr~asured in harvesting a legal animal. High fishermen 
density. Success measured in catching a fish. Little or no opportunities for 
catching high numbers. Fair to poor opportunities for viewing/photographing 
wildlife. Poor opportunities for trapping due to low (harassment induced) 
popUlations. 
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Table 11-10 displays the anticipated dispersed recreation use by time 
period. 

Table 11-10: Dispersed Recreation Use by Time Period (MRVD's/Year) 
All Alternatiyes 

Plan Period 

Projections 

Time Period 

1982 - 1985 
1986 - 1990 

1991 - 2000 
2001 - 2010 
2011 - 2020 
2021 - 2030 

Dispersed Recreation 

1,153 
1,204 

1,283 
1,374 
1,478 
1,536 

Big-game hunting comprises a significant portion of dispersed 
recreation. Big-game hunter numbers are expected to increase (Desiin 
for Tomorrow, 1985-1990, June 1985, in draft, Montana Department of 
Fish, Wildlife, and Parks). Big-game hunting opportunities have been 
predicted by alternative and are displayed in Table 1. Two 
separate analyses were made to display hunting recreation 
opportunities. Potential big-game hunter recreation visitor days were 
calculated using Forest estimates for total recreation visitor days 
(RVD',s) and multiplying by the percentage of dispersed recreation that 
hunting represents. Habitat effectiveness was calculated using a 
model developed by Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife, and Parks' 
personnel. This model assumes that hunting opportunities diminish as 
bull elk harvest rates increase. Since bull harvest rates are 
somewhat related to hiding cover rates and open road densities, cover 
percentages, and open road densities are used as the parameters for 
estimating hunter opportunities in this model. In both displays, 
alternatives which minimize development activities, such as 
Alternatives band &, have the highest levels of hunting recreation. 
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Table 11-11: BiB Game HuntiDB Opportunities by Alternatiye 

Alternatives 
a b c d e f 

Benchmarks 
MAX MIN RPA 
PNV LEV RUN 

Potential big game 275 430 271 309 238 255 326 151 217 322 
hunter recreation 
visitor days (MBVD's) 

Habitat effectiveness 
(represented as a 
decimal with 1.0 
representing optimal 
conditions for hunt
ing opportunity) 

.72 .76 .72 .74 .72 .74 .78 .601 
.75* 

.901 

.50* 
.611 
.76* 

* Major fluctuations in timber harvest rates are projected to alter habitat 
effectiveness outputs by the third to fourth decades, hence the double 
figures. The first number represents decade 1, the second decade 5. 

Table 11-11 displays hunting opportunities over the entire Forest. As 
a means of assessing how hunting opportunities might be impacted on a 
drainage basis, an analysis was made for the Proposed Action which 
narratively addresses these relationships. This analysis, "Analysis 
of Impacts of Forest Plan Assignments on Montana Department of Fish, 
Wildlife, and Parks Hunting Districts," is in the planning records, 
and is available on request. This analysis will prove useful to 
individuals having an intimate knowledge of individual drainages on 
the Forest. 

b. Deyeloped Recreation 

Developed recreation use includes activities at Forest Service 
recreation facilities as well as at private recreation facilities on 
National Forest System lands. The latter includes resorts, recreation 
residences, and developed ski areas. Developed National Forest sites 
received approximately 205,300 RVD's in Fiscal Year 1980. This is 
about 15 percent of the Forest's total recreation use. Use of private 
facilities on National Forest System lands amounted to 70,900 RVD's or 
5 percent of the total recreational use on the Forest during Fiscal 
Year 1980. 

All of the alternatives are similar in that they do not provide for 
new campground or picnic area construction since the existing supply 
is adequate to meet expected demand. The Forest will concentrate on 
improving the existing sites to make them useable by a wider segment 
of society, including the elderly and handicapped. Additional 
facilities and increased site capacity can be provided by private 
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concessionaires and nearby developers. All alternatives can meet 
projected use. 

Table II-12 displays the anticipated developed recreation use by time 
period. 

lable II-12: Developed Recreation Use by lime Period (MRVD's/Year) 
All Alternative~ 

Plan Period 

Projections 

Time Period 

1982 - 1985 
1986 - 1990 

1991 - 2000 
2001 - 2010 
2011 - 2020 
2021 - 2030 

Developed Recreatjon 

300 
388 

393 
375 
386 
4~ 

2. Wilderness, Recommended Wilderness, and ROadless Areas 

The 142,052 acres of designated wilderness will be maintained in all 
alternatives. All alternatives except ~ include recommendations for 
additional wilderness. Table 11-13 shows assignment of roadless acres to 
wilderness under the various alternatives. The roadless area evaluation 
that includes wilderness suitability is found in Appendix C to this 
document. 

The RARE II inventory of 1979 totaled 653,995 acres of National Forest 
roadless land on the Lolo Forest. This inventory was revised in 1983 as 
a result of the revised NF~A Regulations (36 CFR 219.17, September 1983) 
that required wilderness evaluation of roadless in Forest planning. The 
1983 inventory reflected changes resulting from creation of the 
Rattlesnake National Recreation Area and Wilderness (RNRAW) by Congress~ 
developments in some areas during the interim, and the addition of 
roadless acres from past unit plans that had not been included in the 
RARE II inventory. The 1983 inventory update resulted in a total of 
776,190 acres. Table 11-14 displays roadless inventory changes. 

Of the 776,190 acres of currently inventoried roadless area on the Lolo 
Forest, Alternatiye i recommends all inventoried roadless land on the 
Forest for wilderness, while trying to maintain or increase market 
outputs from currently roaded lands. Alternative e does not recommend 
any additional roadless acres for wilderness. Alternatiye f manages 
approximately 52 percent of the roadless land as wilderness. In addition 
to wilderness recommendations for the Forest, Table 11-15 shows the 
assignment of roadless lands to the various management emphasiS 
prescriptions by alternatives. A summary of this emphasis is shown by 
categories of roadless, developed, and wilderness as well as by the first 
and fifth decade to indicate the rate of development. 
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Table U-13; Wilderness Allocation (or Bpad1e:ss Areas 

Bf:tK:bmlUX:l I 
Altf:lllatillf::l h I k I I I I 

Roadlf::l:l Arf:a a b c I d I f: f g MAX PNV I Wilc!elllf::l:ll MIN LEV I I 

McGregor-Thpson 27850 27850 
L1LAQ 
~ 10m; 10m; 

Maple Peak 16294 16294 
01141 

Idaho Pan. 8434 8434 
Kootenai 900 900 
Lolo 6960 6960 

~ 100~ 100~ 

Stevens Peak 4970 4970 
01142 

Idaho Pan. 4370 4370 
Lolo 600 600 

~ 10m; 10m; 

Wonderful Peak 6670 6670 
01152 

Idaho Pan. 5070 5070 
Lolo 1600 1600 

~ 10m; 10m; 

Petty Mountain 16980 16980 
X1202 
~ 10m; 10m; 

Rattlesnake 2700 2700 
X1204 
~ 10m; 10m; 

Reservation De. 16300 16300 
11205 
~ 10m; 10m; 

Baldy Mtn. 6680 6680 
X1209 
~ 10m; 10m; 

Ward Eagle 8570 8570 
X1220 
~ 10m; 10m; 
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Iabl.: II-13: H11d':[Df:~~ AllQCat1QD ~c RQQdle~~ Area~ (eQD't} 

Ileru:hlllllr:k~ I 
I 

Alt.el:oat.l~e:l h I k I 1 I 
I I I 

Rgadl'::I:l Area a b c d e ( g MAX ENYI H11decoe:l:ll Mltl L.EYI 

Hoodoo 181950 219450 145750 181950 230300 247647 247647 
01301 

Clearwater 100100 137600 63900 100100 131800 149147 149147 
1.010 81850 81850 81850 89530 98500 98500 98500 

% 73% 89S 59S 77% 93% 100S 100S 

Me<! Ck Up N. - " 6100 54002 54002 
01302 

Clearwater 40702 40702 
Idaho Pan. 6100 6100 6100 
Lolo 7200 7200 

% 11% 100% 100% 

Silver King 511287 54287 
01424 

Deerlodge 414117 414117 
Lolo 12840 12840 

% iOOS 100S 

Bear-Mar-8-Sw 139769 367012 266561 164948 29505 583149 717156 865178 
01485 

Flathead 
Hidd. Fk. 347116 42450 421150 
East Side 5187 57640 57640 57640 
Swan Crest 60826 60826 60826 106870 106870 
Swan Front 82417 82426 43667 111412 141990 141990 

Helena 
Stone. Mtn. 51485 51485 51485 
Silver King 7215 7215 7215 7215 7215 7215 7215 

LewiS&Clark 
Badg./Two Me<!. 102100 
Teton 39845 5040 5040 63133 63133 63133 
Deep Ck. 45922 
Renshaw 31304 45864 19144 19144 21880 57591 57591 57591 
Benchmark 26027 3630 3630 32314 32314 32314 
Silver K. 32000 35568 19030 19030 410 35568 35568 35568 

Lolo 
Swan Front 3690 3690 3690 3690 3690 20840 20840 
Monture 65560 65560 65560 65560 67529 100060 100060 

% 16% 42S 31% 19% 3% 67% 83% 100S 

Cataract 17700 12300 27600 27600 
01665 

Kootenai 17700 12300 17700 17700 
1.010 9900 9900 

S 64% 45% 100S 100S 
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Table 11-13: Wilderness Allocation fQr Boadless Areas (cQn't) 

Bflncbmarks I 
Alternat1:ieS I hx I k I 1 I I I 

Roadless Area a b C I d I e f g r MAX PNV! Wilderness! MIN LEYI ! I 

Marshall Pk. 4000 9400 9400 
01781 
S 43$ 100$ 100$ 

Cube-Iron 38100 38100 38100 
01784 

Kootenai 400 400 400 
Lolo 37700 37700 37700 

S 100$ 100$ 100$ 

Sundance Rdg. 7220 7220 
01785 
S 100$ 100$ 

Tepee-Sp. Ck. 14890 14890 
X1786 
S 100$ 100$ 

Mount Bushnell 43070 43070 
01790 
S 100$ 100$ 

Cherry Peak 39640 39640 39640 
01791 
S 100$ 100$ 100$ 

Gilt-Edge S. Ck. 11500 11500 
01792 

Idaho Pan. 300 300 
Lolo 11200 11200 

S 100S 100S 

Pat. Knob-S. C. 17200 17200 
01794 
S 100$ 100S 

S.Siegel-S. C. 14800 14800 
01795 
S 100$ 100S 

North Siegel 10000 10000 
01796 
S 100$ 100$ 
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Table II-B. H11de[De~~ Allccat1go rar Roadle~~ Area~ {cgo'tl 

13eccbmark::\ I 
Altel:cat1~e::\ h I k I 1 I I 

BQadle~~ Area a II c I d e f. g MAX ENVI H11del:ce~~1 MIN WI 

Marble Point 13210 13210 
01798 
,; 100,; 100,; 

Sheep Mtn.-S. L. 62820 67479 67479 
01799 

Idaho Pan. 25700 25700 26979 26979 
Lolo 37120 40500 40500 

,; 38,; 93'; 100,; 100,; 

Stark Mtn. 14140 14140 
01800 
,; 100,; 100,; 

Burdette 16360 16360 
01803 
,; 100,; 100,; 

Lolo Creek 15347 15347 15347 15347 
01805 

Bitterroot 587 587 
Clearwater 100 100 
Lolo 3990 14660 14660 14660 

,; 26'; 96'; 100'; 100'; 

Welcome Ck. 1100 1100 1100 
01806 
,; 100,; 100,; 100,; 

Quigg 60830 60830 60830 60830 60830 81985 81985 
01807 

Deerlodge 12165 12165 
Lolo 60830 60830 60830 60830 60830 69820 69820 

,; 74'; 74'; 74'; 74'; 74'; 100,; 100,; 

Stony Mtn. 61816 82827 102846 102846 
01808 

Bitterroot 37200 23281 43300 43300 
Deerlodge 24616 24616 24616 24616 
Lolo 34930 34930 34930 

,; 60'; 81'; 100'; 100,; 

Garden Point 6500 6500 
01809 
,; 100,; 100,; 
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Roadless Area 

Evans Gulch 
X1Bll 
J 

Clear Ck. 
X1B12 
J 

Deep Ck. 
'X1814 

J 

TOTAL 
Lo10 Forest 

Contiguous 

GRAND TOTAL 

Table 11-13: Wilderness Allocation for Bnpd1ess Areas (con't) 

Benchmarks I 
Alternatives I h I k I 1 I 

--a--:---:-b--:--C-Ai~!~.Ii;Id.l<.l..lt!!!*--e--;----:f:---;---g-1 MAX PNV! Wilderness I MIN LEVI 

8830 8830 

II-51 



:uml~ n-l§: M.m'lAts tQ tre lbdI= 1i'rIa1taY 

IArea I Grass I ~t I ~e I ~e I Rev:ise:1 Rev:ise:1 I 
ICede I Rca:lJ..ess rare Acres I Acres I in Grass I in ~t Reasa1 I Grass ~t 

L1lJQ M:firegor-~ 7f:IXJJ 5!lOO) -45700 -a>1:£) Rca:is an:! T:i.rrber Sales ?IJ'5.1) 2J?BJ 
01141 Milple Pea< 0 0 ..6S(>O ~ Iddi tioo of Rca:lJ..ess 6CffJ 6rpJ 
01142 Stevens Peck 700 600 0 0 700 600 
01152 Wcrrlerful Pea< 1600 1600 0 0 1600 1600 
X1202 Petty ~in 0 0 +16900 +16900 Iddn of RdlesslUnit Plans 16900 16900 
X1204 Rattlesrnke 0 0 +3310 +2700 .Addn of RdlesslUnit Plans 3310 zroo 
X1413 Reservatioo Divide 0 0 +16'5.1) +16?IJQ .Addn of RdlesslUnit Plans 16300 16300 
X1d)9 Baldy Mtn. 0 0 ..6680 ..6680 .Addn of RdlesslUnit Plans 6680 6680 
X12LD ward ~e 0 0 +8570 -+$70 .Addn of RdlesslUnit Plans 8570 8570 
013)1 Ibxioo 105560 1CY5?IJQ -6800 -ffiX) Ac. Ra::aL.& Bdy.CorrEction 98600 9PF.JXJ 
013)2 ~ <1<.- U.N. 7ax:J 7ax:J 0 0 7;:n) 7ax:J 
01424 Silver KiQs 13::0:> 13100 -3:0 -d5O Ac. Ra::aL. & BPA 131:£) 128llO 

H 01485 J:ear~ 123C175 1Z2175 -1135 -1275 Acre Ra::aLculatioo 1219llO 1d)gOO H 
I 01665 Ca~t gcJX) gcJX) 0 0 gcJX) gcJX) IJ'1 
I\) 01781 Mmtall Peck 9llOO 9llOO 0 0 9400 9llOO 

01784 Qlbe-Iroo 40400 38~ -1ax:J -1ax:J Rca::is an:::I TiIrter Sales 393X) moo 
01785 &lrDan::!e Ridge 11800 9100 -2510 -2490 ItJs, Tim Sale & Ac Ra::aL 9440 72LD 
x1786 T~~<1<. 0 0 +15250 +1l.fB90 .Addn of RdlesslUnit Plans 15250 1l.fB90 
01'79) tbmt fu3Tlell 4433) 4433) -1~ -1~ ItJs, Tim Sale & BPA 4?1J7O 43G70 
01791 Q1erry Peak 4916) l.fB960 -936) -936) ItJs, Tim Sale & Ac Ra::aL 39800 396J-IO 
01792 Gilt Fdge-Sil ver <1< 11ax:J 11ax:J 0 0 11ax:J 11ax:J 
01794 Pat Krd>-N Qrt:off oeoo 2llaXl -7000 -7000 Ra:ds an:::I TiIrter Sale 18&X) 17ax:J 
01795 S SiEgel-S Qrt:off 19100 17600 -3::0:> -2&Xl BPA 1:600 1LtroJ 
01796 N::rth Siegel 1oax> 10000 0 0 1oax> 10000 
01798 ~e Point 19XO 19XO -1790 -1790 Exist~ Rca::i 13210 13210 
01799 31eep Mtn-State Li lKY700 lKroJ 0 0 lKY700 lWfJ 
01800 Stark Mtn. 22380 22380 -8240 -8240 &:ls, Tim Sa,BPA & Ac Ra::aL 14140 14140 
01eD3 furdette 15:lX> 151m +880 +960 Acre R~ulatioo 163&) 16360 
018(J5 Lolo Creek 16400 14~ -240 -2l() Rca::is an:! TiIrter Sale 16160 1l.t66O 
01~ Welcare Creek 1100 1100 0 0 1100 1100 
01807 Q.;dgg 68ax:J 683)() +163) +163) .Acre Ra::aLculation 69820 69820 
01808 st:c:tw Mtn. 3316) 3316) +1810 +1810 .Acre Ra::aLculatioo 349?IJ 3493) 
01Ba) Garden Point 6~ fB:JJ 0 0 6~ fB:JJ 
X1811 Evans Gulch 0 0 ..8830 +88?IJ Pddn of RdlesslUnit Plans 8830 8830 
X1812 Clear Creek 0 0 +5470 +5470 .Addn of RdlesslUnit Plans 9+70 9+70 
X1814 Deep Creek 0 0 +8170 £HlQ .Addn of RdlesslUnit Plans 8170 mO 

MAL 778,185 744,665 11,7(J5 ?IJ,915 790040 776190 



Table II-15: ManaBernent Emphasis by Alternative for Lolo ROadless Areas 

I Management Alternative~ 
I Emphasis a b c I d I e f i I ! ! 

NONWILDERNESS 

Contiguous 
Rdless area 

Idaho Panhandle 51253 25553 51253 51253 25553 18174 
Kootenai 19000 1300 19000 19000 19000 6700 
Clearwater 89800 52300 126000 89800 189900 58000 
Flathead 348950 205707 205698 300096 348950 84326 
Helena 51485 51485 51485 51485 51485 
Lewis & Clark 243324 189324 289784 289784 314338 148022 148022 
Bitterroot 43900 6700 43900 43900 43900 20000 
Deerlodge 78228 53612 78228 78228 78228 53532 
Lolo 
Timber/Range 61981 45497 307187 152908 213375 126447 
Wild life 
Grizzly Bear 26445 27267 34325 23928 291151 11922 
Other 119073 17318 43846 93712 94315 77384 

Visual 152301 72206 15515 38217 38217 26706 
Riparian , /I /I 19711 19711 11090 
Roadless* 168947 391313 113210 159578 295203 63568 
Miscellaneous 35513 10660 501 64536 85918 59374 

WILDERNESS 

Lolo 211930 211930 211930 223600 399699 
Idaho Panhandle 25700 25700 33079 51 
Kootenai 17700 12300 19000 
Clearwater 100100 137600 63900 100100 131900 189900 
Flathead 143243 143252 48854 264624 348950 
Helena 7215 7215 7215 7215 58700 58700 
Lewis & Clark 63304 147304 46844 46844 22290 188606 188606 
Bitterroot 37200 23900 43900 
Deerlodge 24616 24616 78228 
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Table II-15 (Continued) 

1 Management I Alternatives I 

I Emphasis I a b c I d I e f g I 

Summary of Manasernent Emphasis 

Nonwilderness - Lolo Forest 
a b c d e f g 

Developed 
Decade 1 121484 89386 143321 142864 142864 126500 
Decade 5 395314 172947 451050 393012 480987 312923 

( projection) 
Roadless 

Decade 1 442776 474874 420939 421696 633626 250291 
Decade 5 168947 391313 113210 171248 295203 63568 

(projection) 
Nonwilderness - Contiguous roadless area 

Idaho Panhandle 51253 25553 51253 51253 25553 18174 
Kootenai 19000 1300 19000 19000 19000 6700 
Clearwater 89800 52300 12600 89800 189900 58000 
Flathead 348950 205707 205698 300096 348950 84326 
Helena 51485 51485 51485 58700 51485 
Lewis & Clark 273324 189324 289784 289784 314338 148022 148022 
Bitterroot 43900 6700 43900 43900 43900 20000 
Deerlodge 78228 53612 78228 78228 78228 53532 

Wilderness 

Lolo 211930 211930 211930 223600 399699 776190 
Idaho Panhandle 25700 25700 33079 51253 
Kootenai 17700 12300 19000 
Clearwater 100100 137600 63900 100100 131900 189900 
Flathead 143243 143252 48854 264624 348950 
Helena 7215 7215 7215 7215 58700 58700 
Lewis & Clark 63304 147304 46884 46844 22290 188606 188606 
Bitterroot 37200 23900 43900 
Deerlodge 24616 24616 78228 

TOTAL ACRES LOLa FOREST 
776190 776190 776190 776190 776190 776190 776190 
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Table 11-15 (Continued) 

Management I AlterDiilti!le~ 
Emphasis I a b c d I e f i I I 

TOTAL ACRES CONTIGUOUS AREAS 

Idaho Panhandle 51253 51253 51253 51253 51253 51253 51253 
Kootenai 19000 19000 19000 19000 19000 19000 19000 
Clearwater 189900 189900 189900 189900 189900 189900 189900 
Flathead 348950 348950 348950 348950 348950 348950 348950 
Helena 58700 58700 58700 58700 58700 58700 58700 
Lewis & Clark 336628 336628 336628 336628 336628 336628 336628 
Bitterroot 43900 43900 43900 43900 43900 43900 43900 
Deerlodge 78228 78228 78228 78228 78228 78228 78228 

GRAND TOTAL 1902749 1902749 1902749 1902749 1902749 1902749 1902749 

#Riparian areas included in other management emphases in these alternatives. 

*Does not include newly acquired land in the Rattlesnake National Recreation Area 

3. Yisual Quality 

Visual quality objectives are standards to which proposed changes in the 
character of the landscape can be compared to determine the acceptability 
of change. The Preservation objective is applied to wilderness and other 
special areas where the natural landscape should be unaltered by forest 
management activities. Retention is applied to areas where 
activities should not be evident to the casual Forest visitor, and 
Partial Retention to areas where activities may be evident but must 
remain subordinate to the natural landscape. Modification is applied to 
less visually sensitive areas where changes can dominate the natural 
landscape but borrow from the visual characteristics of the surrounding 
landscape and appear as a natural occurrence. Maximum Modification is . 
applied to the least sensitive landscapes where changes can dominate the 
landscape but should appear as natural occurrences when viewed as 
background. 

Visual resources can be enhanced or restored through vegetative treatment 
or they can be maintained through retention of natural landscapes in 
visually sensitive areas. The amount of vegetative treatment varies by 
alternative, which in turn affects the visual resource. 

Visual quality objectives have been inventoried and mapped for the Forest 
according to the procedure described in National Forest Landscape 
Management (USDA Forest Service, 1974). 

II-55 



Alternatives a and h offer the highest levels of visual quality, 
requiring management activities such as logging and roads to remain 
visually subordinate to the characteristic landscape on about gO percent 
of the area seen from viewpoints used in the visual resource inventory. 
Scenic quality for fishermen is the highest with these alternatives, 
although more riparian area road construction would be allowed in 
Alternative a, reducing visual quality more than in Alternative b. 

Alternatives d and f maintain the visual quality on 71 percent and 73 
percent of the areas seen from inventoried viewpoints, dropping the less 
travelled road, trail, and recreation use area viewpoints. Except where 
the landscapes are distinctive, background views that include timber 
management may be dominated by management activities. Alternative f, 
with its emphasis on wilderness reduces the number of acres assigned to 
Retention or Partial Retention, but actually increases the number of 
acres that will meet Retention and Partial Retention by placing them into 
the more restrictive VQO of Preservation which is assigned to 
Wilderness. Scenic quality for fishing outside wilderness and roadless 
areas is reduced in Alternatives d and f on all but the major streams and 
rivers, except where streams are adjacent to highly travelled roads 
assigned Retention or Partial Retention. 

Alternative c maintains 57 percent of the area inventoried as visually 
sensitive. Outside of wilderness and roadless areas, sensitive 
areas are limited to those seen from Interstate go and Montana State 
highways. Fishing areas not seen from these viewpoints, as well as 
background views that include timber management, may become dominated by 
these activities. 

Alternative i recognizes 56 percent of the area inventoried as visually 
sensitive. While maintaining nearly the same number of Retention and 
Partial Retention acres as Alternatiye c, it limits them to wilderness 
and areas seen from 1-90. Landscapes viewed by fishermen outside of the 
wilderness or away from 1-90 will become dominated by management 
activities. 

Alternative e, in eliminating proposed wilderness, has the lowest level 
of visual quality, with 52% of the visually sensitive areas maintained. 
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Figure II.-4a. Visual Quality - % of Inventoried Retention & 
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4. Research Natural Areas 

The acreage recommended to Research Natural Area (RNA) management on the 
Forest is the same in all alternatives. Proposed Research Natural Areas 
on the Lolo Forest to meet Regional targets for examples of major forest 
ecosystems in western Montana. To date, six areas have been selected to 
maintain undisturbed ecosystems for future observation and study: Plant 
Creek, Missoula District - warm to cool Douglas-fir site; Pyramid Peak, 
Seeley Lake District - cool Douglas-fir subalpine fir site; Barktable 
Ridge, Plains/Thompson Falls District - moist subalpine fir site; Carlton 
Ridge, Missoula District - cold subalpine fir site; Sheep Mountain Bog, 
Missoula District - sphagnum bog and wet sedge meadow; and Squaw Creek, 
Plains/Thompson Falls District - forested scree, and warm and dry 
ponderosa pine and Douglas-fir site. These areas are further described 
in Management Area 6 of the Proposed Lolo National Forest Plan, along 
with the five minor types that have not yet been designated on the Lolo 
Forest. 

5. Wildlife 

All alternatives were designed to ensure the maintenance of minimum 
viable populations of wildlife on the Forest. Maintenance of minimum 
viable populations of wildlife requires that each alternative provide an 
acceptable low risk of species loss by assuring sufficient numbers of 
breeding adults. Habitat effectiveness, or freedom of wildlife from 
human disturbance is important if benefits from improved habitat 
diversity are to be realized. "Indicator" species will be monitored 
because they are sensitive to management activities or are of special 
concern, such as elk. Three groups encompassing these species are 
discussed below. 

a. BiB Game 

Elk is the big-game species of greatest public interest on the Forest, 
with expressed desires for more animals for viewing, hunting, and just 
"knowing the animals are there." It is assumed that deer population 
trends will be similar to elk because of the similarity in habitats 
and response to habitat change. 

Diversity, proper ratios of food and cover, access to water, 
protection of wallows and salt licks, and effectiveness (lack of 
disturbance) are necessary to improve big-game habitat. Prescribed 
burning is emphasized as an important tool to increase early forest 
successional stages, with the amount of forage through grasses, forbs, 
and browse, particularly on winter ranges, gradually increasing. 
Cover needs for big game are satisfied by watershed and road 
management constraints. Variables such as land subdivision, access, 
and hunting regulations also play a part in achieving big game 
increases. 

Wildlife habitat improvement opportunities are shown in Table 11-16. 
Efforts are directed toward improvement for threatened and endangered 
species habitat during the first decade, with increased big-game 
habitat improvements after that. 
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The winter forage resource, converted to potential number of elk on 
National Forest winter range in an average winter, varies by amount of 
timber harvest and assignment of forage to livestock. Table 11-17 
displays big-game winter and summer range productivity by alternative 
and resulting elk population potential. 

Table 11-16: Wildlife Habitat Improvement 
(Average Annual acre-Equivalents) 

a b 

Plan Period 

1982 - 1985 6000 5000 
1986 - 1990 7500 6000 

Projections 

1991 - 2000 8000 6000 
2001 - 2010 8000 6000 
2011 - 2020 8000 6000 
2021 - 2030 8000 6000 

c 

8000 
8000 

o 
o 
o 
o 

Alternatille~ , 
I d 

8000 
8000 

8000 
8000 
8000 
8000 

e 

8000 
8000 

8000 
8000 
8000 
8000 

f 

8000 
8000 

8000 
8000 
8000 
8000 

S 

7700 
7700 

7700 
7700 
7700 
7700 

MAX 
PNV 

0 
0 

o 
o 
o 
o 

Benchmark~ 
I 
I 

I 
RPA I MIN 
RUN I LEV 

10200 
8500 

6500 
6300 
6300 
6300 

0 
0 

o 
o 
o 
o 

Table 11-17: BiS Game (Elk) Productillity and Population Potential 

BeDQhmark~ 

Alternati:!le:3 MAX I RPA I MIN 
a b c I d I e f S PNV I RUN LEV ! 

Winter Range 100 75 85 129 73 67 64 83 112 105 
Productivity 
(% of existing) 

SUIl1Tler Range 100 150 135 125 113 107 82 122 125 110 
Productivity 
C% of existing) 

Net Habitat 100 80 90 125 78 12 69 88 119 105 
Productivity 
(% of existing) 

Elk Population 9.3 7.4 8.3 11.6 7.2 6.7 6.4 8.2 11.1 9.1 
Potential 
(M number) 

Opportunities for prescribed burning, cover enhancement, and scheduling 
of activities to avoid animal use periods allows Alternatille d to have 
the highest level of net habitat productivity for big game (125 percent 
of existing levels) and potential animal numbers. Existing access will 
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be restricted by closing one or more collector roads in a drainage where 
several roads exist, and closing most new collector roads to public use. 
All arterial roads will be open to public use. Most local roads will be 
closed after resource needs are met to lessen disturbance levels. A 
decline in habitat improvement accomplishments occurs in Alternatives c 
and ~ reflecting cost-efficiency considerations and high road 
construction and open road densities which create disturbances on both 
summer and winter ranges. Alternatives b, f, and & display declines in 
big-game population potential numbers and habitat productivity mostly due 
to limited opportunities for burning in roadless and wilderness areas and 
deemphasis on winter range management through some types of timber 
management. Table II-18 assesses the value of summer ranges located in 
inventoried roadless areas. 

Table II-18: Summer Ranses Located within Inventoried ROadless Area Boundaries 

1. Area provides very important summer range for big game 
2. Area provides moderately important summer range for big game 
3. Area has little or no value as big-game summer range 

Value Value 
for for 

Roadless Summer Roadless Summer 
Area No. Ranse Area No. Ranse 

1141 1 1799 1 
1142 1 1800 2 
1152 1 1803 3 
1301 1 1805 2 
1302 1 1806 3 
1424 2 1807 2 
1485 2 1808 1 
1665 2 1809 2 
1781 2 1202 2 
1784 1 1204 1 
1785 2 1205 2 
1786 3 1209 2 
1790 1 1220 1 
1791 1 1811 1 
1792 1 1812 1 
1794 3 1814 2 
1795 2 LILAQ 2 
1796 3 1146 1 
1798 2 1810 1 

(Table II-14 shows the roadless area names.) 
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b. Noneame ~ecies 

Since animals are a product of their environment, the maintenance of a 
diverse vegetative commmity results in a diverse cornrrunity of 
wildlife.species. Timber harvest, fire management, and 
roadless/wilderness management will maintain the distribution of 
timber age classes and thus maintain a diverse environment. As timber 
stands are harvested or die naturally, they regenerate and grow 
through various stages of development to become mature forests. As 
the forest stands change structure, the wildlife species inhabiting 
the stands change. When the total forest is considered, there will be 
an ever-changing mosiac of vegetative structures. Thus, most nongame 
needs will be met. 

While roadless/wilderness management provides a large amount of the 
mature and old growth habitat for these dependent species, this group 
of nongame animals requires a different strategy for protection than 
other nongame species. Old growth species, represented by the 
pileated woodpecker or boreal owl, require very specific habitat 
conditions. They generally require low to mid elevation communities 
with disturbance-dependent tree species such as western larch or 
ponderosa pine. Wilderness or roadless management often occurs above 
the elevation where many of these tree species prevail, and the 
wilderness allocation prohibits man-caused disturbance to favor larch 
or ponderosa pine. Many old growth dependent wildlife speCies are not 
highly mobile, and since many wilderness areas are separated by long 
distances, gene pool isolation is a significant risk for these 
species. 

As a strategy for meeting old growth needs, the Forest was segregated 
into 71 drainages. A minimum of 8 percent old growth was allocated to 
most of these drainages where wilderness was not available, although 
this varies to some degree by alternative (Table 11-19). This old 
growth was then distributed by vegetative type within each drainage 
recognizing the individual needs of various old growth dependent 
species. While a diversity of vegetative types and age classes will 
be provided, old growth forests and dependent wildlife are most 
sensitive to land management activities. 

Table 1I-19: Noniame Animal Diversity 

Land available 503,377 
in wildernes. & 

731,055 ~89,~70 ~88,884 419,855 596,154 911,011 467,M5 551,729 0 

roadl ess areas 
for old growth-
dependent speoie. 
(as::Cc:il 
Add! tional lands 296 
aJ : ocated to pro-

119,172 94,33~ ~3,854 40,952 40,341 30,211 0 31,757 0 

vide vegetative 
and spatial di v-
f:Q1tx (~te:sl 
Major drainages 59 70 27 79 
adequate old growth 

78 79 82 30 79 99 
for all old growth 
3,,.., '"5 (S of total) 
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Another nongame species group requiring a special management strategy 
is snag-dependent species. A snag management policy (see proposed 
Lolo Forest Plan, Policy No. 12 and Appendix N, Proposed Lolo Forest 
Plan) provides for maintaining viable habitat for snag-dependent 
wildlife. The cost of this policy is represented by the volume of 
merchantable snags and live tree snag replacements reserved from 
harvest, and is calculated to be approximately 642 thousand board feet 
per year. 

Alternative d provides habitat to maintain viable populations of most 
species (especially old-growth dependent species) in about 79 percent 
of the Forest's 71 major drainages. While Alternatives b, i, and & 
provide more acres of habitat suitable for old-growth dependent 
species due to the deemphasis of timber management, the distribution 
of this habitat across the Forest is poorer than in other 
alternatives. Alternative c does not provide enough acreage to allow 
sustaining viable populations of old-growth dependent species across 
the Forest, while Alternative e has the lowest acreage available to 
maintain animal diversity. 

c. Threatened and Endangered Species 

In all alternatives, the protection of essential threatened and 
endangered species habitat receives primary management emphasis. 
Legal requirements are met in all alternatives. Management and 
restoration of the threatened and endangered species is accomplished 
in cooperation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the Montana 
Department of Fish, Wildlife, and Parks, and other public and private 
research groups. 

The success of gray wolf, peregrine falcon, and bald eagle populations 
on the Forest depend more on the conduct management activities and 
their related standards and guidelines on land use decisions. 
The proposed Forest standards and (see proposed Lolo Forest 
Plan) addreSSing the management peregrine falcon, and 
bald eagle habitat, and the management prescriptions assure 
consideration of these species regardless of the selection of a 
management alternative. 

Peregrine Falcon: Peregrine populations sharply declined in 
past decades. Several years ago this trend reversed nationwide, 
primarily as a result of hacking (releasing artificially reared 
juvenile birds), and populations are now increasing. Pesticide use, 
illegal killing, and illegal taking by falconers affected populations; 
habitat availability has not influenced popUlations. Peregrine falcon 
habitat exists on the Forest, but it is currently unoccupied. Annual 
surverys will be done to check for nesting activity and to insure that 
adjacent projects do not impact these historic nesting eyries. 

Bald Eagle: Bald eagle populations on the Forest appear relatively 
stable. While a few eagles do nest on the Forest, most of the 
Forest's eagles "winter" here, migrating from Canada, where the 
population is not considered endangered. The Forest provides more 
bald eagle habitat than is currently occupied. 
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Potential bald eagle nesting habitat is protected under all 
alternatives by recreation, visual or other minimal development 
Management Areas. Although nest protection practices are on file, 
these will be revised using the Montana Bald Eagle Management Plan 
(MBEMP) when that document is complete. 

Gray Wolf: Wolf populations on the Forest have declined during the 
past century. The current population status and trend of this species 
are relatively unknown. Population declines are primarily caused by 
predator control programs, indiscriminate shooting and trapping, and 
changes in land use patterns. Currently, coyote control programs on 
adjacent private lands continue to pose a threat to whatever wolf 
populations exist. 

A recovery plan for the bald eagle is currently being prepared; those 
for the peregrine falcon and gray wolf are complete, and their intent 
is reflected in the Forest-wide standards (Proposed Lola Forest Plan). 

Table 11-20 displays the acres of wolf, eagle, and peregrine falcon 
habitat located within inventoried roadless areas on the Forest. 

Table 11-20: Wolf, Easle, and Peregrine Falcon Habitat 
within Lola Forest Boadless Areas 

Roadless Area 
Number 

Wolf Habitat 
Acres 

Peregrine Falcon Habitat 
Acres 

Eagle Habitat 
Acres 

1141 
1142 
1152 
1202 
1204 
1205 
1209 
1220 
1301 
1302 
1424 
1485 
1665 
1781 
1784 
1785 
1786 
1790 
1791 
1792 
1794 
1795 
1796 
1798 
1799 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
107,500 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

11-63 

o 
o 
o 
30 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
40 
o 
40 
o 
o 
o 
60 
o 
200 
o 
100 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
600 
900 
o 
3000 
o 
7000 
6000 
2400 
o 
400 



Table II-20 (continued) 

Roadless Area 
Number 

Wolf Habitat 
Acres 

Peregrine Falcon Habitat 
Acres 

Eagle Habitat 
Acres 

1800 
1803 
1805 
1806 
1807 
1808 
1809 
1811 
1812 
1814 
L1LAQ 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

(Table II-14 shows the roadless area names.) 

Grizzly Bear: The past century has seen drastic declines in grizzly 
bear populations. The principal factors responsible for this decline 
are habitat loss and the deliberate or indiscriminate shooting of 
bears. Now that the grizzly bear is protected by the Endangered 
Species Act, human-caused mortality is less of a problem than before, 
although it is still the number one problem inhibiting population 
recovery of the grizzly bear. 

On tPe Lolo, grizzy bears occur in two locations including the 
Thompson Falls area north of Highway 200 (known as the Cabinet-Yaak 
Grizzly Bear Ecosystem), and the Seeley Lake area (known as the North 
Continental Divide Grizzly Bear Ecosystem). The Lolo shares both 
ecosystems with other Forests. On the Cabinet-Yaak ecosystem, 
major National Forests include the Kootenai and Idaho Panhandle 
National Forests. On the North Continental Divide ecosystem, other 
Federally managed lands include Glacier National Park, and the 
Flathead, Helena, and Lewis and Clark National Forests. These 
ecosystems have been classified based on the Interagency Guidelines.1/ 

Occupied grizzly habitat on the Lolo totals 424,310 acres. This is 
categorized as both Management Situations 1 and 2 1/. Management 
Situation 1 lands are those lands in which the grizzly bear is present 
and which are essential to the recovery of the bear. Management 
Situation 2 lands are those lands where the bear is an occasional 
visitor and which are not essential to the recovery of the bear. 
Management Situation 3, a category for lands where grizzly bear 
occurrance is likely to result in mortality, such as campgrounds, 
dumps, and such, is not known to occur on the Lolo. In past analysis, 
a sizeable area of Management Situation 3 was designated in the 
Cabinet ecosystem. Since the recent development of protective 

(Footnote on next page.) 
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management policies and operator clauses, it is felt that this area no 
longer fits the Management Situation 3 description and thus the area 
was upgraded to a Management Situation 2 category. 

Table 11-21 shows the acres of Management Situations 1 and 2 for the 
two ecosystems. 

Table II-21: Acres by Management Situation 11 for Each Grizzly Bear Ecosystem 

Cabinet-Yaak Grizzly Bear Ecosystem 

Management Situation 1 
Management Situation 2 

74,333 acres 
68,919 acres 

North Continental Divide Grizzly Bear Ecosystem 

Management Situation 1 
Management Situation 2 

246,601 acres 
34,457 acres 

11 Interagency Grizzly Bear Guidelines, Federal Register, Vol. 50, No. 102, 
Tuesday, May 28, 1985, p. 21696. 

The two ecosystems have rather different sets of problems that may 
inhibit population recovery. The Cabinet-Yaak is an "island" 
ecosystem in that it is isolated from other ecosystems which inhibits 
natural in-and-out migration. Current grizzly bear populations appear 
to be at subviable levels. Thus recovery may be a very slow process, 
if possible at all, even assuming that all human-caused mortality is 
eliminated and the habitat is managed in an optimal condition. One 
long-term option that could speed recovery would be population 
"augmentation." 

The North Continental Divide is connected with Canadian grizzly 
populations. This makes natural in-and-out migration possible which 
will help to level out and counterbalance fluctuations in populaton 
levels. Also, a large percentage of this ecosystem is protected by 
wilderness classification and Glacier National Park. Human-caused 
mortality has not been as much of a problem historically as it has in 
other ecosystems. Thus, overall, the North Continental Divide is in 
much better shape from a population standpoint than otQer ecosystems 

Table 11-22 displays the effects of alternatives on grizzly bear 
habitat for the two ecosystems. Alternatives a, h, and c were 
developed under a grizzly bear inventory done in 1980 which recognized 
significantly less grizzly bear habitat than what is currently known 
to exist. Alternatives d, ~, ~, and & were developed under a more 
current inventory which recognized significantly more acres of grizzly 
habitat. 
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H 
H 
I 
0\ 
0\ 

These abbreviaticns ~ in the grizzly bear ~CNery plan: 

Nl:GPE = N:rth Ccr!tinental Divide Grizzly Bear Ebasystan 
CY'CiIE = QIDinet-Yaak Grizzly Bear Ebasystan 

Altermtives 
abc d e f g 

*NJXi.BE CfG6E *NJX.iBE CY'CiIE *Nl:GPE CY'CiIE *N:IGBE CY'CiIE *N:IGBE CY'CiIE *N:lXiBY CY'CiIE *NlX1BE CY'CiIE 

Larxis Intensively 26.2 49.7 4.7 8.9 55.4 jj 62.9 jj 31.5 32.2 38.1 38.1 22.1 24.2 22.1 19.1 
~ for Grizzly 
Bear (M ~res) 

NJTber of Bears 12 6 11 5 14 jJ 7 jJ 14 7 14 7 14 7 14 7 

Eventual RroCNery YES YES 
to l'brt:11reatera 
Status 

*Nl:GPE - N:rth Ccr!tinental Divide Grizzly Ebasystan. <Xl the Lalo this imlu1es nmh of the Seely Lake Rar:ger District, 
east of H:igl'way a:J) an:i also a IXrlion of the District scuth of the Mission Wilderness. 

G'fGBE - QIDinet-Yaak Grizzly Bear Ebasystan. <Xl the Lalo this imlu:ies lTDSt of the Plains an:i 1h:npson Falls Harger Districts 
rxrth of H:igl'way ;:ro. 

11 Al~ this alternative carmits significantly rrore ~res to intensive grizzly bear rraragarent, bear pcpil.ations are rot 
exp:J::!ted to excee::l the pcpil.ation anticipated in the preferred alternative. '!he reason is tlat as rrore rrarginal ~res are 
entered. with irtErentJ.y less ~arent trtential, {l"qXrtionately greater rrortality/dis1::urbat'ne riS<s are created. 

2 W:1ile essential haibtat is well protE.cted by wilderness an:i bc:cl<oo..mtry, rotual ~CNery nay be slGler due to the l~k of areas 
in vtrich intensive ~arent (i.e., turnirg, etc.) nay be prcntica::l. 



Table 1I-22a lists grizzly bear outputs for all Forests that share 
grizzly bear ecosystems with the Lolo. Also shown is the relationship 
of the Forests' anticipated grizzly bear population targets as 
disaggregated in July 1981 and an estimate of the population potential 
based on land capability. The Lolo does not meet the goal in the 
North Continental Divide Grizzly Bear Ecosystem in any alternative. 
Based on the physical characteristics of the area managed by the Lolo, 
it probably cannot exceed an average bear density of one bear per 26 
square miles. This is significantly less than the density projected 
for the ecosystem as a whole. There currently is higher quality 
habitat within the ecosystem in the Swan Face and Triple Divide areas, 
but the vast majority of the Lolo's portion of the ecosystem is 
considered less productive than average. The maximum potential for 
number of bears is estimated at 14, which is significantly less than 
the recovery goal of 22. 

Table 11-22a: Grizzly Bear Population for National Forests Sharing Grizzly 
Bear ECQsystems 

Cabinet-Yaak Grizzly Bear Ecosystem - Number Qf Bears 

Proposed Action 
Maximum Potential 
Recovery Goal 
Current Population 

LolQ NE 

7 
7 
6 
0-2 

Idaho 
Panhandle 

KQQtenai NE NE's 

49 
49 
49 
20 

13 
13 
13 
1-5 

North Continental Divide Grizzly Bear ECQsystem - Number of Bears 

Lewis & 
LQIQ NF ~ ~ Clark NE Helena NF 

Proposed Action 14 12-15 205 85 
Maximum Potential 14 1 6 235 115* 
Recovery Goal 22 13 207 81 
Current 6-12 13 150-180 85 

* Includes bear that also inhabit Bureau of Land Management and private 
land. 

19 
19 
18 
19 

Two major strategies are employed in all alternatives to achieve 
population recovery. Only those management prescriptions that 
minimize human-caused mortality are permissible for Management 
Situation 1 lands. Also, nonwilderness lands within Management 
Situation 1 that are suitable for timber production are assigned to 
intensive grizzly management. The latter strategy utilizes prescribed 
burning and timber harvest to optimize habitat conditions while timing 
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these activities around grizzly bear use periods. The degree to which 
this strategy is applied differs significantly by alternative and is 
displayed in Table I1-22. Habitat enhancement is secondary to 
minimizing mortality as a recovery strategy for the grizzly bear. 

Table 11-22 lists the anticipated number of grizzly bear for each 
alternative and whether or not population recovery is likely to 
occur. There is little difference in numbers of bear between 
alternatives. The reason for this lack of output range is the 
Endangered Species Act leaves little room for anything but recovery 
regardless of alternative strategy. 

Thus, all alternatives require that the grizzly bear be protected at a 
minimum level in all essential habitat. This limits land use 
assignments within essential habitat to wilderness, roadless, or in 
some cases a management prescription designed to optimize grizzly bear 
habitat. The variability between alternatives is primarily limited to 
what extent this intensive grizzly management prescription is applied. 

6. Aquatic Environment/Fisheries Habitat 

Constraints on activities that are allowed in the zone are 
designed to insure that all alternatives provide adequate riparian 
protection. Other influences on the riparian zone not covered by the 
basic constraints which can impact fisheries are discussed below. 

The Lolo Forest now supports about 905,000 catchable trout in 3,500 miles 
of fishing streams. Catchable trout refers to trout that are at least 6 
inches in length. Total numbers of fish in lakes and reservoirs are not 
highly sensitive to the effects of alternatives. However, specific 
development projects can have an effect on individual streams, rivers, or 
lakes. The amount of improvement projects by alternative is shown in 
Table II-23. 

Table II-23: Fish Habitat Improvement (Average Annual Acre-EQuiyalents) 

a 

Plan Period 

1982 - 1985 50 
1986 - 1990 50 

Projections 

1991 - 2030 0 

b 

20 
10 

o 

Alternatives 
c d e 

10 
5 

o 

90 
20 

o 

90 
20 

o 

f 

90 
20 

o 

90 
20 

o 

Benchmarks 
MAX RPA MIN 
PNV RUN LEV 

o 
o 

o 

o 
20 

o 

o 
o 

o 

Potential populations of stream fish by alternative are depicted in Table 
II-24. The changes between alternatives reflect the different levels of 
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riparian zone access, grazing management intensities and controls, and 
direct habitat improvements that vary by alternative. 

Table 11-33 depicts sediment production potential by alternative. 
Significant management activities, such as road construction in the 
riparian zone and the removal of protective cover, have the potential to 
affect the stability of landforms and stream channels and contribute 
sediment to streams. The composite rating shown in this table may be 
used as an indicator of sediment production that would adversely affect 
fish populations, as there is an expected inverse relationship between 
sediment production and fish population. In the future, more precise 
relationships will be developed when the R1/R4 Sediment Yield model is 
calibrated for the Lolo Forest streams (see Section F, Chapter IV). 

Projected fish populations are changed from earlier DIIS's. The earlier 
numbers were based on population estimates for western Montana and 
northern Idaho waters from literature reviews made prior to 1982. 
Subsequently, fish population studies and estimates conducted on western 
Montana streams by the Montana Department Fish, Wildlife, and Parks in 
1984 indicated substantially higher populations. This new data is 
incorporated as baseline information for the current alternative 
analysis. 

Fish habitat improvement projects Alternatives d, ~, f, and ~ are 
intended to restore damaged streams to their fish productivity potential 
of the predamage condition. The extent of this improvement program 
represents less than 10 percent of all Lolo streams and represents the 
limit of opportunities now identified as being feasible to improve fish 
productivity. 

Table 11-24: Potential Catchable Fish Populations in Streams 

a b 
Alternatives 
c d e f 

Benchmarks 
MAX RPA MIN 
PNV RUN LEV 

Stream Fish Population 905 868 823 964 966 968 970 665 893 856 
Potential (M fish > 6 inches) 

Alternative d includes management prescriptions directed at enhancing the 
use and productivity of the riparian zone. Timber harvest is permitted 
to meet riparian management goals, with mature trees maintained to 
provide habitat for osprey, wood duck, and other nongame wildlife. Snags 
and decadent trees not a hazard to people or a source of disease will be 
retained as part of the natural ecosystem. Recreation will be managed to 
protect riparian values. Roads are the significant impact on riparian 
zones and Alternatiyes a, 0, and ~ provide for more roads to be 
constructed in the riparian zone than the other alternatives. Combined 
with higher regulated timber harvest values in these areas, sediment 
production could increase and the fish population potential for catchable 
trout could be reduced. In these alternatives, a larger proportion of 
the livestock grazing use would occur in the riparian zone as well. 
Alternatiyes b, and f benefit the riparian ecosystem more than the other 

II-69 



nonroaded areas and 
developed areas. 

Timber harvest within cattle allotments creates forage available to 
livestock. Available livestock forage varies by amount of timber harvest 

assignment of winter range forage to big game. While grazing is 
considered a minor use on the Forest, it is important to the ranchers and 
outfitters who depend on it. Permits authorizing 13,000 animal unit 

(ADM's) on National Forest Systenm lands were issued during the 
1980 grazing season: grazing permits authorizing approximately 2,100 
cattle and horses to graze for about 10,300 AUM's and authorizing 1,800 
AUM's for nonuse. In addition, an estimated 400 head of pack and saddle 
animals were allowed to graze about 900 ADM's under "free use" for 
recreational and administrative purposes. Permits were also issued to 
allow an additional 1,100 head of livestock to graze approximately 5,900 
AUM's on waived private lands located within National Forest range 
allotments. 

Table 11-25 compares predicted average annual grazing use by 
alternative. Based on the analysis and stratification of grazing 
allotments (Appendix B-15), which includes identification of resource 
conflicts, a decrease from existing livestock grazing levels is shown 
under Alternatives Q, ~, and a for the first decade. The reductions in 
ADM's are necessary to resolve resource conflicts where the gross Size, 
percentage of the allotment on National Forest land, and location of the 
allotment preclude cost effective investments in structures or added 
administration needed to maintain current AUM's. 

Table II-25: DOmestic Livestock Use, Midpoint First Decade 
Thousand Animal Unit Months 

BenQhmark~ 
Alternatives MAX RPA 

a b c d e f i PNV RUN 

1981 - 1990 13.8 10.6 11.5 14.0 13.1 13.5 12.6 14.7 13.0 

MIN 
LEY 

12.8 

While Alternatives 8, d, ~, and ~ increase grazing activity slightly, 
grazing of domestic livestock will be reduced in areas where resource 
protection costs exceed the values associated with livestock grazing. 
Special management will be given to riparian areas to protect and improve 
the physical and biological environment. 

The slight increase of livestock use under these alternatives reflects 
the following: emphaSis on more cost-efficient allotment management, 
which means combining some allotments to provide more management 
opportunities to increase carrying capacity; increased emphasis on elk 

range management to relieve the necessity to reserve forage for 



elk, cattle, and horses in allotments; and increase forage production 
within the range allotments on transitory range through the harvest of 
timber. 

The decrease in grazing in Alternative c is due to the emphasis on 
economic efficiency 1n that alternative. 

The small difference between continuation of the current situation 
(Alternative a) and the alternatives with the highest potential for 
grazing indicates there is little room for increasing the levels of 
grazing use on the Lolo Forest under any alternative. In all 
alternatives small, inactive allotments that cannot be managed 
efficiently will be phased out. The increased emphasis on riparian area 
management to maintain fish habitat may require the installation of stock 
control structures, or a reduction in the animal months allowed in order 
to resolve the conflicts. 

8. Timber 

All land managed by the Forest was tested for suitability for production 
of timber by applying the criteria discussed in Appendix B of this 
document. Tentatively suitable timberlands were assigned to 
prescriptions that meet the management objectives of a given 
alternative. High timber output alternatives have the largest suitable 
land base, as displayed in Table 11-26. As emphasis shifts from 
producing timber to maintaining roadless recreation, visual quality, elk 
security areas, and wilderness management, the suitable timberland 
decreases. Those alternatives with the larger acreages of suitable 
timber have the potential to provide the most beneficial effect on the 
timber resource. These benefits include improved age class distribution, 
maintenance of healthy, vigorous stands, reduced threat of insects and 
disease, increased utilization, and higher production levels. The larger 
timber base affords better flexibility in achieving the base sale 
schedule because there is greater opportunity for geographic distribution 
of the acres. 

Table 11-26: Lands &litable for Timber Manasement 

Alternatives 
a b c d e f 

Benchmarks 
MAX RPA MIN 
PNV RUN LEY 

Land suitable 
for timber 
production 
(M acres) 

1402 1099 1420 1239 1326 1204 956 1320 1207 0 

A full range of alternatives was developed within the benchmark levels 
for timber. The maximum timber benchmark shows a Long Term Sustained 
Yield of 244 million board feet; the maximum PNV benchmark reduces this 
to 240 million board feet while utilizing a smaller suitable land area. 
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The harvest schedule for each alternative embodies nondeclining flow, 
which means that the planned sale and harvest for any future decade is 
equal to or greater than the planned sale and harvest for the preceding 
decade of the planning period and the harvest for any decade is not 
greater than the Long Term Sustained Yield capacity (36 eFR 219). The 
long-term sustained yield capacity is the highest uniform (nondeclining) 
wood yield from lands being managed for timber production that may be 
sustained under a specified intensity of management consistent with 
multiple use objectives. 

Harvest volumes and schedules were calculated by the FORPLAN computer 
model. Board foot volumes for each alternative are displayed in Table 
II-27 and cubic foot volumes in Table II-28. The unregulated volume 
shown is from commercial forest land that is not organized for timber 
production under Long Term Sustained Yield capacity principles (e.g., 
administration and recreation sites), or is from noncommercial species 
and products removed from suitable lands. The Base Sale Schedule does 
not include unregulated volumes. 
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Iable II-27: Ijnber frosram Outputs (MMBF) 

.6enchmark:2 
Alternatives MAX RPA MIN 

a b c d e f g PNV RUN LEV 

Allowable Sale 111 104 130 107 107 107 90 123 124 0 
Quantity (regulated 
volume) 1st Decade 

Unregulated Timber 7 17 9 15 15 15 12 18 13 0 
Volume 

Base Sale Schedule 

flan feriod 
- decade 1 111 104 130 107 107 107 90 123 124 0 

f[QjectiQn~ 
- decade 2 133 125 156 131 140 107 120 154 144 0 
- decades 3 133 125 156 131 140 129 120 193 162 0 
- decades 4-10 133 125 156 131 140 129 126 116-234 82-201 0 
- decades 11-12 133 125 156 177 191 171 174 226-283 153-176 0 

Long-Term Sustained 201 173 211 178 191 171 174 240 176 
Yield 

Iable 11-28: Ijnber frosram Output~ (MMCF) 

.6enchmark:2 
Alternatives MAX RPA MIN 

a b c d e f g fNV RUN LEV 

Allowable Sale 30.8 28.9 36.1 29.7 29.7 29.7 25 34.2 34.4 0 
Quantity (regulated 
volume) 1st Decade 

Unregulated Timber 1.9 4.7 2.5 4.2 4.2 4.2 3.3 5 3.6 0 
Volume 

Base Sale Schedule 

flan feriod 
- decade 1 30.8 28.9 36.1 29.7 29.7 29.7 25 34.2 34.4 0 

frQjectiQn~ 
- decade 2 36.9 34.7 43.3 36.4 38.9 29.7 33.3 42.8 40 0 
- decades 3-12 36.9 34.7 43.3 36.4- 38.9- 35.8- 33.3- 32.2- 22.8- 0 

49.2 53.1 47.5 48.3 78.6 55.8 0 
Long-Term 
Sustained Yield 55.8 48.1 58.6 49.4 53.1 47.5 48.3 66.7 48.0 0 
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The timber output from each alternative reflects the emphasis of philosophy 
and level of the multiple resource outputs unique to each alternative. The 
Base Sale Schedules display a realistic level of development that is 
associated with each alternative. As shown in Table II-28, Alternative c 
represents the conditions most suitable for high timber production. 
Alternatives b, d, ~, and ~ increase the Programmed Sales Offered (regulated 
and unregulated) over the current situation in Alternative a, but 
considerations for other resource outputs prohibits attaining higher 
levels. The Long Term Sustained Yield capacity is reached only in 
Alternatives d, ~, ~, and a, by the 12th decade. The cumulative effect of 
providing for animal diversity, elk habitat productivity, Type II recreation 
opportunities (roadless area management), visual quality objectives, and in 
Alternatives f and a, wilderness, results in a Base Sale Schedule of about 
23 million board feet less than the higher levels in Alternative c. 
Alternative b and a display the lower acreage of land considered suitable 
for timber production. In order to maintain their timber outputs, more 
intensive management is required, and this in turn results in greater 
effects on suitable lands. 

Although there is a management prescription that provides habitat for 
old-growth dependent species, there is a low marginal cost associated 
with this assignment because much of the old-growth habitat is accounted 
for in wilderness, roadless management, and uneconomically suitable 
management areas. 

Projections for future decades will provide an opportunity to offer more 
timber if budget and access needs can be met during the first decade and 
the demand is substantiated. The Forest could increase its Allowable 
Sale Quantity offered annually from a present level of approximately 80 
MMBF to 131 MMBF by the beginning of the second decade of implementation 
of Alternatiye d (Proposed Action). 

Under any alternative, the Forest would plan to harvest those timber 
types susceptible to high mortality losses, such as timber infected by 
the mountain pine beetle. Timber that is currently infected or that 
appears to be in danger of infection and is located on sites suitable for 
timber production is planned for harvest within the first decade. Under 
current and projected budget levels and access, the Forest should be able 
to harvest to prevent high mortality loss without a departure from the 
base sale schedule. An Insect Susceptibility Modification alternative 
(page II-17) provides information on the trade-offs associated with this 
still higher level of control. 

All alternatives reflect revised utilization standards that were 
prescribed for use in the Northern Regional Guide. The results of an 
analysis of the volume and economic value impacts of converting from the 
current utilization standards to those in the Regional Guide are shown in 
Figure II-5 and Tables 29a and 29b for the Maximum PNV Benchmark and the 
Proposed Action Alternative. 

II-74 



FiiUre 11-5 

Comparison of Current vs. Regional Guide Utilization Standards 

Length Min. d.b.h. IMin. Top d.Lb.1 Min. Piece 
Lodgepole , All Other I All I All I 

Standard Pine I Species I Species Species 

Current 7" 8" 5.6" 8' 
Proposed 6" 7" 4.6" 8' 

Table 29a: Coaprisoo of utilization Standards 

Comparison of timber volume (MCF and MBF), Present Net Value, and Acres 
Assigned to Timber between the current and Regional Guide utilization 
standards. Volumes are averages for the first five decades. 

Item Current Std S. Proposed Stds. 

Max PNV Benchmark: 

MMCF 375 

MMBF 1427 

PNV(MM$) 348 

WACRES 1131 

ASSigned 
to Timber 

Preferred Alternative: 

MMCF 

MMBF 

PNV(MM$) 

293 

1110 

154 

11-75 

496 

1785 

379 

1320 

351 

1260 

174 

Difference 

121 

358 

31 

189 

58 

150 

20 

$ Change 

24 

20 

8 

14 

16 

12 

11 



Table 2gb: Comparison of Species and Diameters Between 
Current and Regional Guide Utilization Standards 

Numbers presented reflect the harvest schedule for the first decade under 
the preferred alternative. 

Volume 

Current Stds. 
MMBF 

Regional Guide Stds. 
MMBF 

Volume 

Current Stds. 
MMBF 

Regional Guide Stds. 
MMBF 

LP 

252.2 

239.1 

6-7.9 

79.4 

111.4 

PP 

87.3 

87.3 

8-11.9 I 

727 .4 

700.8 

Species 
DF I AF SP OTHER I 

328.2 145.9 120.0 132.4 

336.0 151.8 122.0 129.8 

Diameter Class 
12-15.9 I 16-17 .9 >17.9 I 

235.0 24.2 3.4 

227 .0 23.5 3.3 

Figure 11-5 displays the current Utilization Standards and those proposed in 
the Regional Guide. Regional Guide Standards call for the utilization of 
smaller diameter trees. The alternatives and benchmarks displayed in this 
document were built on the Regional Guide Standards. Tables 29a and 29b 
were constructed to estimate the affects of moving from the current to the 
proposed standards for the preferred alternative and the Max PNV benchmark. 

Table 29a shows differences in timber production and present net value using 
the two standards. Changes in the first decade harvest schedule for the 
preferred alternative are displayed in table 29b. These changes reflect the 
exclusion of 6-7" DBH lodgepole pine and 7-8" DBH trees of other species 
from the scheduled timber harvest. Additional harvest acres are required to 
make up the resulting loss in volume and these acres were taken from Habitat 
Group 5 -- this explains the increase in lodgepole pine harvested when 
standards are shifted from the proposed to the current. 

Only 3 percent of the timber harvest planned for the first decade is in 
diameter classes that are not included under current utilization standards. 
The large differences implied by table 29b reflect the longer term 
implications of a change in the standards. Younger stands will be harvested 
in the future and these stands will contain more trees in the smaller 
diameter classes. 

Other timber activities are displayed in Tables 11-30 (Silvicultural System) 
and Table 11-31 (Silvicultural Treatment) that show relationships between 
alternatives. 
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IIblt: II-10: fmjectai Jete:! liam::stai b! S11!1cultural Sx:staD 11 

Altflrnatillfl lime Eflr10d Clflarnl.lt Sb!:l tflDlQW Sel~t1Qn Commern1al Ibin IQtal 

a 50-year Total 320,000 534,000 98,000 120,000 1,072,000 
Average Annual 6,400 10,680 1,960 2,400 21,440 

b 50-year Total 265,000 537,000 5,000 367,000 1,174,000 
Average Annual 5,300 10,740 100 7,340 23,480 

c 50-year Total 366,000 577 ,000 17,000 392,000 1,352,000 
Average Annual 7,320 11,540 340 7,840 27,040 

d 50-year Total 344,000 333,000 48,000 26,000 751,000 
Average Annual 6,880 6,660 960 520 15,020 

H e 50-year Total 307,000 537,000 75,000 218,000 1,137,000 
H Average Annual 6,140 10,740 1,500 4,360 22,740 
~ 
.....:J f 50-year Total 289,000 339,000 73,000 197,000 898,000 

Average Annual 5,780 6,780 1,460 3,940 17,960 

g 50-year Total 299,000 402,000 19,000 69,000 789,000 
Average Annual 5,980 8,040 380 1,380 15,780 

Benchmark: 

MAX PNV 50-year Total 337,000 853,000 0 284,000 1,474,000 
Average Annual 6,740 17,060 0 5,680 29,480 

RPA RUN 50-year Total 319,000 727 ,000 120,000 187,000 1,353,000 
Average Annual 6,380 14,540 2,400 3,740 27,060 

MIN LEVEL 50-year Total 0 0 ° 0 0 
Average Annual 0 0 0 0 0 

11 The numbers in the table are the levels projected by the FORPLAN model and represent the optimal way of meeting the 
objectives and constraints of each alternative; they do not represent acreage targets. Determination of the actual 
silvicultural system on a stand basis will be made by a certified silviculturist after an on-the-ground analysis. 



Table 11-3'" Pmlegt;ed.".... .ma] .tcru or 311y1w1taaral Treatpmt by Decade eM acres} .11 

She] tecwogt f 
61 ternati yes Decade Cleamut Prep Cyt 211 Regen Cut 311 Oyrwd Cut 4/1 Selection Cqrrrern1a] Thin Total 

Plan Period 

PrOjections 

2 
3 
4 
5 

7.6 

7.6 
5.1 
7.0 
4.7 

.1 

2.0 
3.3 
2.7 

11.2 

8.1 

3.6 
.5 

4.3 
5.3 

5.2 
8. I 
3.6 

.5 

.1 
9.6 

.1 

1.9 
4.8 
5.3 

15.9 

18.5 
28.5 
22.4 
27. I 

====::::===;;=======;;==;;:;:==;;;;;;;;=========:==================================================;;;;=========;;;;=================== 
b Plan Period 

Projections 

PrOjections 

2 
3 
4 
5 

2 
3 
4 
5 

6.5 

6.5 
5.2 
3.9 
4.4 

8.4 
7.3 
6.0 
6.5 

.1 
2.0 
4.6 

11.4 

2.5 
7.7 

7.3 

7.1 
1.2 

.4 
4.0 

7.4 
4.8 
1.4 
4.7 

7.3 
7. I 
1.2 

8.5 
7.4 
4.8 

.1 

.1 

.1 

.1 

.1 

.1 
1.3 

.1 

.1 

1.1 

5. I 
11.5 
12.2 
6.8 

7.4 
6.7 

18.0 
6.9 

15.0 

18.9 
27.3 
28.3 
27.9 

23.3 
28.6 
35.4 
30.7 

================;;==:::==========================================================================:::==============:::===== 
d Plan Period 1 3.7 .8 5.1 5.7 1.6 .2 17.1 

Projections 

2 
3 
4 
5 

5.1 
5.1 
7.3 
7.8 

.7 

.8 
5.6 
1.8 

5.1 
5.4 
3.8 
1.4 

1.6 
4.3 
1.6 
1.6 

17.9 
19.4 
19.7 
20.7 

================:======================================================:::=================================== 
e Plan Period 1 3.7 5.3 1.7 5.7 3.0 19.4 

Projections 

2 
3 
4 
5 

6.7 
4.8 
8.0 
7.5 

1.2 
2.2 

12.7 
3.0 
3.3 
3.6 

1.7 
12.7 
3.0 
3.3 

7.5 
0.1 
6.4 
4.8 
1.8 

21.2 
34.4 
20.3 
18.4 

==============================================:::=========================:=================================== 
f Plan Period 1 3.7 5.2 0.9 5.5 6.7 22.0 
--------------_.-------------------------------.----------

2 5.5 4.5 0.9 0.1 11.0 

Projections 3 5.1 3.7 4.5 7.3 2.1 22.7 
4 7.8 0.1 3.4 3.7 1.8 16.8 
5 6.8 1.6 2.0 3.4 3.5 11.3 

=====================--========================================--=====---======================== 
g Plan Period 1 3.7 1.3 3.5 1.0 9.5 
------_.-----.----------------- ...... --_ ... _--------------------

2 6.1 5.8 3.5 0.2 15.6 
Projections 3 5.7 5.1 5.8 1.9 0.4 18.9 

4 7.5 2.7 5.1 0.4 15.7 
5 6.9 0.5 4.2 2.7 0.5 14.8 

Bencharl<ll: 

MAX PNV 1 3.7 5.2 1.7 5.7 8.3 24.6 
2 6.5 14.9 1.7 23.1 
3 7.1 10.1 14.9 0.3 32.4 
4 8.2 6.8 10.1 3.2 28.8 
5 8.2 7.7 5.4 6.8 10.4 38.5 

RPA RUN 1 3.5 2.2 5.6 1.0 8.4 20.7 
2 8.0 6.7 1.0 4.4 6.2 26.3 
3 5.1 14.0 5.6 1.1 0.1 25.9 
4 7.3 1.7 14.2 1.0 1.1 0.8 26.2 
5 8.0 3.3 3.3 14.0 4.4 3.2 36.2 

MIN LEVEL 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

jj The numbers in the table are the levels projected bY the FORPLAN model and represent the optimal way of meeting the 
objectives and constraints of each alternative; they do not represent acreage targets. Determination of the actual 
s11 vicultural system on a stand basis w11l be made by a certified s11 viculturist after an on-the-ground analysis. 

21 Preparatory Cut: The first step of a 3-step shelterwood • 
.31 Regeneration Cut: The second step of a 3-step shelterwood, or the first step of • 2-step shelterwood 
JV Overwood Cut: ReIIIOval of the mature trees after natural regeneration has established. 
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Timber harvest under Alternatiye d will be distributed throughout the 
Forest to bring all areas suitable for timber production under management 
and regulation. Timber harvest activities will be compatible with the 
standards for wildlife habitat diversity, water, visual quality, and the 
other management practices as specified in management area direction. 
Reforestation and timber stand improvement activities will occur at 
increased levels during the planning period. Where possible, genetically 
superior stock will be used in reforestation. 

Implementation of anyone of the alternatives will result in a different 
mix of silvicultural systems applied to different numbers of acres than 
with the other alternatives. As harvest emphasis is adjusted by habitat 
group from one alternative to another, the number of acres treated and 
volumes removed will change. The range of treatments vary from 3,500 to 
8,400 acres of clearcut, 900 to 8,500 acres of shelterwood, and 0 to 
1,600 acres of selection systems per year depending on the alternative. 
The rationale for the application of silvicultural systems by habitat 
group follows: 

Generally, even-aged management will be used on the Lolo Forest. The 
exception to this will be portions of sensitive visual areas, portions 
of the riparian zone, climax ponderosa pine Sites, and very dry 
Douglas-fir sites. On major portions of the Lolo Forest, insect and 
disease problems, steep slopes, or windfirmness of the stand preclude 
uneven-aged management. In other cases, maintenance of desirable 
species or other management objectives may preclude use of uneven-aged 
managment. 

Habitat Group 1 represents about 2.6 percent of the Forest. Severe 
sites and regeneration problems preclude large (72 acres) openings 
without the risk of extended recovery periods (750 years) to restock 
the site. For this reason, only selection or group selection harvest 
will be used which will promote an uneven-aged stand structure. 

Habitat Group 2 is found on about 19 percent of the Forest. While 
uneven-aged management has been applied to these sites, serious insect 
and disease problems have resulted. Multistoried stands of 
Douglas-fir provide optimum feeding areas for spruce budworm and the 
spread of dwarf mistletoe is enhanced by this structure. Ponderosa 
pine, which is normally a major component of this group, is soon 
removed from the stand by uneven-aged management increasing the 
problems of pest management. Larch found on portions of this group 
will also be lost under uneven-aged management. (For a more specific 
analysis of species requirements, see Silvicultural Systems for the 
Major Forest Types of the United States, Agriculture Handbook No. 
445.) Minor portions of this type within high visual sensitive areas 
on in some riparian zones will be managed by uneven techniques. 

Habitat Group 3 is found on about 16 percent of the Forest. It is 
similar to Habitat Group 2; however, the amount of ponderosa pine is 
generally less and western larch is more common. These sites have 
similar problems to Habitat Group 2 concerning insect and disease. 
For this reason, uneven-aged management will be considered only in 
limited areas of the riparian zone and high visual sensitive areas. 
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Habitat Group 4 is fGund commonly throughout the Lolo Forest 
representing about 27.6 percent of the area. A wide variety of tree 
species is normally found in this group; however, uneven-aged 
management favors subalpine fir, grand fir, and western red cedar 
which are subject to windthrow. Engelmann spruce and lodgepole pine 
are also commonly found on these sites which are also highly subject 
to windthrow. Partial cutting on these sites represents the highest 
risk for windthrow damage. Spruce budworm damage on grand fir and 
Douglas-fir are common and will increase with development of 
multi storied stands. Species such as ponderosa pine, western white 
pine, and western larch, which are resistant to these problems, are 
not able to maintain themselves under selection harvest methods 
thereby reducing the diversity of the stands. For these reasons, the 
sites normally do not lend themselves to uneven-aged management. Wind 
protected areas in riparian zones and some highly sensitive visual 
areas will be managed with uneven-aged management. 

Habitat Group 5 - About 19.5 percent of the Forest is in this group. 
Lodgepole pine is a major component with lesser amounts of 
Douglas-fir, western larch, subalpine fir, and Engelmann spruce. With 
the application of uneven-aged management, the Douglas-fir and western 
larch component will be eliminated or drastically reduced. The 
remaining species are subject to wind throw and partial-cut stands 
represent the highest risk. For these reasons, only isolated special 
situations lend themselves to uneven-aged management. 

The remaining 15.5 percent of the Forest is in uncommercial sites and is 
not subject to timber management for wood production. 

Subtle qnd gradual changes will occur in most watersheds resulting in 
generally younger, more healthy, and diverse stands with a greater 
variety of age classes. There will be some short-term losses in 
Foreground visual quality resulting from openings required to renew aging 
and uniform stands. Such openings will be spaced and timed so that 
adverse visual impacts are minimized. The conversion of 
mature/overmature timber stands assigned to regulated timber management 
activities will take approximately 70 years. 

Section 13(a) of the National Forest Management Act of 1976 requires the 
calculation of the sustained yield on individual proclaimed National 
Forests. A portion of the proclaimed Lolo National Forest is 
administered by the Deerlodge National Forest and is not included in the 
calculations displayed above. An evaluation of the analysis performed 
indicates the minor changes in timber volume that occur between decades 
on the proclaimed Forest have no significance when considering the 
maximization of net public benefits on the Lolo and Deerlodge Forests. 
The calculation of long-term sustained yield of the proclaimed Lolo 
National Forest for the proposed actions is described in Section VIII, 
Appendix B, of this EIS. 
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9. Water and Soils 

a. Water Yield 

When trees are removed from a site, water yield increases will occur 
until complete hydrologic recovery is achieved. This may take up to 
60 years following clearcutting. The principal activity resulting in 
increased water yields from the Lolo National Forest System land is 
timber harvest. Other activities that contribute to increased water 
yield are the clearing associated with road construction, mineral 
exploration and development, grazing, and slash disposal and site 
preparation following timber harvest. Table 11-32 shows the estimated 
increase in water yield resulting from the prescriptions applied under 
each alternative. The figures shown represent the yield above the 
existing level as it is today. Water yield values derived from the 
mathematical model represent average values from the entire Forest. 
Increases are based on the lands subject to development for each 
alternative. 

Iable II-32: Average Annual Increase in Water Yield by Decade 
(M acre-feet per year) 

Benchmarks 
Alternatives ~~ RPA MIN 

Plan Period 

1981-1990 80.6 .9 97.4 69.3 68.6 68.2 67.0 69.3 70.9 o 

Projections 

1991-2000 
2001-2010 
2011-2020 
2021-2030 

124.0 114.2 148.7 100.9 93.3 90.1 85.7 96.9 110.5 0 
141.9 133.1 170.6 114.4 107 112.3 100.3 120.4 136.9 0 
154.3 146.2 193.6 125.2 142.5 141.8 115.1 144 167.8 0 
169.4 156.2 206.7 138.5 158.7 157.2 130.0 188.4 189.4 0 

While Forest-wide water yield projected increases are not great, there 
is a low to moderate chance that some channels of individual 
watersheds could have accelerated erosion by increased streamflows 
resulting from a combination of logging and wetter than normal years. 
Because these volume increases are calculated Forest-wide, project 
level water yield evaluations will be used to avoid channel-impacting 
flow increases in individual watersheds. 

b. Sediment 

Sediment production can be generated both by increased water yields 
and ground disturbances. Ground-disturbing activities include road 
construction, mineral exploration and development, timber harvest and 
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the associated slash disposal and site preparation, and grazing-
especially in riparian zones. The actual risk of increased sediment 
yield will vary depending on the amount of soil disturbance, the type 
of treatment, soil material, and various other physical and biological 
factors. As roads stabilize and disturbed sites revegetate, sediment 
production decreases. 

Table II-33 displays the amounts of sediment-producing activities for 
the alternatives, as indicators of their sediment production 
potential. Using road construction and timber harvest levels as the 
principal indicators, the alternatives are shown as to their relative 
risk of affecting water-related beneficial uses, based on significant 
differences in sediment production potential. 

Iable II-33: Sediment ErQducticn Ectent1al c1: Alternati~e~ 
'A~erage Annual, Oecade ]) 

Sediment BeDChmark~ 
Producing Alternatives MAX RPA MIN 
Activities a b c d e 1: g ENV RUN LEV 

Road Construc. 172 161 166 140 141 127 107 198 126 0 
(Miles) 

Tmbr. Harvest 15.9 15.0 17.2 15.2 19.4 22.0 13.9 24.6 20.7 0 
(M acres) 

Grazing 
(MAUM's) 

Composite 
Rating 

13.8 10.6 11.5 14.0 13 .1 13.5 13.6 14.7 13.0 12.8 

High High High Med Med Med Low High Med Low 

Management practices will be used in all alternatives to carry out 
these activities to assure that they will meet State water quality 
standards. These practices are referred to as Best Management 
Practices (BMP). Alternative d will produce lesser amounts of 
sediment as compared to the current management direction (Alternati~e 
al. Water yield increases will also be less as a result of reduced' 
regulated timber harvests in the riparian zone. Some temporary 
increase in sediment may be expected from an increase in burning on 
winter ranges. Alternative f has a low management intensity and, as a 
result, the potential for sediment production and water yield 
increases are moderate to low. Alternative b, with a nonmarket 
emphasis for the Forest as a whole, retains an intensive timber 
resource program on the available acres in order to maintain timber's 
contribution to community stability. A high degree of clearcutting 
increases the water yield and sediment production potential. 
Alternatives c and ~ will produce water that meets Federal and State 
standards but would have higher relative potentials for sediment 
production and water yield increases reflecting higher roading needs 
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and soil disturbance from higher timber outputs. Alternative i a 
lower amount of land in the suitable timber base. Management 
intensity on these lands will be high, thus both water yield and 
sediment increases from these lands will be relatively high on a 
acre basis. On a Forest-wide basis, these outputs are low compared 
other alternatives as shown in Table 11-33 because of the lesser total 
amounnt of intensively managed lands. 

The effects of sediment production on water related beneficial uses 
will be evaluated during project development to ensure meeting Forest 
water quality goals. Projects that will not meet State water quality 
standards will be redesigned, rescheduled, or dropped. For any 
alternative, there is a potential to control projected sediment 
increases. Practices such as temporary stream diversion around 
culverts being installed, fill-slope erosion traps, better seeding of 
disturbed areas, and road surfacing in critical areas would reduce 
sediment increase projections and help achieve water quality 
management goals. 

10. Minerals, Oil, and Gas 

In general, National Forest System lands are open to development for the 
recovery of valuable mineral resources. Locatable minerals are open to 
appropriation under the General Mining Law of May 10, 1872. Oil and gas, 
phosphate, coal, and other non-metalliferous minerals are available for 
development under Minerals Leasing Act of 1920. All minerals on 
lands with acquired status are leasable. Mineral development has long 
been recognized as a legitimate use of National Forest System lands. 

While National Forest System lands are available for mineral development, 
various restrictions and mitigating measures may be necessary to protect 
other resource values and to provide for an orderly development of the 
mineral resource itself. 

Under Alternatiye d, access restrictions on mineral activities would be 
stringent, with over 20,000 acres of very high mineral potential land 
managed for roadless recreation. About 545,670 acres of the Forest would 
be designated for wilderness/roadless management. Alternative a includes 
some 12,800 fewer acres of very high mineral potential land in 
wilderness/roadless management than Alternative d. Alternatives b, i, 
and & are the most limiting in terms of access for mineral exploration 
and development because of the amount of very high mineral potential land 
recommended for wilderness/roadless management. While Alternatiyes c and 
~ include some of the same acreage of very high mineral potential lands 
in a wilderness/roadless category, road access and energy leasing 
stipulations are less restrictive than those found in Alternatives b, d, 
i, and &. 

Lolo National Forest System lands were analyzed as to mineral potential 
and resource tradeoffs and the appropriate stipulations were applied as 
displayed in Appendix B-7n (available upon request) and Appendices F and 
M of the Proposed Lolo Forest Plan. 
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The land area of mineral resource potential is displayed in Tables II-34 
and II-35. The Forest road system will provide the principal access for 
mineral development and avoid the need for dual road systems. Collector 
roads are projected to be completed at the end of the second decade; 
however, the local road system is project~ to be completed over the next 
12 decades. About 7 percent of the Forest is now classified wilderness 
where no further mineral entry is allowed. 

Table II-34: Area of Locatable Mineral Potential in Roadless Mana~ernent 
(M acres) 

Potential for 
Hard Rock Minerals 

Alternatives High Very High 

a 

b 

c 

d 

e 

f 

g 

Benchmarks: 

Max PNV 
RPA Run 
Min Level 

66,407 

129,285 

88,103 

36,858 

23,958 

60,965 

144,709 

34,731 
98,279 

144,709 

16,885 

36,670 

22,574 

4,042 

0 

30,573 

53,673 

425 
22,778 
53,673 

Iable 1I-35: Amount. Qi L.and in Energy Be~Qurce Cat.egQrie~ (M Acres) 

.6enchmarks 
Alternatives MAX RPA MIN 

Cat.egQry a b c d e i g PNV BUN L.VL 

A (Withdrawn) 333 359 343 353 138 529 914 138 350 353 
B (Statutes) 1LJ7 1LJ7 147 147 147 147 98 147 147 147 
C (Spec.Cond.) 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 
D (Stnd.Stips) 1716 1590 1606 1596 1811 1420 984 1811 1599 1596 

A = Withdrawn from mineral entry and leasing. 
B = Specific stipulations required by law or Executive Order, i.e., Threatened 

and Endangered. 
C = Special stipulations required by Regional Forester for resource protection. 
D = Standard stipulations applicable to all leases. 
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11. Road System 

There are now about 5,440 miles of system road on the Forest. The high 
timber output alternatives require over 6,100 additional miles be built 
for access to all the area assigned to timber harvest (Table II-44). The 
arterial road system is nearly complete, and about 75 percent of the 
collector system is in place. Most future construction will be local 
roads since that part of the system is only about 20 percent complete. 

Construction of collector and local roads is expected to add from 1,070 
miles (Alternatiye g) to 1,720 miles (Alternative a) of system road 
during the plan period (1st decade), and could approximate doubling the 
road system during the project period (next 11 decades). Local roads 
will be constructed as project needs dictate, while the collector road 
system is expected to be completed by the end of the second decade. 
Table 11-36 displays the local and collector road construction needs by 
decade. 

Local roads will generally be constructed by timber purchasers, but there 
is a need to finance roads with appropriated money where initial entry 
timber sales cannot carry the costs. This is especially true in the 
timber stands originating after the 1910 fires that are in need of 
silvicultural treatment to improve stand diversity. Roads constructed by 
capital investment will approximate one-third of the total miles 
constructed in anyone year. 

The road system will be managed to reduce adverse effects on 
resources. Road management includes maintenance, use restrictions, 
and closures. Arterial roads and a substantial mileage of the 
collector roads will generally be open year-round. Most local roads 
will Qe closed. 

Table II-36: Road Construction By Decade (Miles/Year) 

I Construction 
I Time Local Collector 

Alternatiyes I Period Roads Roads 
flan feriod 1981-1990 108 64 

1991-2000 138 29 
a Projections 2001-2010 138 

2011-2020 13 
2021-2030 61 

flan feriod 1981-1990 125 36 
1991-2000 99 49 

b Projections 2001-2010 140 
2011-2020 81 
2021-2030 69 

flan feriod 1981-1990 99 67 
1991-2000 125 26 

c Projections 2001-2010 101 
2011-2020 128 
2021-2030 72 

flan feriod 1981-1990 75 65 
1991-2000 107 21 

d Projections 2001-2010 101 
2011-2020 113 
2021-2030 46 
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Table 11-36 (continued) 

Construction 
Time Local Collector 

Alternatives Period Roads Roads 
Plan Period 1981-1990 52 89 

1991-2000 83 48 
e Projections 2001-2010 178 

2011-2020 168 
2021-2030 38 

Plan Period 1981-1990 78 49 
1991-2000 102 24 

f Projections 2001-2010 140 
20'1-2020 122 
2021-2030 70 

Plan Period 1981-1990 107 
1991-2000 99 

g Projections 2001-2010 155 
2011-2020 95 
2021-2030 72 

Benchmarks: 
MAX 1991-1990 96 102 
PNV 1991-2000 94 55 

2001-2010 156 
2011-2020 42 
2021-2030 

RPA 1981-1990 63 63 
RUN 1991-2000 117 39 

2001-2010 102 
2011-2020 46 
2021-2030 73 

MIN 
LVL All Time Periods -0-

12. ~ 

Wilderness areas on the Forest have been or are being evaluated for 
application of fire management prescriptions. Prescriptions for the 
Scapegoat/Bob Marshall Wilderness complex range from immediate control in 
areas where public safety or other resource values are important to 
monitoring only where it is desirable to restore fire to the ecosystem. 
Outside wilderness, land assigned to timber production will be protected 
from wildfire but prescriptions may allow fire to become a part of the 
ecosystem on other lands. Alternatives vary in the application of fire 
management prescriptions by the amount of land to be managed for 
wilderness and the extent of wildlife and range improvement programs 
using fire. 

The risk of fire is present in all alternatives and will increase as more 
people use the Forest for various activities and live within or near it. 
Management activities that increase the risk of wildfire and the 
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difficulty to control include precommercial thinning, as natural 
abatement is the principal means of disposal. Alternatives a, h, and Q 
have high amounts of precommercial thinning; Alternatives ~ and f have 
moderate amounts; and Alternatives d and g have the least amounts. 

Atmospheric inversions and air stagnation are prevalent in the fall, 
inhibiting smoke dispersal from prescribed burning used for fuel 
abatement. Burning activities are suspended on days when smoke and 
particulate emissions contribute to deteriorating air quality. 
Coordination with State and local fire protection organizations will 
continue in all alternatives in accordance with The Montana Airshed Group 
and Cooperative Smoke Management Plan. 

Land assignments determine the level of protection for each alternative. 
Lands managed for timber emphasis provide for a higher level of 
protection than other assignments. Fire suppression responses--control, 
contain, or confine--also differ for each assignment. Where resource 
values are high, a control response is generally necessary to protect 
these values, while contain or confine are more appropriate on lands with 
lower tangible values and where fire can be a contributing factor to the 
ecosystem • 

. Table 11-37: Ayerage Annual Activity Fuel Treatment eM Acres) 

a b 
Alternatives 

c d e f 

Benchmarks 
MAX RPA MIN 

i PNY RUN LEV 

Decade 1 11.1 9.8 11.8 6.5 8.3 10.6 6.9 13.1 11.3 0 
(Plan Period) 

Activity fuel treatment (Table 11-37) is necessitated by the total timber 
harvest. Both activity fuel and the difficulty associated with that 
treatment are used to compare alternatives. The difficulty of treatment 
increases as the number of trees left standing in a cutting unit 
increase. For example, fuel treatment in a commercial thin unit is much 
more difficult than in a clearcut. Alternatiyes c and d have a 
moderately high ranking due to the combination of acres of total harvest 
and the high amount of commercial thin or shelterwood cutting. 
Alternatives b, ~, and f are all moderate in ranking, but for differing 
reasons. Alternatiye b is moderate in terms of total harvest acres and 
in the difficulty to treat. Alternatiyes e and f are moderate in total 
harvest volume, high in commercial thin and shelterwood systems, and low 
in the selection harvest system. Alternatiye i is ranked low to 
moderate. It has a relatively low total harvest volume, but is moderate 
in the amounts of commercial thin and shelterwood systems. It has a high 
degree of activity concentrated on a few acres compared to other 
alternatives. Alternatiye a has a low ranking. Although it has a 
moderate amount of shelterwood cutting, it has low amounts of commercial 
thin and selection harvest and the second lowest in total harvest volume. 
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The risk of human-caused fires is lowest in Alternatives b, ~, i, and & 
due to the lesser amount of road access available for public use compared 
to the other alternatives (Table II-44). 

13. Energy Consumption 

Alter
native 

a 

b 

c 

d 

e 

f 

g 

Energy consumption for each alternative was ascertained by multiplying 
Regional coefficients of energy use for various activities times 13 
variable factors. Most of the factors were related to timber harvest 
volume, acres harvested, and road construction. Dispersed and developed 
recreation factors varied by RVD use and included energy expended by the 
user from home to recreation area or site. 

Table 11-38 displays energy consumption in terms of British Thermal Units 
(BTU's) with all forms of energy use (gasoline, propane, electricity, . 
etc.) converted to this expression. Timber harvest and road construction 
are the high consumers of energy, accounting for approximately two-thirds 
of each alternative's total requirements. 

Table 11-38: Average Annual Energy Requirements (Billion BTU's) 

Reg. 
Timer 
Harvest 

144 

139 

167 

121 

121 

121 

102 

Unreg. 
Timber 
Harvest 

3 

13 

10 

5 

5 

5 

2 

Road 
Const. 

74 

91 

82 

76 

75 

74 

67 

Road. 
Maint. 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

Rec. 
and 
Range 

58 

58 

58 

58 

58 

58 

58 

Oil 
and 
Gas 

2 

1 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

Forest 
Service 

44 

45 

49 

42 

47 

44 

42 

TOTAL 

331 

353 

374 

310 

314 

310 

279 

Benchmarks: 

MAX PNV 

RPA RUN 

MIN LEV 

184 

171 

o 

15 

17 

o 

14. Energy Corridors 

104 

80 

o 

6 

6 

2 

58 

58 

16 

2 

2 

2 

47 

47 

12 

416 

381 

32 

Major east-west utility corridor planning will inevitably look at the 
Lolo National Forest lands due to land constraints (National Parks, 
wilderness, etc.) to the north and south. Potential corridor windows are 
identified in the draft Pacific Northwest Long Range East-West Energy 
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Corridor Study, Phase I, Bonneville Power Administration, December 1977. 
The alternatives place differing constraints on the availability or 
desirability of using these windows for the siting of utilities. 

Corridor Segment R-15 is located on the Seeley Lake Ranger District in 
the vicinity of Jocko Pass. The entire segment passes through essential 
grizzly bear habitat (all alternatives) which is identified as an 
avoidance area. 

Corridor Segment R-16 is located in the Moccasin Ridge-Greenough Creek 
area, south and east of Missoula. Avoidance areas in all alternatives 
are concentrated on the Clark Fork face, leaving only very narrow slivers 
of land available for siting without significant constraints. 
Alternatives c, d, and ~, have other avoidance areas widely dispersed 
within the corridor. The new Garrison-Taft 500-kV transmission line 
utilizes a portion of the western end of this corridor segment in Miller 
Creek. 

Corridor Segment R-17 runs in a northwesterly direction from Superior to 
Thompson Pass. Avoidance areas are concentrated at the western end of 
this segment in all alternatives. Alternatives a, ~, and d have several 
more small avoidance areas scattered along the corridor segment. 
Alternatiye b has several scattered and small avoidance areas and also a 
very large avoidance area near the midpoint of the corridor. Alternative 
~ contains several avoidance areas that span the corridor. Alternatives 
f and & have one or more exclusion areas (areas recommended for 
wilderness) that span the corridor. The new Garrison-Taft 500-kV 
transmission line occupies the east half of this window but then veers 
south, staying on the south side of the CC Divide, and avoids all the 
exclusion and avoidance areas in the west half of the window. 

Corridor Segment R-16 roughly parallels (to the south) Lolo Creek and the 
Lewis and Clark Highway, U.S. 12, from Lolo to the State line. There are 
several avoidance areas scattered throughout the corridor segment in all 
alternatives. Alternative f constrains approximately half the width of 
the corridor for 4 1/2 miles with a proposed wilderness. Alternative g 
has a wilderness proposal bordering the corridor for 5 miles. 

15. Below Cost Timber Sales 

The discounted timber benefits for the planning horizon are greater than 
the discounted timber costs (Table II-41) which means that overall 
financial returns of the timber program is positive. However, the 
positive values do not mean that below cost sales have been avoided. 
Timber sales, whether below cost or not, were assessed in terms of how 
they fit into a comprehensive program of management for the Forest. The 
mix of outputs and associated costs and benefits produced by the 
different alternatives are the result of selecting prescriptions which 
most efficiently meet the objectives of the alternative. Cost efficiency 
was considered in (1) the development of the prescriptions (see Appendix 
B, Section III and IV) and (2) the FORPLAN model had a range of those 
prescriptions to choose from when determining an optimal solution for 
each alternative based on the objective of maximizing PNV. The timber 
harvest level in all alternatives is less than the timber harvest level 
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in the maximum PNV benchmark which represents the most economically 
efficient mix of management presciptions and resource outputs for the 
Forest. 

In spite of alternative and prescription cost efficiency objectives, 
indications are that below cost sales will occur (Table II-42). When 
examining decade 1 alone, the overall net receipts (includes other 
resource programs besides timber) are negative for all alternatives and 
the Max PNV benchmark. By decade 3, the net receipts are projected as 
positive for the maximum PNV benchmark but slightly negative for all 
alternatives. By decade 5, the net receipts for all alternatives are 
projected as positive. Sales with high investment costs in the immediate 
future are followed by sales in the future that have lower costs and 
higher returns so that the entire set of management activities provide a 
positive return. As pointed out by a research study on below cost, 
efficient management and below cost sales are not incompatible (Schuster 
and Jones 1985). 

In implementing any alternative, however, further project level analysis 
will be required prior to implementing that activity. Regional Office 
direction requires that a project level analysis of each timber sale over 
one million board feet will be made to assure it has been designed with 
the most cost-effective measures possible in keeping with environmental 
concerns. This feasibility analysis will examine strategic items in the 
sale design process to assure consideration of economic impacts of these 
items on the sale value. Requirements of this analysis have been added 
to the final Forest Plan. 

16. COmmunity Effects 

a. Local Economic Impacts in Flathead, Mineral, Missoula, 
Ravalli, and Sanders Counties 

Changes in timber harvest, recreation use, livestock graZing, and 
Forest Service expenditures result in changes in personal income and 
employment in the Lolo Forest market area which is comprised of 
Flathead, Mineral, Missoula, Ravalli, and Sanders Counties. Within 
the five-county area, Forest activities from 1978 through 1980 
accounted for approximately 2,400 jobs annually and $26 million/year 
in personal income. In 1979 there were approximately 70,700 total 
jobs in the five-county area with a total personal income of $1,194 
million. Thus, Forest-related activities account for about 3.4 
percent of the jobs and 2.2 percent of the personal income in the 
five-county area. The relative contribution of employment and income 
to the Lolo market area by alternative is displayed in Table II-38 and 
Figure II-6. Differences among alternatives in employment and income 
are primarily due to changes in timber outputs and Forest 
expenditures. The employment and income values include direct, 
indirect, and induced effects. The change in Forest-related 
employment by alternative varies from +1.4 to +2.2 percent. However, 
the total local employment would vary from +0.1 to +0.7 percent. 
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Iabl~ 1I-39: Local Employment (joh5l; Local Income (MM~); 
Cbans~ trom ]915-19 A~~ras~ 

6~m;;bmark5 
Alternatives MAX RPA MIN 

a h c d e f S PNV RUN LEV 

Local Employment +316 +246 +527 +344 +358 +330 + 35 +414 +544 -2400 
(No. of jobs) 

Income (MM $) +4.7 +3.7 +7.9 +5.6 +5.7 +5.4 +0.9 +5.5 +8.1 -26.0 

Timber output has the greatest impact on Forest-related employment and 
income. Timber-related businesses (logging, sawmills, and other wood 
products) and recreation-related services (wholesale/retail trade, 
hotels, and lodging, and eating and drinking) are the areas primarily 
impacted by changes in alternatives. Therefore, the following 
discussion focuses on changes in timber and recreation-related 
employment. 

The market-oriented Alternati~e c contains expanded employment and 
higher income levels in wood products, ranching and minerals but 
reduced employment for guides, outfitters, and other recreation 
businesses. In low market alternatives such as b and ~, usually 
expands for guides, outfitters, and recreational business because 
there are more recreation opportunities. Income levels for 
recreation-oriented jobs are lower than for the industry-based jobs. 
Other alternatives such as a, d, f, and a, maintain varying levels and 
mixes of employment opportunities. 

Figure 11.-6 
Local Employment, Local Income Change from 1975 - 1979 Average 
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b. Social Effects in Western Montana 

While the level of employment and income are important in the quality 
of life, it does not give the entire picture of the economic and 
social well being of local communities. In the small cities-and rural 
areas of the west, an important part of peoples' total income comes 
not only from jobs and wages but from nonmarket goods and services 
that flow from the natural and social environment (Thomas M. Power 
Western Wildlands Winter, 1983). Four social variables--1) 
lifestyles; 2) attitudes, beliefs, and values; 3) social organization; 
and 4) land-use patterns are used to compare the effects generated by 
Forest outputs and activities. Descriptions are provided below of the 
interests and related ways of life of different groups of the 
dependent community and regional and national interests and how they 
may be influenced by the various alternatives. Comparisons are made 
to the current situation represented by Alternative a (Current 
Management). 

Lifestyles. Several groups of people are discussed here and in 
Chapter III as those most likely to be affected by different Forest 
management programs. Natives and long-term residents of western 
Montana are accustomed to using the Forest for both commodity 
production and recreation opportunities. Many depend directly or 
indirectly on a healthy timber industry. Alternatives which would 
reduce average annual timber sell even in the short run could be a 
concern to people in these communities (Alternatives b and ~). The 
counties rely heavily on the timber industry but also have other 
resource revenue producing industries (i.e., recreation, mining) that 
contribute to their economies. Alternatives which stress timber 
management and reduce big-game populations and fishing habitat, 
howev~r, would also concern people and affect their accustomed 
lifestyles (Lolo National Forest Planning Records). 

Local people are accustomed to accessing the Forest for many of their 
needs: firewood, game, fish, berry picking, and recreation. All 
alternatives include a policy of restrictive road use in order to 
protect fisheries and elk habitat. Some people may be concerned about 
this restriction on traditional Forest access. Residents who would 
like to see little or no change from the current management direction 
will probably prefer Alternatiye a or d. In these alternatives the 
supply of firewood, game, fish, and recreation opportunities would be 
sufficient to meet most of the future demands. 

Many newcomers, settling in Missoula, Flathead, and Ravalli Counties, 
tend to be less dependent on the forest products industry than 
long-term residents. Many moved to western Montana for the natural 
environment; they will likely prefer alternatives that stress 
nonmarket values such as wildlife, recreation, visual resources, and 
wilderness (Alternative h or ~). The lifestyle of residents not 
dependent on timber-related employment but who frequently use the 
outdoors could be adversely affected by Alternative a, ~, or~. 
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Alternatives that provide a resource mix--moderate to high levels of 
all resource concerns--would benefit most groups of people with little 
negative impact on anyone specific group. Alternatives in this 
category include d (the Proposed Action) and f. 

Existing equal opportunity emphasis on the Forest considers 
minorities, women, the handicapped, and older citizens in hiring 
practices, Forest visitor services, and the enforcement of contracts 
and permits. This emphasis applies to all alternatives; however, some 
alternatives n~y reduce the flexibility to achieve equal opportunity 
goals and/or impact some groups more than others. 

In Alternative a (current direction), seasonal employees, handicapped 
workers, and/or older citizens from the Senior Community Service 
Employment Program are employed in some capacity on each District and 
in the Supervisor's Office of the Lolo Forest. A Youth Conservation 
Corps crew is maintained on one or more Districts each summer. These 
programs encourage women and minority employees. In addition, the 
Forest currently maintains a Native American Cooperative Agreement 
with the Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes. Through the 
agreement, short-term projects are contracted with work crews from 
those tribes, making it more cost efficient than hiring a longer term 
seasonal employee. Alternative b's philosophy encourages labor 
intensive practices and activities. These are usually done by seasonal 
employees, YCC crews and tribal crews; it is expected that these types 
of government programs employ more women and minorities than the 
private sector. The service concept stressed in Alternative d suggests 
that human resources programs would be utilized to the extent that the 
budget supports them. Alternatives like ~ and ~ that emphasize 
cost-efficiency and a corporate approach to management of the Forest 
could result im more work contracted to the private sector; this could 
have some impact on women and minorities who generally make up a 
smaller percentage of the private work force compared with government 
human resource programs. 

Sites and facilities to accommodate handicapped visitors are currently 
located on each District of the Forest, offering a range of 
recreational experiences. The Forest is in the planning stages of 
developing a directory of those opportunities. Lack of emphasis on 
developed recreation sites in Alternatives h, d, f, and & could impact 
the elderly and handicapped visitor whose opportunities to enjoy 
dispersed types of recreation are limited. However, emphasis on 
service in Alternative d should expand opportunities for all persons, 
including the elderly and and handicapped, to use and enjoy the 
Forest. 

Emphasis on wildlife habitat in Alternatives a and d could expand 
certain types of opportunities to hunt and fish with reasonable 
success. Lower income families dependent on big game for meat might 
benefit from this emphasis on big-game management. 

In Alternatiyes a and d, the Forest is easily accessible near all 
Forest communities. This is particularly important to lower income 
groups and older citizens who may not have the resources and/or the 
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physical ability to travel long distances. These groups may be 
dependent on the Forest for firewood and hunting for red meat, as well 
as outdoor recreation activities. The right to accessibility of the 
Forest implied in Alternatives c and ~ would provide opportunites for 
lower income families and older citizens to gather firewood, hunt, and 
recreate in a sizeable percentage of the Forest. Reduced access in 
Alternative b, as well as Alternatives f and a, could impact 
opportunites for lower income families and older citizens to use the 
Forest for some activities. 

Attitudes, Beliefs, and Values. Plentiful supplies of wood, forage, 
and access for minerals create a feeling of self-sufficiency for 
people dependent upon those resources for a livelihood. This is a 
trait common among all the people of the five counties. As these 
market supplies decrease in Alternatiyes h and a, so does the senGe of 
control. Self-sufficiency decreases and uncertainty about the future 
increases for these people. 

Some long-time residents take it for granted that all Forest uses can 
be satisfied equally, despite ever-increasing demands on the resource 
base. These people's sense of personal satisfaction, control and 
self-sufficiency could decrease if the timber harvest was increased to 
a level that negatively impacts other resources as in Alternatiye,.c.~ 

People who do not work in timber-related jobs but reside in timber 
dependent communities could be adversely affected by alternatives. that 
significantly decrease the timber output level. Their employment,may 
be indirectly related to the timber harvest, or their friends work in 
the timber industry, and they are concerned about the stable growth of 
their community. 

Residents not living in communities significantly tied to the timber 
industry, and individuals placing high value on conserving the natural 
resources provided by the Forest would more likely have a positive.' 
sense of well being and certainty about the future with alternatives 
that have less emphasis on commodity outputs, provide protection of 
the resources, and offer more varied recreation experiences. 

Alternatives that are more balanced in providing market and nonmarket 
resources (a, ~, or f) increase the feeling of certainty in both 
commodity and nonmarket oriented individuals in being able to live/:a 
desired way. 

Regional people, mostly from eastern Montana, seem to be more 
interested in the recreation opportunities provided by the Forest 
(Lolo National Forest Planning Records). They are most likely to 
favor alternatives which would protect the natural environment and' 
provide a diversity of recreation opportunities. National interests 
are served in different ways. Alternatives which emphasize timber 
production over other values would benefit wood product consumers 
(Adams, Haynes, and Darr 1977). Alternatives which stress nonmarket 
outputs over timber production values often benefit environmental 
interests and consumers. As timber harvests are lowered among 
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alternatives, the net revenues to the Treasury are progressively 
reduced. 

Social Orianization. Community cohesion includes the degree of unity 
and cooperation within a community, ability of residents to cope with 
change, and the degree to which lifestyles and values of residents are 
compatible. 

A certain amount of conflict is inherent in implementing any 
alternative that is a change from the current situation. Alternatives 
b, ~, or g have the greatest potential for disagreement between groups 
because they would likely be perceived as favoring one interest group 
to the detriment of another. However, most changes would be gradual 
due to budget limitations and conflict would be minimized. Some 
issues such as wilderness, which has become a major issue in western 
Montana, could be a major source of disagreement. 

Land Use Patterns. This variable assesses the compatibility of 
proposed changes in land uses such as timber, wildlife habitat, 
recreation, mining, and grazing with present uses and how the uses 
affect the social and economic life of communities. Forest Service 
actions would not significantly affect county land use patterns; 
however, changes in Forest land use could impact community social and 
economic factors. The affect of changes in National Forest System 
land use on the social environment is discussed under lifestyles and_ 
attitudes, beliefs, and values. 

Only Alternatiye ~ would increase the number of acres managed for 
timber, the rest would decrease from current management direction. 
Alternatives h, ~, ~, i, and & include an increase in acres proposed 
for wilderness over the current situation. Alternatiye ~ proposes 
less while Alternatives h and ~ are the same as the current 
direction. Alternatives b, ~, and ~ include more areas for roadless 
recreation while Alternatives ~, i, and & would have less acres set 
aside for roadless recreation. All alternatives include the necessary 
habitat protection for threatened and endangered species. 
Alternatiyes a and d increase habitat to support elk populations. 
Alternatives b, ~, ~, i, and & would not provide habitat to support 
the current herd. 

17. Net Public Benefit and Nonpriced Benefits Addressed in the 
Alternatives 

overall conceptual measure of value of each of the alternatives is 
net public benefit. Net public benefit is summarized here as a preface 
to discussing those benefits that cannot be expressed in economic terms. 

Net public benefit is the overall long-term value to the nation of all 
outputs and positive effects (called benefits) less all associated Forest 
inputs and negative effects (called costs) resulting from management of 
Lolo National Forest System lands. Priced benefits and all financial 
costs of management can be measured in dollar terms. Some nonpriced 
benefits, such as recreation visitor days, are assigned values based on 
the concept of the willingness of users to pay for the resource output. 
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However, other nonpriced benefits and some negative effects cannot be 
measured quantitatively or cannot be fully valued in financial terms (see 
Appendix B, Section IV). A goal of forest planning is to determine which 
alternative effectively responds to public issues while maximizing the 
net public benefit. The choice of the alternative that maximizes net 
public benefit is a subjective decision. 

The principal benefits and costs relevant to making that judgement for 
the Lolo Forest are associated with the issues discussed in Appendix A 
and with legislation underlying the planning process. Section 18 details 
costs and benefits that can be rr~asured in financial terms. Those 
benefits that cannot be quantified are discussed below. Section 19 then 
compares changes in economic benefits with differences in responses to 
issues. Because these are summary statements, a fully informed judgement 
of the alternatives also requires an understanding of the results 
displayed elsewhere in this document. 

The major nonpriced benefits are described in Appendix B, Section IV C. 
Nonpriced benefits are not directly addressed by the alternative PNV 
comparisons. Some nonpriced benefits vary significantly by alternative 
and can be measured by physical indicators such as acres. Nonpriced 
outputs often result in redvqed priced outputs (lower PNV). Tables 11-40 
and 11-43 in Sections 18 and 19 show the tradeoffs between providing 
priced outputs and nonpriced outputs. The indicators are used to 
estimate the relative achievement of nonpriced resource goals among 
alternatives. The indicators do not fully quantify or place a value on 
the nonpriced benefits but they indicate differences in levels of 
nonpriced benefits between alternatives. 

a. Major Nonpriced Benefits with Large Differences Among Alternatives 

Although there are several nonpriced benefits resulting from Forest 
management, six were identified as major benefits on the Lolo Forest. 
These six correspond to issues discussed in Appendix A. The nonpriced 
benefits discussed in this section vary significantly by alternative. 

Visual Quality. Visual quality refers to the range and distribution 
of the scenic aspects and perceived beauty and enjoyment of the forest 
environment. Differences among forest recreationists, nearby 
residents, and travelers in the enjoyment they would receive from the 
physical conditions of each alternative are real but difficult to 
measure. While the total numbers of recreationists preferring 
conditions having particular scenic qualities and the implied 
dollar-values of their activities have been estimated, the options 
available to them would vary by alternative. Wildlife and water 
quality are also influenced by visual management activities resulting 
in additional nonpriced benefits. 

Inventoried acres of Retention and Partial Retention are maintained in 
Alternatiyes a, h, f and g. The preservation objective is applied to 
acres of wilderness and other special areas in all alternatives. 
Alternatiye d maintains approximately 74 percent of the inventoried 
acres. Alternatives ~ and ~ limit retention and partial retention to 
lands viewed from highways. 
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Protection of Water Quality/Fisheries Habitat. Those that benefit 
from increased water quality/fisheries habitat include not only 
recreationists, but communities using the municipal watersheds. The 
level of water quality is reflected in the number of catchable trout 
in combination with the individual stream goals for each alternative. 
The total forest outputs do not vary significantly between 
alternatives because reduced sedimentation, habitat improvement work 
and riparian management maintain the Forest fisheries habitat within 
State water quality standards. However, water quality and fisheries 
habitat in individual fisheries streams would vary greatly depending 
on the goals of the alternative. This variability depends on the type 
and intensity of management activities such as road construction, 
grazing, or timber harvest, as well as the land characteristics in the 
drainage such as geologic type and stream morphology. Trout indicate 
the number of catchable fish on the Forest. 

Wilderness and Roadless Area Diversity and Quality_ In order for an 
area to qualify as a wilderness, it must be at least 5,000 acres. In 
order to provide a quality recreation experience, a roadless area must 
be the same, at least 5,000 acres. Roadless recreation can be 
provided in other smaller areas, but for the purposes of Forest 
planning, if the area does not meet the 5,000 acre criteria, it is not 
included in the roadless recreation calculation. There are 776,190 
acres of inventoried roadless on the Forest. Future demands for 
wilderness recreation would be satisfied in all alternatives. 
Alternatives meet roadless recreation demands except Alternatives ~ 
and f. 

Recreation use is only one value of the wilderness or roadless 
reso~rce. Citizens at both the local and national level plus 
conservation and wildlife groups have expressed the desire to have 
more wilderness than is needed to meet projected recreation use. Many 
people feel other values of wilderness include: maintaining options 
for future generations, maintaining native plant and animal species, 
and providing a research base for studying a natural undisturbed 
environment. Quantifying the value of a wilderness or roadless area 
strictly by its recreation visitor day use misses many of its 
important values. Wilderness benefits are specific to the Lolo Forest 
(not captured by other wilderness areas in the National System). 

Diversity and Quality of Recreation Opportunities. The assigned value 
per recreation visitor day does not reflect the value of providing a 
diversity of recreation opportunities and settings. Diversity of 
experiences includes primitive, semi-primitive, roaded, and developed 
settings. It also includes experiences in unique settings such as 
wilderness, wild and scenic rivers, botanical areas, scenic areas, and 
historic sites. The Lolo Forest currently provides adequate 
recreation diversity, but two important elements of diversity are in 
need of attention and planned assignment now if the Forest is to meet 
expected use in the future. Areas available for the semi-primitive 
non-motorized experience are reduced as more areas are roaded. 
Similarly, areas which currently provide roadless elk hunting and/or 
trout fishing are eliminated as they are roaded. 
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Indicators of recreation quality and diversity are found in comparing 
the projected demand with the potential for each recreation type. 
Quality and diversity increase as the margin of potential increases 
over the demand. 

b. Nonpriced Benefits That Differ Less AmonS Alternatives 

Threatened and Endansered Species Habitat. Habitat for these 
legislatively protected species is provided at recovery levels in all 
alternatives. 

Plant and Animal Community Diyersity. Diversity is reflected in 
management for visual quality, water quality, threatened and 
endangered species, the regulated forest, recreation and wildlife 
habitat management, preservation of natural areas, and wilderness and 
roadless areas. Therefore, it is largely a broad, generic term for a 
wide range of output consequences that are the source of both economic 
and nonpriced benefits. The goal of emphasizing plant and animal 
diversity is maintaining gene pools, scientific research opportun~ties 
and to ameliorate insect and disease infestations. 

The indicator used to describe plant and animal community diversity is 
the amount of acreage in each age class group. As stated in 36 CFR 
219.27(g) the goal for plant and animal community diversity " ••• shall 
preserve and enhance the diversity ••• so that it is at least as great 
as that which would be expected in a natural forest ••• ". However, .the 
mix of age class group that would best represent the natural 
environment is impossible to define. If the goal is to have a 
regulated forest, the best distribution is approximately 10 percept 
non stocked and 22 1/2 percent each of seedling/saplings, poles, 
immature, and mature sawtimber. As emphasis shifts towards other 
goals, the proportion of acres in these age classes changes in 
response to the goals. All alternatives provide reasonable levels of 
the various age classes to meet minimum diversity requirements. This 
results from the large acreages of wilderness/roadless available to 
some degree in all alternatives. The distribution, however, of these 
various age classes, will not be acceptable to meet old growth 
wildlife needs in all alternatives. For instance, in alternativesC 
and Max PNV (Table 11-19, pp. II-59), even though nearly 500,000 acres 
are available in wilderness/roadless areas, only 27 percent and 30 
percent, respectively, of the Forest's drainages will retain adequate 
amounts of old growth. Old growth wildlife species within these 
alternatives would be at high risk due to genetic isolation. The 
proposed action, alternative D, conversely provides old growth within 
79 percent of the Forest's drainages. 

18. Sisnificant Differences in Economic Values !mons Alternatiyes 

This section explains tradeoffs that would occur among the quantified 
economic benefits and outputs. Additional tradeoffs involving outputs 
and benefits not quantified in economic terms by PNV together with 
community effects and different responses to Forest issues are explained 
in Section 18. 
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a. Differences in Present Net Values 

The primary measure of economic efficiency (net priced benefits) is 
present net value (PNV). This is the sum of market and nonmarket 
priced values (timber sales, livestock grazing permits, recreation 
use, mineral leases, land use, power, special use, range and 
recreation collections) less all management costs for the 120 year 
planning horizon discounted at 4 percent. The PNV of the alternatives 
is displayed in Tables II-40, II-44, and Figure 11-7. The maximum PNV 
Benchwark represents the maximum net return available from managing 
the Forest. Although it meets minimum legal requirements of managing 
the Forest, the PNV Benchmark is not designed to address issues. 

The alternatives are ranked by present net value in Table II-40, where 
present net value is defined to be the difference between the 
discounted benefits and the discounted costs of each alternative. The 
second column in Table II-40 shows the differences in PNV among pairs 
of alternatives. These figures are estimates of the net economic 
values that would be foregone if a lower-ranked alternative rather 
than the preceeding one were selected. Because timber values are a 
major component of PNV, these potentially foregone values are largely 
due to limiting the timber program. 

Table II-40: Present Net Value, Discounted Costs, and Benefits 

(Million $) 

DiacQl,mted Diacoucted 
Altercative/BeCChmark PNV Chace;e Coats I Chane;e Beceflta I ChaCie 

Max PNV (Benchmark) 379 1185 1564 
-158 -72 -230 

Alt. e 221 1'13 1334 
-15 68 53 

Alt. c 206 1181 1387 
-3 -142 -45 

Alt. g 203 1039 1242 
-27 92 65 

Alt. a (Current) 176 1131 1307 
-2 -125 -27 

Alt. b 174 1006 1280 
0 89 -11 

Alt. d (Proposed) 174 1095 1269 
-22 106 84 

RP A (Benchmark) 152 1201 1353 
-17 8 -19 

Alt. f 135 1209 1334 
-49 -1108 -947 

Min LvI (Benchmark) 86 101 187 
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As the timber program and PNV decrease, costs also generally 
decrease. As priced benefits decrease from the alternative that 
emphasizes market outputs (primarily timber) to the alternative that 
emphasizes non-market outputs, costs also decrease. This is because 
the majority of the costs are associated with the timber program. The 
costs generally decrease because less timber is being harvested. Even 
when less timber is harvested, other resource goals increased costs 
by: 1) moving harvests into areas with high access costs, and 2) 
increasing mitigation costs for non-timber resources. 

As stated above, PNV increases as the timber harvest level increases. 
The only exceptions to this are Alternatives e and g, because these 
alternatives have less wildlife habitat improvement and less costs 
associated with visually sensitive areas. 

The high costs of Alternatives a and ~ relative to the economic values 
they produce are due to their emphasis on responding to issues in ways 
that produce relatively few values that can be expressed in numeric 
terms. As a consequence, some timber production activities are spread 
to areas of relatively low productivity and high access and operating 
costs. This dispersion also increases road-related mitigation 
expenditures to protect non-timber resources. One consequence is that 
timber costs per unit of timber harvested increase. 

See Section 19 for a detailed discussion of the PNV tradeoff in terms 
of achieving nonpriced output objectives. 

Table 11-41 shows discounted benefits and costs by resource group. 
This ,table shows that timber and recreation values make up the largest 
components of the PNV values on the Lola Forest. Most of the change 
in PNV among alternatives is due to changes in the net value of the 
timber resource. PNV declines because some cost efficient timber 
sales are foregone; timber benefits decline substantially more than 
changes in priced recreation and hunting benefits. Economic values 
derived from other resources are generally not as large as timber on 
this Forest and their variations among alternatives are relatively 
minor. 
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Table 11-41: Discounted Benefits and Costs for Resource Groups ($MM) 

I Discounted Benefits 
Alternatives/I Present I I I 
Benchmarks I Net Value ITimberlRec.IRanse 

Max PNV 

Alt. e 

Alt. c 

Alt. g 

Alt. a 

Alt. b 

Alt. d 

RPA 

Alt. f 

Min LevI 

379 

221 

206 

203 

176 

174 

174 

152 

135 

86 

1264 295 

1034 295 

1087 295 

942 295 

1007 295 

980 295 

969 295 

1053 295 

1044 295 

o 187 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

o 

Discounted Costs 
I I I I 

TimberlRdsel Ree.IRansel Other 

864 161 20 

642 140 20 

676 140 21 

671 133 22 

648 129 21 

620 126 22 

609 128 22 

692 132 22 

698 136 21 

o 0 4 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

o 

138 

309 

342 

211 

331 

336 

334 

353 

352 

97 

NOTE: The direct comparison of benefits and costs by individual resource can be 
misleading because all costs include non-separable multiresource management 
costs. Timber benefits and costs are based on delivered log values. 

Figure 11-7 displays PNV by alternative. Tbe maximum PNV of the Forest is $379 
million as defined by the MAX PNV Benchmark. Figure 11-7 shows that there are 
significant differences in economic values among alternatives. 

400 Figure 11.-7 

*300 
c o ----:s 200 

Present Net Value (PNV) - in 1978 Dollars 

a c e 
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b. U.S. Treasury Cash FlowS and Noncash Benefits 

Net cash flows to the U.S. Treasury are the dollar returns to the 
treasury less total budget costs. Table 11-42 displays the net cash 
flow to the U.S. Treasury for each alternative in order of declining 
PNV for the first and third decades. Agency expenditures exceed 
receipts in all alternatives in the first decade. While the benefits 
displayed in Table 11-42 estimate the full, potential dollar returns 
to the U.S. Treasury if full charges were made, the focus here is 
limited to the actual net receipts collected under current laws and 
policies. Cash receipts include returns from timber sales, livestock 
grazing fees, campground fees, mineral permits, and special use fees. 
Timber receipts make up 95 percent of the total receipts. The 
variance between alternatives is primarily due to the timber harvest 
level. In addition, timber receipts are affected by the per unit 
value of timber harvested. For example, Alternatives a and ~ have 
lower timber benefits per MBF due to harvesting in less productive 
areas. Other returns are grazing fees, campground fees, mineral 
leases, and special use fees and vary from $140,000 to $160,000 per 
year in all alternatives. 

Returns are projected to increase in all alternatives because of real 
timber value price increases through the fifth decade and because 
timber harvest levels increase through time. Net receipts increase 
more rapidly than costs in each decade for all alternatives. The 
annual returns by resource for decades 1, 3, 5, and 10 are displayed 
in Table II-44. 

The noncash benefits are measures of the difference between the value 
individual resource users are willing to pay for a resource minus the 
fees that are collected. There are other noncash benefits provided by 
resources on the Lolo such as old growth and riparian values not 
captured by recreation valuation, but no estimates were possible to 
place a value on them. Table 11-42 displays the value of noncash 
benefits for the first and third decades. 

lable II-42: Average Annual Beturn~ to the lrea~urY and Nonca~b Eenerit~ ($MM} 

I Decade 1 I Decade 3 I 

Al ternati vel I Net I I INoncash I Net I I I Noncash 
I 
I 

Bencbmark I Receiptsl Receiptsl CostsiBenef1tsi Receipts I Beceiptsl CostslBenefitsl 

Max PNV -8.0 11.3 19.3 8.8 5.9 25.9 20.0 12.2 
(Benchmark) 

Alt. e -7.2 9.0 16.2 8.8 -2.6 17 .8 20.4 12.2 
Alt. c -10.4 11.2 21.6 8.8 -0.7 20.3 21.0 12.2 
Alt. g -6.6 7.4 14.0 8.8 -2.4 15.0 17.4 12.2 
Alt. a -9.2 9.5 18.7 8.8 -3.7 17 .2 20.9 12.2 

(Current) 
Alt. b -9.7 9.7 19.4 8.8 -1.2 17.5 18.7 12.2 
Alt. d -10.7 9.0 19.7 8.8 -0.7 16.7 17.4 12.2 

(Proposed) 
EPA -11.8 11.0 22.8 8.8 -2.5 19.3 21.8 12.2 

(Benchmark) 
Alt. f -9.1 9.0 18.1 8.8 -0.5 16.5 17 .0 12.2 
Min Level -2.6 0 2.6 4.4 -2.6 0 2.6 3.6 

(Benchmark) 
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c.~ 

Annual Forest Service costs for decade 1, by alternative, are 
displayed in Table 11-44 and Figure 11-8. Included in the budget is a 
fixed cost component. With the exception of the minimum level 
Benchmark, all alternatives have a first decade fixed budget cost of 
$7.1 million/year which includes legislatively mandated programs such 
as backlog reforestation, as well as general administration, fire 
control, and road maintenance. These fixed costs are estimated to 
decline to $5.4 million/year in the second and following decades, as 
some programs are completed or phased out. The minimum level 
Benchmark has a first decade fixed budget cost of $3.0 million/year 
and a second decade fixed budget cost of $2.6 million/year. 

Figure 11.-8 

Decade 1 - Average Annual Forest Service Total Cost 

Total Cost (1978 Dollars) 

-en-

g 20 ----:s 

The discounted costs for 120 years, by alternative, are displayed-in 
Figure II-10 and Table II-44. The largest cost component is tied to 
timber harvest, so those alternatives with relatively high harvest 
levels tend to have higher total discounted costs. In addition, the 
Max PNV and RPA Benchmarks harvest more timber volume in the early 
decades which has a greater impact on the discounted costs than is the 
case with the alternatives. 
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The average annual values for decade 1 by alternative are displayed in 
Table 11-44 and Figure 11-9 for two resource categories: Market and 
Non-Market. 

Market values are the sum of the returns to the U.S. Treasury from 
timber sales, livestock grazing fees, campground fees, mineral leases, 
and special use fees. Non-market values are the values assigned to 
livestock grazing and recreation use, and are willingness- to-pay 
values based on economic theory rather than actual dollar returns. 
With the exception of the minimum level run, all alternatives and runs 
produce more recreation potential than projected use levels. Only the 
amount expected to be utilized is valued; thus, the total value from 
recreation is the same for all alternatives. 

Figure 11.-9 
Decade 1 - Average Annual Market and Nonmarket Values 
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Discounted values for 120 years are displayed along with discounted 
costs in Figure II-10. Since the amount of non-market benefits valued 
is essentially the same for all alternatives and benchmarks with the 
exception of the Minimum Level, the variation in discounted values 
among alternatives and benchmarks is almost entirely a function of the 
volume of timber harvested. The Max PNV Benchmark in particular 
develops a large discounted benefit as a result of harvesting a large 
volume of timber in the early decades. 

Figure H.-tO Present Value of Benefits and Costs o Costs 
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19. Major Tradeoffs Among Alternatives 

Section 19 provides additional information to help identify the 
alternative or alternatives that come closest to maximizing net public 
benefit while meeting legal and environmental requirements and responding 
reasonably, equitably, and effectively to the issues, concerns, and 
opportunities. This additional information describes the tradeoffs that 
would occur among the net quantified benefits described in Section 18 and 
the nonpriced benefits described in Section 17. Except for the 
quantified economic benefits, the extent to which each alternative 
addresses issues, concerns, and opportunities is based on professional 
judgement. 
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a. National, Regional, and Local Demand Outlook 

To provide a framework for assessing responses to issues, concerns, 
and opportunities, the long-term resource demands and needs of the 
nation, region, and local communities are reviewed briefly. 

The RPA projects total national demands to rise for all outputs of 
National Forests: timber, minerals, forage, outdoor recreation 
opportunities, and wildlife experiences, including wilderness, water 
supply, and many amenity uses of forest and range lands. There is 
also a strong demand to protect and enhance the quality of the 
environment while meeting these demands. The markets into which 
commodities produced on the National Forests flow are generally 
regional or national. The nation benefits when supplies are provided 
from the most efficient sources of production. The Lolo Forest is an 
efficient supply source for timber, minerals, and recreation. 

Generally users of National Forest outdoor recreation, wildlife and 
wilderness are local people or people from the region adjacent to the 
National Forest. For example, 88 percent of the U.S. hunters in 1980 
did not hunt outside their State. Over 90 percent travelled less than 
100 miles from their residences for hunting opportunities. Users of 
the Lolo developed and dispersed recreation opportunities come 
predominantly from western Montana counties, other parts of the State, 
northern Idaho, and eastern Washington. Total recreation use of the 
Lolo is projected to grow from 1.4 million RVD's in 1980 to 1.9 
million RVD's in 2030--a 36 percent increase. 

b. Issues, Concerns, and Opportunities 

Relationships between priced and nonpriced outputs illustrate the 
interactions of attempting to resolve various issues. Competitive 
public issues, management concerns, and resource opportunities exist, 
and it is impossible to fully meet all wants and desires at the same 
time. By examining an array of priced and nonpriced outputs it 
becomes possible to see what is given up and what is achieved as a 
range of alternatives is explored. An understanding of the tradeoffs 
between alternatives is required to help decisionmakers decide which 
alternative maximizes net public benefit. The mixes of priced and 
nonpriced outputs resulting from each alternative are a direct result 
of the varied attempts to resolve the public issues discussed in 
Chapter I. 

Appendix A fully discusses each of the issues, concerns, and 
opportunities. Public issues and management concerns were grouped 
into the following categories and the indicator of responsiveness for 
each category is as follows: 

Range. The overall issue deals with the compatability of livestock 
grazing on the Forest with other resource programs. There are only 
minor changes among alternatives in livestock forage outputs. 
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RecreatiQn. The public's expressed needs for recreation must be put 
in perspective by examining the appropriate balance of recreation uses 
with other resources and funding, the need for a variety of recreation 
opportunitites, and the importance of quality recreation experience to 
users. The potential for dispersed recreation, the acreage of 
wilderness and roadless management, and miles of road on the Forest 
are all indicators of response to recreation issues. 

Timber. These concerns are related to an overall desire to manage 
timber to help sustain productivity, assist dependent industries, 
increase utilization, and be cost effective in balance with other 
resources on the Forest. Indicators of response to these issues are 
the acres of suitable timber land, the allowable sale quantity, and 
the long-term sustained yield for each alternative. 

Water and SQils. Insure that Forest lands will be managed so that 
water quality and basic soil productivity can be maintained or 
improved. All alternatives must protect basic soil and water 
resources by law, so these issues are taken care of in the way that 
all alternatives are developed. 

Wildlife. Provide for diversity and protection of wildlife, consider 
the needs of threatened and endangered species, and provide habitat 
management in a way that takes advantage of other management 
activities on the Forest. Productivity of elk winter range and the 
amount of land available for old-growth dependent species are 
indicators of response to these issues. All alternatives are designed 
to provide protection to threatened and endangered species. 

AQuatic EnyirQnment and Fisheries. Consider how riparian areas should 
be managed in general and what fish habitat needs to be improved on 
the Forest. Fish population potential is the indicator of response to 
these issues. 

Land, Minerals, and Fire. These categories of issues are impacted in 
similar ways by all alternatives. 

~. Establish adequate road standards and determine how much 
open/closed roading is needed on the Forest to accomplish a variety of 
resource objectives. Road standards are constant for all 
alternatives. The total road system needed for management is an 
indicator of response to this issue. 

SQcial/EcQnamic. Consider how the impacts of land assignment on local 
communities and the nation will be incorporated into proposed land 
management. Tnere are several indicators of the impacts of 
management, including present net value (PNV), changes in local income 
and employment, the annual budget needed to implement, and annual 
returns to the U.S. Treasury. 

Visual Quality Objective (VQQ1. Concerns about the size of areas 
where landscape would be altered, projected length of time the changes 
would be visible, reasonableness of change, and preservation of scenic 
quality, all in light of social and economic tradeoffs for VQO. The 
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indicator of this issue is the proportion of visually sensitive areas 
maintained in each alternative. 

Wilderness. Wilderness is a resource to be considered in the planning 
process. Acreage of land assigned to wilderness management is an 
indicator of response to this issue. 

c. Tradeoffs AmonS Alternatiyes 

The following table and discussion identify the tradeoffs between 
monetary goals (returns to the Treasury and PNV) and addressing the 
issues. The descriptions of tradeoffs proceed from the alternatives 
with the highest PNV to the lowest. The ranking of output levels for 
each of the alternatives is included in Table 11-43, and the narrative 
discusses tradeoffs associated with each alternative and benchmark. 

In general the amount of wilderness, roadless, old growth, visual 
quality, and potential fish population increase as PNV and the level 
of timber production decrease. Benchmarks maximize the production of 
a single resource at the expense of other resources and have 
relatively high PNV's. 

As more wilderness and roadless areas are designated, it affects PNV 
in two ways: 1) the current and long-range timber harvest (LTSY) are 
reduced due to the reduced production base, and 2) to some extent, 
harvest is forced into stands with less valuable timber and higher 
access costs. As the area managed for visual quality increases it 
also affects PNV in two ways: 1) harvest costs increase, and 2) the 
amount of volume removed in the first entry is decreased, decreasing 
benefits. Water quality/fisheries habitat is protected by restricting 
the types of management in riparian areas. This has a significant 
effect on PNV because in order to maintain a fairly high timber cut 
the harvest is forced into areas with higher access costs and lower 
timber values. 

In Table 11-43 the indicators identified above are used to show the 
degree of response of each alternative to these issues, concerns, and 
opportunities. The following section discusses tradeoffs between 
alternatives in more detail. 
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Table 11-43: Alternatives and Benchmarks Ranked by PNV. Selected Priced and 
Nonpriced Outputs. 

I Bencnmark I Benchmark8 
I MAX I AlternatlYe8 RPA MIN 
I PNV I e c g a I b d f RUN LVL 

Present Net Value 379 221 206 203 176 174 174 135 152 86 
(MM$) (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

Reduction in PNV 0 158 173 176 203 205 205 244 227 293 
from Max PNV (7) (6) (5) (4) (3) (3) (1) 
Benchmark (MM$) 

Wilderness Manage- 130 140 352 916 352 352 363 539 342 345 
ment (M Acre) (7) (4) (1) (4) (4) (3) (2) 

Roadless Manage- 95 300 145 21 165 379 181 77 228 375 
ment (M Acre) (2) (5) (7) (4) (1) (3) (6) 

Dispersed Recre- 1634 2028 3522 2238 3627 3693 3311 1987 3204 955 
ation Potential (6) (3) (5) (2) (1) (4) (7) 
(MRVD I slY r • ) 

Total Rds. Needed 10468 11588 12592 11108 75 10569 11'09 10863 11022 0 
for Management (3) ( 2) (5) (1) (7) (4) (6) 
(Miles) 

Change in Area In- +6.2 +5.7 +7.9 +0.9 +4.7 +3.7 +5.6 +5.4 +8.1 -26.0 
come Associated (2) (1) (7) (5) (6) (3) (4) 
with Forest Activ-
ities (HM$/Yr.) 

Changes in Person- +414 +358 +527 +35 +316 +246 +344 +330 +544 -2400 
Year Area Employ- (2) (1) (7) (5) (6) (3) (4) 
ment (Jobs/Yr.) 

Elk Winter Range 83 73 85 64 100 75 129 67 112 105 
Productivity (5) (3) (7) (2) (4) (1) (6) 
(% of Existing) 

Diversity--Land for 440 464 595 923 521 853 595 661 671 720 
Old Growth Depen- (7) (4) (1) (6) (2) (4) (3) 
dent Species 
(M Acre) 

( ) Denotes ranking among alternatives for this output. 
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Table 11-43 (continued) 

I BeDQbmarkl B~DQbmark:3 
I MAX I Alt~rnati~~:3 RPA 
I PNV e c g I a 

, b d f RUN ! 

Aquatic Habitat-- 665 966 823 970 905 868 964 968 893 
Fish Population (3) (7) (1) (5) (6) (4) (2) 
Potential 
(M Nos. > 6" ) 

Visual Quality (% 28 52 57 56 90 89 71 73 60 
of Inventoried (7) (5) (6) (" (2) (4) (3) 
Visually Sensitive 
Areas Maintained) 

Land Suitable for 1320 1326 1420 956 1402 1099 1239 1204 1207 
Timber (M Acre) (3) (1) (7) (2) (6) (4) (5 ) 

Allowable Sale 123 107 130 92 111 104 107 107 124 
Quantity (3) (1) (7) (2) (6) (3) (3) 
(MMBF/Yr.) 

Long-Term Sustained 240 191 211 174 201 173 178 171 176 
Yield (MMBF/Yr.) (3) (1) (5) (2) (6) (4) (7) 

Annual Budget to 19.3 16.2 21.6 14.0 18.7 19.4 19.7 18.1 22.8 
Implement (MM$) (6) (1) (7) (4) (3) (2) (5) 

Annual Returns to 10.4 9.6 11.2 8.4 10.0 10.0 9.6 9.6 11.2 
Treasury (MM$) (4) (1) (7) (2) (2) (4) (4 ) 

( ) Denotes ranking among alternatives for this output. 

The following section discusses the major economic tradeoffs among the 
alternatives and selected benchmarks and issues addressed by each alternative. 
The alternatives are listed in order of decreasing PNV. For a more detailed 
discussion of resource constraints, see Appendix B. 

Maximize Present Net value 

The Max PNV Benchmark was used to provide an indication of the tradeoffs 
necessary to achieve a high level of PNV. This run achieves the highest PNV 
($379 million) and associated employment levels at a high environmental cost as 
reflected by having the lowest level of old-growth and diversity acres, 
visually sensitive area maintained, and fish population potential of all 
alternatives and benchmarks. Roadless management is also at very low levels, 
and only existing wilderness is maintained as wilderness. Wilderness proposals 
identified in the alternative areas are made available for timber harvest. 
This and all other alternatives and benchmarks have an ending inventory 
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constraint which assures that timber volume will remain at the end of the 
analysis period. The first three decades are constrained to limit variation in 
timber volume between an increase of 25 percent and a decrease of 10 percent. 
From the 4th decade through the 12th, the variation was limited to a plus or 
minus change of 25 percent. Allowing this variation, rather than a constrained 
even flow of timber volume, results in a higher PNV for the benchmark. This is 
the only alternative or benchmark without the nondeclining even flow 
constraint. While the long-term sustained yield is the highest at 240 
MMBF/year, the combined wilderness and roadless acres are the lowest of any 
alternative or benchmark and the potential for dispersed recreation is also at 
the lowest level with the exception of the Minimum Level Benchmark. Compared 
to the alternatives, the acreage of land determined to be suitable for timber 
harvest is at the fourth highest level, and the amount of roads needed for 
management is at the lowest level. Both of these factors indicate that the 
constraints used to protect multiple resource values and provide for an even 
flow of timber necessitate an increase in both the amount of land and roads 
needed for timber management. This benchmark has an allowable sale quantity 
that is surpassed by one alternative (~). The increase in both local income 
and employment is also one of the highest, ranking only behind Alternative c. 
Elk forage potential, at 83 percent, is only slightly less than the 85 percent 
potential of Alternative c, which is the third highest of all alternatives. 

Alternative e 

Alternative e is a modification of Alternative d and is designed to respond to 
the issue of roadless management for the inventoried roadless areas. Only 
legislated wilderness areas are maintained as wilderness. All other roadless 
areas, including the proposed wilderness areas under Alternatiye d, are made 
available for timber harvest. As a result, is easier to maintain an even 
flow timber than it would with greater amounts of 
wilderness, and a relatively value. Alternative e has the 
highest PNV of any alternative. areas, except those assigned to wilderness 

Alternative d, are managed in same manner. output differences 
between Alternatives d and ~ can to this difference 
wilderness assignment. Both v forage are 
relative to the proposed action with the roadless and wilderness 
.. _ ... _<~~~t~~·nr at level of any The first decade at 
$16.2 million is the second lowest , which is partly a 
result of the fact that with a larger land area choose from there 
road construction necessary the first decade. Total discounted benefits for 
Alternative e are $1,334 , the highest of any alternative. 
Discounted costs are $1,113 million and the net result is that the PNV of $221 
million is the highest of any alternative. The change in area income (+$5.7 
million/year) and the increase in area employment (+358 jobs/year) are both the 
second highest of any alternative, lower only than Alternative c which also 
emphasizes high commodity outputs. Annual returns to the Treasury of $9.0 
million are the fourth highest of any alternative. The amount of land 
available for old-growth dependent species is the lowest of any alternative, 
and the proportion of visually sensitive areas maintained is the lowest of any 
alternative. The potential for dispersed recreation is only slightly higher 
than Alternative f, which is the lowest of all alternatives. Both the 
allowable sale quantity and long-term sustained yield are the third highest of 
the alternatives. Fish habitat potential is at a relatively high level, very 
close to the highest level achieved in Alternative g. The reduction of PNV 
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from the Max PNV with this alternative is $158 million. Much of the reduction 
in PNV relative to the Max PNV Benchmark is a result of reduced flexibility in 
scheduling timber harvests; the Max PNV Benchmark has no nondeclining even flow 
constraint. 

Alternative c 

The emphasis of this alternative is high commodity production. The reduction 
in PNV from the Max PNV ($113 million) is less than all but one other 
alternative, ~, principally because the large land base suitable for timber 
management allows more flexibility in scheduling harvests. The emphasis on 
commodity outputs, primarily timber, requires a high budget, the highest of all 
alternatives at $21.6 million, but the change in area income and employment is 
also the highest of all alternatives at +$1.9 million/year and +527 jobs/year 
respectively. Returns to the Treasury, which are highly influenced by timber 
harvests, are the highest of all alternatives at $11.2 million/year, and the 
timber output of this alternative is the highest of all alternatives. Higher 
timber outputs come at the expense of a lowered level of protection for 
inventoried visually sensitive areas, which is at the lowest level of all 
alternatives. Elk winter range productivity potential is at 85 percent due to 
the relatively high level of timber harvest that had an impact on cover/forage 
ratios. The amount of land available for old-growth dependent species is 
reduced because of the timber harvest emphasis, resulting in 27 percent of the 
drainages not having an adequate level of old-growth. Constraints were 
required to assign the 94,000 acres of old-growth included in the alternative. 
In addition, constraints were required as in all alternatives to maintain the 
visual quality along the major Interstate 90 travel corridor. This results in 
higher timber harvest costs because of the more expensive methods necessary to 
reduce visual impacts. The higher timber outputs also require the highest 
level of road construction costs of all alternatives during the first decade, 
at $~.2 million/year. All the development activities have an impact on 
expected fish populations since Alternative c has the lowest fish population 
potential of all alternatives. Both the first decade allowable sale quantity 
and the long-term benefits at $1,381 million are the highest of any 
alternative. The discounted total costs, at $1,181, are the second highest of 
any alternative, resulting in a PNV of $206 million. Thus, Alternative c is 
the alternative that shows the effects of extremes, with timber harvest levels, 
returns to the Treasury, community jobs and income, and PNV on the positive 
side; budget to implement, required road construction, visual quality, fish 
population potential, old-growth habitat and elk forage on the negative side. 
Wilderness acreage is the same as Alternatives a and hand roadless management 
is the fifth highest of all alternatives. The potential for dispersed 
recreation is the third highest of the alternatives, 6 percent higher than the 
potential of the proposed action, Alternative d. 

Alternative g 

Alternative g is designed to respond to the issue of roadless management for 
inventoried roadless areas. All inventoried roadless areas are assigned to 
wilderness management; thus, this alternative has 916,000 acres of wilderness, 
the highest wilderness acreage of all alternatives or benchmarks. It also has 
the lowest acreage of roadless management, since almost all roadless areas are 
assigned to wilderness management. With so much area removed from timber 
harvest, it was necessary to constrain a floor on timber harvest to maintain a 
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highest 
such a 

of on elk 
productivity at 64 percent 
alternative. is necessary 
areas order to increase 
benefits for this alternative 

lowest all alternatives. 
is 12 percent below Max PNV also 
benefits and costs are both at low 
highest after Max PNV at $203 million. 
alternative relative to Max PNV is $176 

production is the lowest 
long-term sustained yield is only 3 MMBF/year 
alternatives. The proportion of visually 
relatively low at 56 percent 
dispersed recreation potential 
management are the fi 
mileage limits the amount road-oriented 
Similar to Alternative c, this alternative 
extreme positions on both commodity outputs 
While this alternative has the highest 
population potential, and old-growth 
the lowest level of elk forage productivity, 
and jobs for local communities, and annual budget requirements of 
million/year. 

Alternative a 

Alternative a continues direction from the existing Forest Multiple-Use Plan 
(1972) and planning unit plans. It provides a relatively high level of market 
resources with high visual management and elk winter range productivity_ The 
elk winter range productivity level of this alternative is considered a base 
from which to compare other alternatives; thus, this alternative is 100 
percent of the current productivity level, the second highest of any 
alternative. Alternative a assumes that total wilderness will be at 352,000 
acres which is the total of both existing and proposed wilderness. This level 
of wilderness is the next to the lowest of all alternatives, and the roadless 
acreage is 165,000 acres, fourth from the lowest of alternatives. Road 
construction under this alternative is expected to be the third highest al~ 
alternatives in the first decade, $4.6 million/year, and the total mileage 
needed for management is higher than any other alternative with 13,175 miles. 
Expected livestock forage use for this and all other alternatives is limited by 
potential forage production. Potential RVD's are available in excess of 
projected use in all alternatives, in all decades. The potential for dispersed 
recreation is the second highest of all alternatives in Alternative a. The 
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reduction in PNV with Alternative a, relative to the Maximum PNV Benchmark, is 
$203 million. The PNV of this alternative is the fourth highest of the 
alternatives and is within 2 percent of the PNV for Alternatives band d, so 
these three alternative are essentially equal relative to the PNV. Annual 
returns to the Treasury are the third highest of all alternatives in the first 
decade at $9.5 million/year. The annual budget required to implement this 
alternative is $18.7 million, the fourth highest of all alternatives. One 
objective of this alternative is to protect the visually sensitive areas, and 
90 percent of such areas are protected, the highest percentage of any 
alternative. Fish population potential is the fifth highest at 905,000. In 
terms of economic impacts on local communities, this alternative is roughly 
midway between Alternatives band d, with additional income estimated at $4.7 
million/year and 316 jobs/year above the current level. With the exception of 
Alternative c, this alternative has the largest land area assigned to timber 
management, 1,402 M acres, but the fourth highest level of discounted timber 
costs. This alternative also has the second highest level of allowable sale 
quantity and long-term sustained yield of any alternative, meeting the 
objective of relatively high commodity outputs. The 521,000 acres of land 
assigned to old-growth dependent species in Alternative a is the lowest level 
with the exception of Alternative e. 

Alternative b 

Alternative b has a strong environmental emphasis with both roadless and 
wilderness acreage increased compared to the Max PNV Benchmark. This 
alternative has the highest acreage assigned to roadless use of all 
alternatives. The reduction in PNV of this alternative, at $205 million, is 
similar to Alternatives a and d. The aquatic habitat benefits from the 
relatively low level of road building in the riparian zone and timber harvest 
activities are constrained to meet visual quality objectives. The total 
mileage of roads needed for management is the least of any alternative, and has 
the lowest discounted cost of road construction. Eighty-nine percent of the 
visually sensitive areas is maintained, which is the second highest proportion 
of any alternative. Although the low level of road building in the riparian 
zone is beneficial to the aquatic habitat, the potential fish population is 
relatively low because this alternative does not emphasize fish habitat 
improvement which other alternatives do, such as Alternative d. The total of 
roadless and wilderness management is at the second highest level of all 
alternatives and leads to the highest potential for dispersed recreation. 

The amount of land suitable for timber harvest is lower than all alternatives 
with the exception of Alternative g. In addition, both the allowable sale 
quantity and the long-term sustained yield are at the next to lowest level of 
all alternatives. Economic impacts are tied primarily to harvest levels and 
both the $3.7 million/year and 246 additional jobs/year compared to the current 
situation are at the lowest level with the exception of Alternative g. There 
is a relatively large unregulated timber component associated with timber 
harvest that increases returns to the Treasury. Returns to the Treasury are 
estimated at $9.7 million, which is greater than all alternatives except for 
Alternative c. The amount of land available for old growth dependent species 
is higher than all alternatives except for Alternative g. The productivity of 
elk winter range is relatively low (at 75 percent) because of the reduced level 
of habitat manipulation through timber harvest and habitat burning. The annual 
budget to implement this alternative is $19.4 million, approximately the same 

II-114 



same as u.L~""""'"""",,-,,-,",-"'" 
a more balanced situation 

129 percent of 
increased elk ".n"'" .. """, 

elk forage 
higher on winter range 

proportions shelterwood harvest is a 
of visually sensitive areas 71 percent) which 

highest of the alternatives. Wilderness areas this alternative 
include the same areas as and ~ an additional 11,670 
acres in Lolo Creek and A total ,000 acres is assigned to 

management, which highest alternatives. Areas 
roadless management are to roadless recreation 

are an 1 ,000 acres 
management compared to the Max , which brings the total roadless management 
to 181,000 acres, the third highest of the alternatives. Adequate levels of 
old-growth habitat are maintained percent of drainages through the 
addition of 44,000 acres of old-growth areas. The total area of 
old-growth management for this alternative acres. The 
timber harvest and associated construction restricted in ripa 
areas, leads to both higher and of aquatic 
protection. Compared to the timber 
approximately the same. The needed for management 
the fourth highest all alternatives same as Alternatiye g. 
discounted costs of road construction are approximately the same as 
Alternatiyes a and h, which have lowest road costs of all alternatives. 
The combination of a moderate of road construction and riparian habitat 
improvement projects results a potential fish population of 964,000 which 
only 0.6 percent different than the highest population potential of Alternatiye 
g. The change in area income associated with Forest activities is an increase 
of $5.6 million, only slightly less than Alternatiye e, which is the second 
highest of all alternatives. The change in area employment is the third 
highest of all alternatives as is the level of allowable sale quantity. This 
alternative is the next to lowest in terms of both total discounted benefits 
and discounted costs. 
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BFA Run 

This run was an alternative considered but eliminated from further analysis 
because a departure from even flow was necessary, as well as si~nificant 
environmental and economic impacts. Outputs were assi~ned by the Region. The 
departure necessary to meet the RPA timber objective expensive in terms of 
PNV, ranking second from the lowest, although employment is second only to 
Max PNV Benchmark. This alternative also has high levels of roadless 
management and elk winter range productivity. Visual quality protection and 
aquatic habitat are at low levels. The reduction in PNV of this run relative 
to Max PNV is $227 million, greater than any other alternative or benchmark 
except for Minimum Level. The impacts on the community are higher than any 
other alternative with an assumed increase in community income of $8.1 
million/year and an additional 544 jobs/year relative to the current level of 
harvest from the Lolo. Sixty percent of the visually sensitive areas is 
maintained in this alternative. Fish population potential of this alternative 
is between the levels of Alternatives a and h. The annual budget required to 
implement is estimated at $22.8 million, which is higher than any alternative 
or benchmark. The annual returns to the Treasury are almost as high as 
Alternative c, which is the highest of all alternatives. 

Alternative f 

Alternative f is a modification of Alternative d that is designed to respond to 
the issue of roadless management for inventoried roadless areas. The change in 
assignments between this alternative and Alternative d is in the wilderness 
acreage. This alternative assigns the inventoried roadless areas to wilderness 
that were recommended by public interest groups advocating wilderness during 
the public review process. The total area assigned to wilderness in this 
alternative is the second highest, at 539,000 acres. Only Alternatiye g 
ass1~ned all roadless areas to wilderness has a larger wilderness component. 
Alternatives f and a are also similar in that they have the lowest levels of 
roadless management since a large proportion of roadless areas went to 
wilderness. In terms of dispersed recreation potential, Alternative f has the 
lowest level of all alternatives due to the lack of road-orientated 
opportunities. Total roads needed for management is next to the lowest, but 
the total discounted costs are the highest of all alternatives at $1,209 
million. This indicates that with less land area to choose from for timber 
harvest, it is necessary to go to more expensive areas if timber volume is 
maintained close to the current level. In Alternative f the first decade 
harvest volume is held to at least 107 MMBF/year which is the same as 
Alternatives d and~. Because changes in area income and jobs associated with 
forest activities are primarily influenced by harvest volume, those factors are 
essentially the same in Alternatives d, e and i, at a level lower only than 
Alternative c. Productivity of elk winter range at 67 percent is higher only 
than Alternative g. High levels of roadless and wilderness which preclude 
habitat manipulation for wildlife have an impact on the winter range potential 
of these alternatives. The amount of land suitable for timber management is 
very similar to Alternative d, as is the proportion of visually sensitive areas 
that is maintained. The amount of land for old-growth dependent species is 
exceeded only by Alternatives b and a, while the fish population potential is 
exceeded only by Alternative g. The annual budget required to implement this 
alternative is relatively low at $18.1 million, the fifth highest, and the 
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annual returns to the Treasury are the same as Alternatives d and ~, $9.0 
million. Alternative f has a high level of wilderness and many environmental 
outputs, while at the same time maintaining a timber output level that is 
exceeded by only two alternatives. However, there is a cost associated with 
this alternative in that the PNV of $135 million is the lowest of all 
alternatives, and the reduction in PNV from the Max PNV Benchmark is also the 
most extreme of all alternatives at $244 million. 

Min Level 

As the name indicates, this benchmark has the lowest PNV and employment 
outlook. This benchmark assumes that the Forest would cease all commercial 
operations, so any output associated with these operations will be very low. 
Environmental outputs, such as visual quality protection, roadless management, 
and old-growth species diversity, are at very high levels. The reduction in 
PNV associated with this benchmark relative to the Max PNV Benchmark is $293 
million. The present value of costs to implement is the lowest of all 
alternatives or benchmarks at $101 million. Once existing contracts expire, 
there would be no further returns to the Treasury and all community impacts for 
job and income would be negative relative to the current level since timber 
harvest and all other income-producing resources would drop to zero. 
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Table II-44: Average Annual Total Resource Production bV Alternat1ve 

Resource Production by Alternative and Selected Benchmark 11 

AltlilCDilt.l VIil MAX MIN RPA 
QutllutLActlvltJl O!lS:iIlllil* a b c I d I Iil 1: II fllY LEY IWH 

Dispersed Recreation Potential 
(MRVD'sIYR) 1 -12 3627 3693 3522 2017 2028 1987 2238 1634 955 3204 

Developed Recreation Potential 
(MRVD'sIYR) 1-12 405 405 405 405 405 405 405 405 145 405 

Recreation Potential (MRVD'SIYR) 
-Type I 1-12 339 531 359 498 454 504 651 122 482 416 

-Type II 1-12 657 1023 620 1113 392 1102 503 1130 2811 747 

-Type III-IV 1-12 2631 2139 2543 1106 1182 1076 1084 1082 189 2041 

Expected Recreation Use (MRVD'sIYR) 
-Type I 1 16.7 16.7 16.7 16.7 16.7 16.7 16.7 16.7 16.7 16.7 

3 20.1 20. I 20.1 20.1 20.1 20. I 20.1 20.1 20.1 20.1 
5 22.2 22.2 22.2 22.2 22.2 22.2 22.2 22.2 22.2 22.2 

10 22.2 22.2 22.2 22.2 22.2 22.2 22.2 22.2 22.2 22.2 

-Type II 1 323 323 323 323 323 323 323 323 2811 323 
3 372 372 372 372 372 372 372 372 239 372 
5 430 430 430 430 430 430 430 430 203 430 

10 430 430 430 430 430 430 430 430 203 430 

-Type III-IV 1 814 814 814 814 814 814 814 814 189 814 
3 982 982 982 982 982 982 982 982 95 982 
5 1084 1084 1084 1084 1084 1084 1084 1084 47 1084 

10 1084 1084 1084 1084 1084 1084 1084 1084 47 1084 

-Type V 1 353 353 353 353 353 353 353 353 145 353 
3 375 375 375 375 375 375 375 375 0 375 
5 405 405 405 405 405 405 405 405 0 405 

10 405 405 405 405 405 405 405 405 a 405 

Potential Livestock 
Forage (MAUM'sIYR) 1-12 13.8 15. I 16.8 14.3 12.4 13.3 11.3 15.9 0.5 13.0 

Expected Livestock I 13.8 10.6 11.5 14.0 13. I 13.5 12.6 14.7 12.8 13.0 
Forage Use (MAUM'sIYR) 3 13.8 15.1 16.1 14.3 12.4 13.3 11.3 15.9 0.5 13.0 

5 13.8 15. I 16.8 14.3 12.4 13.3 11.3 15.9 0.5 13.0 
10 13.8 15.1 16.e 14.3 12.4 13.3 11.3 15.9 0.5 13.0 

Wilderness Managment (M-AC) 1-12 352 352 352 363 140 539 916 130 345 342 

Roadless Managment (M-AC) 1-12 165 379 145 leI 300 77 21 95 375 228 

(footnotes following) 
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Table II-44 (continued) : Ayerage Annual Total Resource Production by Alternatiye 

Resource Production by Alternative and Selected Benchmari< 11 

Alternat1Ye MAX MIN BPA 
Output/Activity Decade- a b c I d I e f g PNV LEV RUN I 

Timber 
-Land Suitable for Timber 1-12 11102 1099 11120 1239 1326 12011 956 1320 0 1207 

(M-AC) 

-Allowable Sale Quantity 1 111 104 130 107 107 107 90 123 0 124 
(MMBFIYR) 3 133 125 156 131 140 129 120 193 0 162 

5 133 125 156 131 140 129 126 2311 0 202 
10 133 125 156 131 140 129 126 181 0 117 

-Allowable Sale Quantity 1 31 29 36 29 30 30 25 311 0 34 
(HMCF/YR) 3 37 35 43 36 39 36 33 54 0 45 

5 37 35 43 36 39 36 35 65 0 56 
10 37 35 113 36 39 36 35 50 0 33 

-Timber Harvest Clearcut 1 7600 6500 81100 3700 3700 3700 3700 3700 0 3500 
(ACIYR) 3 5053 5214 7267 5140 4759 5149 5728 7113 0 5118 

5 4693 4385 6485 7766 7508 6796 6916 8200 0 8000 
10 2789 2579 3701 5737 5277 1439 11169 5304 0 4142 

-Timber Harvest-Shelterwood 1 8341 73112 81194 11594 12672 11579 9203 12625 0 7814 
(ACIYR) 3 11863 3253 11767 11230 15691 131127 12156 25031 0 14055 

5 16992 16657 12410 11300 9085 6982 71158 19966 0 6606 
10 25444 15861 4899 9270 6644 6400 6567 9752 0 5347 

-Timber Harvest-Commercial Thin 1 0 1100 200 200 3022 6578 1027 8261 0 2lt76 
(ACIYR) 3 1900 11500 6700 0 6433 2182 416 338 0 2lt76 

5 5300 6800 6900 0 1768 3539 532 10371 0 5871 
10 11800 11500 13500 5973 13665 14170 5315 17706 0 2976 

-Timber Harvest-Selection 1 0 36 30 1619 0 0 0 0 0 1059 
(ACIYR) 3 9557 69 1341 4307 7545 7250 1865 0 0 1059 

5 52 36 30 1619 0 0 0 0 0 4439 
10 0 36 30 1619 0 0 0 0 0 1059 

-Unregulated Volume (MMBF) 1-12 7 17 9 1~ 15 15 12 18 0 13 

-Unregulated Volume (HMCF) 1-12 2 5 3 4 4 4 3 5 0 4 

-Long-Term Sustained Yield 1-12 201 173 211 178 191 171 1711 240 0 176 
(MMBF) 

-Long-Term Sustained Yield 1-12 56 118 59 49 53 118 48 67 0 49 
(MMCF) 

(footnotes following) 
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Table II-99 (continued); Ayerage Annual Total Resource Prgduct10n by Alternatiye 

Resource Production by Alternative and Selected Benchmark 11 

Altf:COlltlYf: MAX MIN , RPA , 
OutputlActiyity Decade- a b c , d , e f II PNY LEV , RUN , , , 

-Timber Stand Improvement 1 3998 3239 4659 773 1427 1493 923 2025 0 2476 
(ACIYR) 3 3998 3239 4659 773 1427 1493 923 4103 0 2476 

5 4618 5198 10451 819 1127 2931 3909 6919 0 5871 
10 2252 3408 7095 744 923 6744 5072 125 0 2976 

-Reforestation (ACIYR) 1 15713 13878 16922 8846 5370 4597 7210 5425 0 11569 
3 17372 6512 13375 9002 7742 8853 10781 17253 0 19850 
5 10036 8466 11238 15866 11067 8797 11154 13630 0 11343 

10 9307 7429 8236 10262 8298 7461 8838 8069 0 9367 

Expected Water Yield Change 
1st Decade (' change) +8 +9 +9 +B +9 +8 +B +9 -3 +8 

Streams Subject to Channel 
Disturbance (1st decade' <1 56 56 <1 <1 <1 <1 56 <1 (1 
change) 

Average Annual Increase 1 BO.6 73.9 97.4 69.3 68.6 68.2 67.0 69.3 0 70.9 
(M acre feetlyr) 3 141.9 133.1 170.6 114.4 107.3 112.3 100.3 120.4 a 136.9 

5 169.4 156.2 206.7 138.5 158.7 157.2 130.0 188.4 0 189.4 

Elk (Big Game) 
Winter Range Productivity 1-12 100 75 85 129 73 67 64 83 105 112 

(' of existing) 

Summer Range Productivity 1-12 100 150 135 125 113 107 82 122 110 125 
(' of existing) 

Net Habitat Productivity 1-12 lOa 80 90 125 78 72 69 88 105 119 
(' of existing) 

Elk Population (M Animals) 1-12 9.3 7.4 8.3 11.6 7.2 6.7 6.4 8.2 9.7 11.1 

Wildlife Habitat Improvement 
(Avg. Annual Acre Equlvelents) 1 7500 6000 8000 8000 8000 8000 7700 a a 85BO 

3 8000 6000 a Booo 8000 8000 7700 0 a 6300 
5 8000 6000 0 8000 8000 8000 7700 a a 6300 

10 8000 6000 0 8000 8000 8000 7700 0 0 6300 

(footnotes following) 
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Table 11-49 (continued): Ayerage Annual Total Resource Production by Alternatiye 

Resource Production by Alternative and Selected Benchmark jj 

I I Altllrnatillil MAX MIN RPA I 
O!.ltgutlAct1111tll I Illl!:adll- I a 1l s: I II I Ii: r. II fHY LEY BUll I 

Aquatic Habitat 
-Roaded Riparian acres (mi) 1-12 91Jr 864 1012 839 861 781 671 750 
-Change 1n Amount of 
-Riparian Area Roaded (~) 1-12 +13 -2 +15 +4 -2 -11 -24 -15 
-Fish Population Potential 

(M no. >6") in Streams 1 905 868 823 9611 966 968 1Jr0 665 856 893 
3 901 867 819 962 968 1Jr2 978 659 856 888 
5 899 866 815 962 968 1Jr5 987 652 856 883 

10 894 865 811 960 969 1Jr8 995 647 856 877 

Minerals-Lands with Very High 
Mineral Potential 1n Roadless 
Managment (M acres) 1-12 26.2 46.0 31.9 27 .9 24.0 102.1 198.4 20.0 38.0 22.8 

Activity Fuel Treatment 
(M acres) 

- 1st decade 11.1 9.8 11.8 6.5 8.3 10.6 6.9 13.1 0 11.3 
- Peak decade 19.7 20.7 22.3 20.5 24.1 20.6 10.9 27.6 0 25.9 

Road Access 
Roads needed for ~t. 21 13175 10569 12592 11109 "588 10863 11108 10468 0 11022 
- Collector (miles 1-12 3925 3405 3925 3852 4371 3727 2996 4567 0 4013 
- Local (miles) 1-12 9250 7164 8667 7257 7217 7136 8112 5901 0 7009 
Collector Roads Open 

for Public Use (miles) 1-12 2208 1500 1850 1883 1584 1425 1750 1440 1650 1650 

Visual Quality (~ of Inventored 
Visually Sensitive Areas 
Maintained) 1-12 90 89 57 71 52 73 56 28 100 60 

Benefits 31 
-Timber Benefits 1 30.7 29.8 36.4 24.6 24.7 25.0 20.8 27.9 0 27.6 

(MH $lYear) 3 41.3 40.1 48.8 43.3 44.2 41.7 40.0 62.6 0 50.2 
5 50.9 49.4 60.2 51.3 54.6 49.9 49.1 92.5 0 81.5 

10 56.7 55.0 67.1 54.4 58.2 53.5 52.5 74.3 0 48.9 

-Recreation Benefits 1 8.6 8.6 8.6 8.6 8.6 8.6 8.6 8.6 3.8 8.6 
(MH $lYear) 3 12.1 12.1 12.1 12.1 12.1 12.1 12.1 12.1 4.8 12.1 

5 16.9 16.9 16.9 16.9 16.9 16.9 16.9 16.9 5.8 16.9 
10 16.9 16.9 16.9 16.9 16.9 16.9 16.9 16.9 5.8 16.9 

(footnotes following) 
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Table 11-44 (continued); Ayerage Annual Total Resource Productlon by Alternative 

Resource Production by Alternative and Selected Benchmark 11 

I Alternat1.lle MAX MIN BPA ,1 
Qut~utL4ctlv1tv I 12es;:ad~· a 11 c I ~ I fl 1: It l:tlll LEll BUt(1 

-Range Benefits 1 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 
(MM $/Year) 3 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0 0.2 

5 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0 0.3 
10 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0 0.3 

-Total Priced Benefits 1 39.5 38.6 45.2 33.4 33.5 33.8 29.6 36.7 4.0 36;4 
(MM $/Year) 3 53.6 52.4 61.1 55.6 56.5 5l!.0 52.3 71;.9 4.8 62 .. 5 

5 68.2 66.6 77.4 98.5 71.8 67.1 66.3 109.7 5.8 98.7 
10 73.9 72.2 84.3 71.6 75.4 70.7 69.7 91.5 5.8 66.1 

-Total Priced Market 1 30.9 30.0 36.6 24.8 24.9 25.2 21.0 28.1 0 27.8 
Benefits 3 41.5 40.3 19.0 43.5 44.4 41.9 40.2 62.8 0 50.!! 
(MM $/Year) 5 51.3 49.7 60.5 51.6 54.9 50.2 49.4 92.8 0 8U, 

10 57.0 55.3 67.4 54.7 38.5 53.8 52.8 74.6 0 49~2 

-Total: Priced 1 8.6 8.6 8.6 8.6 8.6 8.6 8.6 8.6 4.0 8.6 
Nonmarket Benefits 3 12.1 12.1 12.1 12.1 12.1 12.1 12.1 12.1 4.8 12;1 
(MM $/Year/ 5 16.9 16.9 16.9 16.9 16.9 16.9 16.9 16.9 5.8 16.9 

10 16.9 16.9 16.9 16.9 16.9 16.9 16.9 16.9 5.8 16.9 

Costs 3/ 

-Trail ConstructioD+Reconstruction 1 208 241 225 208 203 217 236 163 0 210 
(M $/Year) 2 208 241 225 208 203 217 236 163 0 210 

3 208 241 225 208 203 217 236 163 0 210 
4 208 2111 225 208 203 217 236 163 0 210 
5 208 241 225 208 203 217 236 163 0 210 

-Road ConstructioD+Reconstruction 1 4634 4768 5197 3308 3340 3160 2162 4989 0 8124 
(M $/Year) 2 4140 11347 4289 3501 3881 3790 3289 4422 0 6263 

3 3909 3868 3892 5107 5344 4188 3476 4689 0 4759 
4 809 3637 4774 4417 5594 4181 3353 5966 0 2749 
5 1998 3069 2930 3375 2430 3607 3951 6537 0 3907 

-Planting and Site Prep 1 2390 2198 2731 2709 2216 1765 1314 2136 0 1875 
(M $/Year) 2 2377 2393 2998 2838 2353 1883 1625 2092 0 2545 

3 5817 27115 ll051 3324 3074 2173 1825 2819 0 4155 
4 2947 2123 2563 2830 2612 1912 1690 2761 0 4577 
5 3013 2802 3384 3024 2366 1938 1585 3335 0 4030 

-Precammercial Thinning 1 362 287 419 68 126 131 81 178 0 227 
(M $/Year) 2 362 287 419 68 126 131 81 0 0 227 

3 362 287 419 68 126 131 81 361 0 227 
4 372 681 1046 72 99 258 344 930 0 1211 
5 429 483 972 72 99 258 344 609 0 546 

(footnotes following) 
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Table II-44 (continued): Average Annual Total Resource Product jon by Alternatiye 

Re.",ource Production by Altematj ve and Selected Benchmark .11 

Output/Activity 

-Total Capital 
(M $lYear) 

Social/Economic 31 
- Area Employment Associated 

with Forest Service 
Activities (Jobs) 

- Area Income Associated 

Decade· 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

1 
3 
5 

10 

with Forest Service Activities 1 
(MM $IYR) 3 

5 
10 

- Payments to Counties (MM$IYR) 1 
3 
5 

10 

- Returns to Treasury (MM$IYR) 1 

- Discounted Benefits (MH$) 

3 
5 

10 

Timber .51 1-12 
Range 1-12 
Recreation 1-12 
Total Benefits 1-12 

- Discounted Costs (MM$) 
Timber .51 1-12 
Range 1-12 
Recreation 1-12 
Roads 1-12 
Other 1-12 
Total Costs 1-12 

Present Net Value (MM$) 1-12 

Total Budget Required 
to Implement (MM$) 

Opportunity Cost (MM$) 1-12 

a 

7060 
6691 
7164 
3498 
1/7111 

3500 
4032 
4249 
4249 

38.1 
44.4 
46.1 
46.1 

2.5 
4.3 
5.5 
5.5 

9.5 
17.2 
22.1 
22.1 

1007 
5 

295 
1307 

648 
2 

21 
129 
331 

1131 

176 

18.7 

203 

b 

7163 
6892 
6509 
6259 
5765 

3399 
3921 
11138 
4138 

36.6 
112.7 
44.4 
44.4 

2.5 
4.4 
5.6 
5.6 

9.7 
17.5 
22.4 
22.4 

980 
5 

295 
1280 

620 
2 

22 
126 
336 

1006 

174 

19.4 

205 

c 

7901 
7183 
6991 
7778 
6031 

3765 
4357 
4575 
4575 

42.0 
49.2 
50.9 
50.9 

2.8 
5.1 
6.5 
6.5 

11.2 
20.3 
26.0 
26.0 

1087 
5 

295 
1387 

676 
2 

21 
140 
342 

1181 

206 

21.6 

173 

Alternatiye 
I d : 

6305 
6547 
8826 
7599 
6606 

3444 
4005 
4221 
4221 

37.2 
44.0 
45.6 
45.6 

2.4 
4.5 
5.8 
5.8 

9.0 
17.9 
23.0 
23.0 

969 
5 

295 
1269 

609 
2 

22 
128 
334 

1095 

174 

19.7 

205 

e 

5787 
6437 
8971 
8612 
4998 

3444 
4129 
4346 
4346 

37.2 
45.8 
47.5 
47.5 

2.4 
4.8 
6.1 
6.1 

9.0 
19.1 
24.4 
24.4 

1034 
5 

295 
1334 

642 
2 

20 
140 
309 

1113 

221 

16.2 

158 

f 

5172 
5890 
6941 
6825 
5762 

31144 
3976 
4192 
4192 

37.2 
43.5 
45.2 
45.2 

2.4 
4.4 
5.7 
5.7 

9.0 
17.7 
22.7 
22.7 

1044 
5 

295 
1334 

698 
2 

21 
136 
352 

1209 

135 

18.1 

244 

g 

3713 
5149 
5780 
5967 
5771 

3204 
3847 
4148 
41 118 

33.6 
41.6 
44.6 
44.6 

2.1 
4.1 
5.11 
5.11 

7.4 
16.2 
21.7 
21.7 

942 
5 

295 
1242 

671 
2 

22 
133 
211 

1039 

203 

14.0 

176 

MAX 
PNV 

71165 
6677 
8031 
9819 

106411 

MIN 
LEV 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

3670 1934 
4877 324 
5670 259 
4925 259 

40.6 6.8 
57.0 2.6 
67.2 2.1 
56.1 2.1 

2.6 0.9 
6.5 0 
9.9 0 
7.8 0 

11.3 3.6 
25.9 0 
39.7 0 
31.3 0 

1264 0 
5 0 

295 187 
1564 187 

8611 0 
2 0 

20 4 
161 0 
138 97 

1185 101 

379 86 

19.3 2.6 

o 293 

I RPA I 
I RUN: 

10437 
8946 
7887 
6050 
7364 

3682 
3905 
4656 
4023 

40.8 
46.7 
52.1 
42.7 

2.8 
5.11 
8.5 
5.1 

11.0 
21.5 
33.8 
20.5 

1053 
5 

295 
1353 

692 
2 

22 
132 
353 

1201 

152 

22.8 

221 

-----------------------------------------------------•• ------~~~~ ••• - ••• ---.~~~~. ······~. _______ w • • # ••••• ___________________________ _ 

• Decade 1 is the Plan Period; decades 2-12 are projections. 
11 The constraints applied to Alternatiyes a through g and benchmark runs are described in appendix B of this docttnent. 

The Maxi!l1.lm PNV benchmark level is unconstrained by sustained yield and varied significantly by decade. This 
benchmark should not be used comparatively with other alternatives to establish potential. 

ZI Total system required over 12 decades. The mileage shown excludes 423 miles of arterials needed in all alternatives 
except Min1!11.1m Management. 

31 All dollar values based on 1978 dollars. 
~ Monetary values based on expected use rather than resource potential. 
S! Timber benefits and costs are based on delivered log values. 
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CHAPTER III - AFFECTED EN'lIRONMENT 

This chapter describes the environment that may be changed by the implementation 
of the proposed action (Alternative d) or other alternative plans considered. 
Section A describes the physical, biological, social, and economic settings, and 
Section B describes the Forest's current resource situation. There have been no 
significant changes in the affected environment between the draft and final 
EIS. 

The following additions were made to this chapter between the Revised Draft EIS 
and the Final EIS. 

The discussion on timber management was expanded to include a discussion of 
"below-cost sales." The discussion of the Continental Divide National Scenic 
Trail (CDSNT) has been included in the section on the National Trail System. 

A. Physical, Bioloiical, Social, and Econornjc Settinis 

1. General Setting 

The Rocky Mountain Region, of which the Forest is a part, is character
ized by generally north to south-oriented mountain ranges separated by 
flat valley floors and foothills. Atmospheric conditions, as modified by 
aspect and slope, become progressively cooler and more humid in the 
transition from lower to higher elevation. Climatic zones range from the 
semiarid and relatively warm valley bottoms through a broad range of 
cool, moist coniferous forests to the cold, moist subalpine and alpine 
region characterized by bedrock escarpments, coarse rock debris, cirque 
lakes and headwalls carved by alpine glaciation in the recent geologic 
past. ,This topographic variety provides a diverse mosaic of plant and 
animal communities and distinctive panoramas of high mountains and broad 
valleys. 

Although its 2.1 million acres of diverse and scenic mountainous country 
extend into seven counties, the Lolo National Forest is primarily lo
cated in Missoula, Mineral, and Sanders Counties, providing an important 
stimulus to the area's economy, recreation, and esthetics. Lands 
administered by the Lolo Forest surround the city of Missoula, which 
serves as the principal economic and cultural center in the area. Of the 
population within the Forest boundary, over 60 percent live in Missoula 
County. 

2. Physjcal Settjng 

a. Topography 

The Lolo National Forest consists of an area 120 miles long and 40 to 
80 miles wide, spread out in discrete segments across west- central 
Montana from the Continental Divide to the Idaho border. The Missoula 
Valley acts as the hub with bottom lands radiating out from the center 
into and along the valleys of the Bitterroot (to the south), Clark 
Fork (southeast), Blackfoot (northeast), and Frenchtown-Ninemile 
(northwest). The Clark Fork of the Columbia River, the major drainage 
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in the region, flows from the southeast to northwest across the area 
and generally bisects the Forest. The Bitterroot, Blackfoot, St. 
Regis, and Thompson Rivers constitute the primary tributaries to the 
Clark Fork. Other significant streams flowing into it include Rock, 
Fish, Rattlesnake, and Ninemile Creeks. 

These streams drain a highly dissected steep and rugged terrain. 
Although most of the land is heavily timbered, many south-facing 
slopes have a grassy, open, park-like appearance, especially on the 
lower faces. Mountains rising in excess of 7,000 feet in elevation 
usually exhibit the effects of alpine glaciation with bowl-like cirque 
basins and U-shaped valleys separated by narrow, serrated ridgelines 
or aretes. Examples of glacial features such as these are common to 
the Rattlesnake Creek drainage and along the State Line Divide. 

Slopes on the Forest are generally steep. Gentle slopes lie adjacent 
to the larger streams and along ridges. Midslopes between streams and 
ridges are steep. Those rising above major streams are usually very 
steep. 

Table III-1: Slope ClaRseR on the Nonwilderness Portion 
of the Forest: 

Class 

Gentle 
Moderate/Steep 
Very Steep 

Percent SlOpe 

Under 40 
40 - 60 
Over 60 

Percent of 
the Area 

36 
50 
14 

The opportunities for and consequences of Forest management are 
greatly influenced by slope. Generally, lands with gentle slopes are 
also the most productive for many resources including recreation, 
wildlife, and timber. They are the least costly to manage, allow the 
greatest range of management practices, and offer the widest range of 
management opportunities with the lowest potential to adversely affect 
other values. As slopes increase, management costs escalate, the 
potential for adverse impacts increases, and the range of management 
practices becomes restricted. 

b. Precipitation 

The Missoula Valley itself is semiarid with annual precipitation of 
about 14 inches. Precipitation increases with elevation. Nearly 
one-half of the 42 inches of average annual precipitation that falls 
as rain and snow on the Lolo National Forest runs off as high quality 
streamflow. Over two-thirds of the precipitation falls as snow which 
is the primary source for ground water recharge and streamflow. 
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c. Visual 

About 30 percent of the Forest outside of wilderness is considered to 
have distinctive scenic quality. Portions of the Forest are seen by 
about 100,000 residents -- about half the population of western . 
Montana. In addition, parts of the Forest can be viewed from about 
280 miles of Federal or State highway corridor, with a daily average 
use of around 20,000 vehicles. At the present time, about 80 percent 
of the Forest has a relatively natural appearance. 

3. 5ioloiical Settini 

This section describes general vegetative categories on the Forest and 
threatened and endangered plants. Wildlife species are discussed later 
in this chapter. 

At this time, there are no known plants which have been classified as 
threatened or endangered within the boundaries of the Forest. 

There are seven vegetative groups on the Forest (On and Losensky, 1976): 

Habitat Group 0 - Habitat Group 0 represents a mix of various vegetative 
conditions, all of which are classed as nonforest or noncommercial forest 
land. Management activities have only a minimal chance of affecting 
species diversity. 

Scree and Forested Rock: Because of the lack of fuels and the 
discontinuous vegetatal development, only minor changes have occurred 
since presettlement times. Road development and the subsequent effect on 
roadside vegetation will be the only area of impact during the life of 
the plan. The expected impacted acreage will be less than 5 percent of 
the habitat type. 

Portions (2 percent) of the noncommercial land have had some timber 
harvest. Generally, this cutting was done in the early 1900's and 
overstory recovery is still occurring. None of this group has been 
assigned to timber management activities. 

Meadow: Changes in meadow vegetation, in some cases, has revolved around 
two impacts, beaver trapping and heavy grazing. 

On a few areas beaver were eliminated through trapping which caused their 
dams to deteriorate, and in time resulted in a drop in the water table. 
Heavy grazing eliminated willow and other food sources for beaver, 
preventing the dam builder's recovery. These events led to a change in. 
the total vegetative structure of the meadow with bunchgrasses increasing 
over sedges and more moisture-loving forbs, and with trees invading the 
grass community. 

Grazing alone can affect the plant structure of a meadow by reducing the 
more palatable species and providing a conveyance to introduce weedy or 
naturalized species. 
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With proper management, these trends can be reversed. Fire can retard 
the tree invasion, and the reintroduction of beaver, where possible, can 
restore the moisture levels. Control of grazing levels provides for a 
more diverse grass community which are more resistant to invasion of 
introduced species. 

Mountain Grassland: Fire protection has resulted in some tree invasion 
of these sites on the ecotone between true grass climax and forest. 
Reintroduction of fire will maintain the presettlement size of these 
sites. Past grazing has had some impact, particularly the sheep grazing 
between 1900 and 1950. Proper range management of these sites along with 
fire will maintain the presettlement species mix. 

Other Sites: Other sites, such as alder glades, snowslides, etc., have 
been little affected since presettlement periods. Proposed management 
should not affect diversity within these communities. 

Habitat Group 1 - On the Lolo Forest, Habitat Group 1 is composed 
principally of the dry-warm Douglas-fir types. Climatic conditions limit 
tree species to ponderosa pine and Douglas-fir. They are dominated under 
natural conditions by fire-maintained ponderosa pine stands. The major 
habitat type is Douglas-fir/rough fescue (Psme/Fesc) with a minor amount 
of Douglas-fir/pinegrass, wheatgrass phase (Psme/Caru-Agsp). Because of 
fire control activities, many of these stands, which were generally quite 
open under natural conditions, have developed dense stands of Douglas-fir 
regeneration. As a result, mixed stands of Douglas-fir and ponderosa 
pine are more common and the diversity of the understory community has 
been reduced. 

In stands not managed for timber activities, fire at 10-year intervals 
will maintain near-natural conditions dominated by grasses and occasional 
patches of ninebark, serviceberry, and chokecherry. 

In stands managed for timber activities, selection harvest with fire will 
maintain similar conditions to natural conditions with a younger-aged 
tree component. 

Habitat Groups 2 and 3 - The major component of Habitat Group 2 is 
Douglas-fir/ninebark (Psme/Phma) with minor amounts of Douglas-fir/ 
snowberry (Psme/Syal), Douglas-fir/dwarf huckleberry (Psme/Vaca), and the 
warmer phases of Douglas-fir/pinegrass (Psme/Caru). Group 2 can best be 
portrayed by describing expected changes within two moisture phases 
(Arno, 1985). 

Dry Phase: This phase represents a major portion of the Lolo's winter 
range, and is found on the lower, warmer slopes of the Forest. During 
presettlement periods, natural fire occurred at 10- to 30-year intervals, 
which favored ponderosa pine. Stands were characteristically parklike, 
with large ponderosa pines and a relatively open understory. Since the 
introduction of fire control, Douglas-fir reproduction has dominated the 
understories of these stands. Continued protection without harvest will 
lead to pure Douglas-fir stands in about 250 years. 
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With partial timber cutting and prescribed burns, however, ponderosa pine 
can be favored and maintained in stands that closely resemble natural 
conditions. After treatment, intolerant shrubs such as serviceberry, 
ceanothus, willow, and chokecherry will generally increase, peaking 20 to 
50 years after the disturbance. As the intolerant shrubs then decrease, 
the more tolerant shrubs such as ninebark will regain their former 
coverage. The amount of pinegrass and sedges generally decreases after 
regeneration cutting. As the stand develops and again influences the 
microsites, these species will return to pretreatment levels. 

Moist Phase: Fires on these sites occur less frequently (every 20 to 60 
years) than on dry phase sites. This fire regime maintained mixed open 
stands of larch, Douglas-fir, and ponderosa pine. Regeneration is 
generally patchy. As a result of fire protection, Douglas-fir has again 
gained dominance in the understory. In many stands, this layer has 
increased significantly. Conversion to pure Douglas-fir stands will 
occur in about 150 years with continued fire protection. 

Again, partial cutting and underburning will help maintain near-natural 
timber conditions. Generally, the shrub layer will respond as the dry 
phase did but with significantly less development in the intolerant 
shrubs. In disturbed stands, pinegrass will usually maintain or increase 
its position in the forb layer. Understory vegetation will return to 
predisturbance conditions more quickly than in the dry phase. 

The major component of Habitat Group 3 is Douglas-fir/huckleberry 
(Psme/Vagl). Minor components are the cool phases of the Douglas-fir/ 
pinegrass type (Psme/Caru) and lesser amounts of Douglas-fir/twinflower 
(Psme/Libo). Presettlement stands were dominated by Douglas-fir, with 
recently disturbed stands containing large amounts of lodgepole pine and 
western larch. Natural fire occurred about every 28 years. On the 
moister sites, western larch was favored by natural fire. Mixtures of 
Douglas-fir, lodgepole pine, and western larch were common on the 
remaining areas. Understories were generally open, with huckleberry and 
pinegrass dominating the stands. Since fire protection was introduced, 
dense stands of Douglas-fir reproduction have developed, and the stands 
will convert to pure Douglas-fir in about 200 years with continued 
protection. 

Varied stand composition can be achieved by using appropriate regen
eration harvest techniques and fire. Except for western larch, 
near-natural tree diversity should not be difficult to match. Generally 
the shrub layer decreases following regeneration harvest, particularly 
huckleberry and (to some degree) beargrass. Pinegrass and sedges 
increase significantly. As the new stand becomes established, 
huckleberry and beargrass revert to their former position with a 
corresponding drop in the graminoids. This cycle normally occurs in 20 
to 50 years. 

Habitat Group ~ - This habitat group is composed of a number of habitat 
types all characterized by above-average moisture conditions in a 
favorable climate for tree growth. The climax tree species will vary 
over the Forest according to temperature and available moisture. 
Subalpine fir/menzesia (Abla/Mefe) and grand fir/beargrass (Abgr/Xete) 
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are the major components, with lesser amounts of western red 
cedar/beadlily (Thpl/Clun) and subalpine fir/beadlily (Abla/Clun). In 
addition, a large number of habitat types representing various soil and 
moisture regimes are scattered in small units throughout the Forest. 
Natural fire is less frequent in this group than in those previously 
discussed because of the moist environment. As a result, stand 
structures have not been greatly affected by fire protection, and remain 
similar to natural conditions. 

Since the major components of this type are somewhat shade tolerant, 
regeneration methods such as shelterwood cutting will produce the same 
stand components found under natural conditions. The more intolerant 
species can be maintained by using prescribed fire in conjunction with 
these activities. A great deal of leeway exists to manage these stands 
for a variety of tree species. A potential long-term impact of 
management might be a reduction of subalpine fir and grand fir because of 
their lower commercial value. Two habitat types characterize understory 
conditions in this group: shrub and shrub-forbs. 

Shrub Understory: The subalpine fir/menzesia portion of the group has 
significant amounts of shrubs present in all stages of stand 
development. Only under the most dense crown closures does the shrub 
layer decrease significantly. After timber harvest and/or burning, 
intolerant shrubs may increase and tolerant shrubs will increase 
significantly. Regeneration may be delayed by the shrub layer. As the 
stand develops, the amount of shrubs decreases in relation to the crown 
closure of the new stand. 

Shrub-Forb Understory: Under mature stands, a few scattered shrubs and 
an occasional forb may comprise the understory component. After timber 
harvest and burning, forbs and shrubs will increase significantly, 
causing a dramatic change in species mix and numbers. As the new stand 
develops and provides shading, the understory vegetation will decrease in 
numbers and vigor, reverting to predisturbance conditions in about 10 to 
50 years. 

Because the normal fire-free period for this group is similar to the 
proposed rotation period, near-natural conditions will not be difficult 
to maintain. 

Habitat Group 5 - The major habitat type is subalpine fir/beargrass 
(Abla/Xete) with only minor amounts of other types. Arno (1977), in his 
studies, divides the AblalXete type into warm and cold phases that are 
described below. 

Warm Phase: Most natural stands were dominated by Douglas/fir and 
lodgepole pine with some western larch. Understories varied according to 
the frequency and intensity of natural fire. Generally, stands were open 
with scattered patches of subalpine fir reproduction. Huckleberry and 
beargrass dominated the shrub layer. With fire protection, the amount of 
subalpine fir has increased substantially in the understory. The shrub 
layer has remained constant. 
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A number of cutting methods are available to perpetuate the natural mix 
of tree species. Clearcutting and broadcast burning favor lodgepole pine 
and larch where present, while partial cutting with burning favors 
Douglas-fir. Partial cutting without fire tends to favor subalpine fir. 
Without mechanical disturbances, only minor changes generally occur in 
the understory. Beargrass and huckleberry will decrease, depending on 
the severity of the site, and pinegrass and sedge will increase. Onthe 
warmest sites, some tall shrubs such as willow may increase, but will. not 
dominate the stand as they do in Habitat Groups 2 and 3. 

Cold Phase: Natural stands in this phase were dominated by fire
maintained lodgepole pine. Subalpine fir was a major component of the. 
understory, but generally did not achieve dominance because of 
stand-replacing fires or ground fires. With fire protection, these 
stands will be dominated by subalpine fir in about 200 years. 

Understory vegetation is similar to that in the warm phase except for 
increased amounts of grouse whortleberry. After treatment, changes 
similar to those in the warm phase can be expected; however, tall shrub~ 
will not respond. Recovery and tree growth is slower than in the warm 
phase. 

Clearcutting with burning will maintain natural diversity. Partial 
cutting with light underburning will also maintain the dominance of 
lodgepole pine. Partial cutting without fire will favor subalpine fir, 
which can form a dense stand in the understory and overstory. 
Clearcutting without fire will tend to favor a mixed stand of lodgepole 
pine and subalpine fir. 

Habitat Group 6 - Under natural conditions, fires occurred infrequently 
and with low intensity. When stand-destroying fires did occur, they 
generally burned into the group from lower elevations. Once this group 
has been burned, recovery is slow, with regeneration taking up to several 
decades. 

Only minor changes have occurred in the stand composition since 
presettlement time. Subtle changes in tree species mix will occur 
without periodic burning, and future management of these areas would 
allow some natural fire where possible to maintain present conditions. 

4. Socjal and Economic Setting 

The Lolo National Forest lies primarily within Mineral, Missoula, and 
Sanders Counties. The city of Missoula serves as a trade center for 
these and other western Montana cities. Employment in Missoula County 
accounts for 85 percent of the total employment in the three-county 
area. 

a. Population 

Missoula County is the most densely populated of the counties. Other 
population centers in the three counties are much smaller than the 
city of Missoula. Population growth, and a positive net migration 
rate significantly higher than the State rate of growth, resulted from 
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relatively high employment growth in the 1970's in Mineral, Missoula, 
and Sanders Counties. Amenity values contribute to the area's growth 
and attract people to the area regardless of employment 
opportunities. 

Sanders County, population 8,675, has the highest proportion (13.4 
percent) of persons aged 65 and over; Mineral County, population 
3,675, and Missoula County, population 76,016, have approximately 8 
percent. The proportion of persons age 21 and under in Sanders County 
is 39 percent, 43.3 percent in Mineral County, and 42.2 percent in 
Missoula County. The population of these counties is predominately 
white. 

Table III-2a; Number of Minority Persons per County, 1980 Censy~ 

American Indian 
Other 

b. Economy 

Sanders 

392 (4.5%) 
42 (0.5%) 

Mineral 

44 (1.2%) 
32 (0.9%) 

Missoula 

1349 (1.8%) 
1135 (1.5%) 

Forest products are the economic backbone of western Montana. The 
industry is the largest component of the economic base in these 
counties. Sanders and Mineral Counties are dependent upon wood 
products for over half their economic base. Employment and earnings 
figures in basic industries for Missoula County show that the local 
economy is heavily dependent on the following industries: wood 
product manufacturing, University of Montana, the Federal Government, 
wholesale and retail trade, and transportation. Table III-2b shows 
employment by sector for the three counties in 1983. 

Table III-2b: Total Waie and Salary Employment by Major Industry (1983) 

3-County 
Misso1lla Mineral Sanders Total 

Farm 95 5 132 232 
Ag. SerVices, Forestry, 205 11 41 257 

Fisheries, Mining & Other 
Construction 1,342 72 31 1,445 
Manufacturing 4,091 291 420 4,802 
Transportation & Public 2,172 60 143 2,375 

Utilities 
Wholesale & Retail Trade 7,823 263 334 8,420 
Services 6,606 98 985 7,689 
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate 1,282 23 65 1,370 
Government & Government 1_4!l] ~ ~ 8,526 

Enterprises 

TOTAL 31,057 1,209 2,850 35,116 

I1I-8 



The future outlook for employment and earnings in the economies of 
Mineral, Missoula, and Sanders Counties is uncertain largely because 
of the dependence on few basic industries. Government, industry, and 
academic specialists agree that some mills in western Montana are 
likely to close by the end of the 1980's, in addition to those that 
closed in 1979. These projections are based, in part, on the fact 
that private industry, for the past 10 years, has been harvesting its 
lands at an accelerated rate to make up for the decline in timber 
offered from the National Forests. In 1969, National Forest System 
land in Montana provided 61.4 percent of all timber harvested, while 
private lands provided 25.8 percent (the remaining 12.8 percent 
includes State, county and small private ownership). By 1978, the 
National Forest's share had decreased to 39.1 percent of the total 
harvest, while timber harvest from private lands had more than doubled 
to 53.5 percent (the remaining 7.4 percent includes State, county, and 
small private ownership, as well). 

In addition to increased harvest on private lands, the classification 
of some commercial forest lands as wilderness, market pressures, and 
unpredictable management by owners of small private timber lands are 
frequently cited by those who feel the area's timber industry will 
decline. 

A 15 percent reduction in earnings can be expected for those who 
choose to live in Montana for "quality of life", based on national 
average per capita income. While Missoulians in particular are not so 
directly dependent upon the Forest for employment and have a 
conservative philosophy toward resource use, individuals in Sanders 
and Mineral Counties more directly depend upon the Forest for their 
livelihood. Resource decisions concerning timber and access will 
impact jobs, hunting, and firewood gathering activities, as well as 
recreation, all of which are important aspects of many people's 
welfare in these counties. 

While the Lolo National Forest is of varying importance to different 
groups of people for different resource uses, at all levels of 
interest, the production of timber is probably the most significant. 
This resource use certainly is of the greatest economic importance 
followed closely by water production. Livestock forage production and 
recreation use, including that associated with the fish and wildlife 
on the Forest, are of lesser economic importance. However, the 
livestock forage is highly important to the local users, and 
recreation serves mainly the local and State popUlations. 

c. Lifestyles 

There are several social values which are important to people affected 
by the Forest. Certain emotional and/or spiritual levels are related 
to the wildland. The "natural experience" provides an escape from 
normal daily routines and contributes to a relative state of inner 
peace. 

Missoula and outlying areas appear to have a more diverse lifestyle, 
due to their urban, cultural, and academic atmosphere, than other 
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western Montana areas. Recreational pursuits are looked upon as an 
important aspect of lifestyle. Also important is the sense of freedom 
in one's life, without being subjected to controls by others. 
Government regulation, dependent economies, and increasing population 
are felt by some people as diminishing the ability to effectively 
become part of the decisionmaking process. As a result, these people 
may resist changes in order to have same control over decisions which 
affect their lives. To many users, access to the Forest and the use 
of its resources are an important aspect of self-sufficiency. 

An influx of people with varying backgrounds and philosophies tends to 
decrease the cohesiveness of same communities. The Forest faces the 
dilemma of mitigating the consumption-versus-preservation conflict 
during a time of changing values among diversified constituents. 
Traditional use and ownership of the land for ranching, logging, or 
other forms of use versus development are also addressed as concerns 
by individuals. Subdivisions and increasing population are affecting 
all areas near the Forest. Conflicts will continue to increase as 
land, values, and people come into opposition. 

d. forest Receipts 

The Lolo Forest's three primary counties received the following 
payments (in thousands of dollars) from the Lolo National Forest 
receipts for fiscal years 1981, 1982, and 1983: 

Table 111-3: County Payments (M$) - 1981 throush 1983 

Fiscal Year Mineral Missoula Sanders 

1981 330.5 254.8 247.6 
1982 169.7 130.8 127.1 
1983 213.8 164.9 160.2 

These amounts were determined from total Forest receipts that include 
timber, range, minerals, recreation, and land uses. 

e. Forest Employment and Budset 

Employment in work-years was 461 in 1981, 436 in 1982, 426 in 1983 and 
is currently approximately 420. The average annual budget for the 
past 5 years was $16.1 million. Excluding inflationary effects, the 
annual budget increased until about 1981 and has been decreasing since 
that year. 

B. Current Resource SituatiOn 

1. Recreation 

Recreation use is measured by recreation visitor days (RVD's)--where 1 
day equals 12 hours of use. Total recreation use on the Forest has been 
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increasing steadily, with the majority of use associated with dispersed 
recreation activities. 

A variety of conflicts arise from time to time between groups using the 
Forest for recreational activities. Examples include conflicts between 
motorized visitors and nonmotorized visitors, hikers and horsemen, 
snowmobilers and cross-country skiers, or powerboats and paddle craft. 

Private concessionaires provide both facilities and services to 
accommodate a wide variety of recreation activities on the Forest. 
Examples include downhill skiing, boating, swimming, trail riding; 
hunting, and fishing. Use of these areas amounted to 70,900 visitor 
days, or 5 percent of the total recreational use on the Forest durin& FY 
1980. 

Existing concessionaires, in some cases, expand their areas of operation 
and occasionally, additional applications are received from persons 
wanting to construct new facilities or provide services for different 
activities on Forest lands. The Forest has suitable areas potentially 
available for expansion of downhill skiing, outfitting and guiding, and 
other public services. 

The City of Missoula is somewhat unique from the standpoint of having 
high quality recreation land at its doorstep. Areas such as Pattee 
Canyon, Blue Mountain, Fort Fizzle, and the lower Rattlesnake fill a 
variety of recreation needs for a wide range of activity_ While these 
areas fill an important role for many people, they also are the site of a 
variety of nonconforming uses such as destructive keggers, vandalism, 
dumping, littering, off-road vehicle trespass, and careless shooting. 
These areas are expensive to manage because of the need for law 
enforcement, visitor contact, cleanup, and repair or replacement of 
damaged facilites. 

a. Dispersed Recreation 

In FY 1983, use of dispersed areas totaled approximately 960,000 RVD's 
or 80 percent of the total Forest use. Much of this use takes place 
near population centers or in the vicinity of developed sites and 
resorts. The more popular dispersed recreation activities on the 
Forest include hunting, fishing, hiking, horseback riding, motor 
touring, berry picking, firewood gathering, and cross-country skiing. 
National Forest System lands fronting the Clark Fork are limited, 
often without access, and in many instances are too steep for 
recreation use. 

Because of the extensive dispersed recreation opportunities on the 
Lolo Forest and the relatively low resident population, the supply 
potential for dispersed recreation far exceeds expected demand 
throughout the 12 decades projected in this EIS. 

b. Developed Recreation 

There are 62 developed recreation sites on the Forest, including 
campgrounds, boating sites, end-of-road trailheads, and 
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concessionaires' sites such as skiing areas. Developed National 
Forest sites received approximately 237,000 RVD's in FY 1983. This is 
about 20 percent of the Forest's total recreation use. These sites 
have a capacity to accommodate about 6,541 people at one time. Nearly 
half receive more than 40 percent of their theoretical potential use 
each year. Popular sites, such as destination campgrounds near lakes 
or other attractions, are full on holidays and popular weekends. 
Vegetation and soils at some of these sites reflect use levels which 
cannot be sustained over many years without deterioration. Other 
developed sites, located in more remote locations, receive much 
lighter use and costs of operation are high when assessed against 
actual use. Higher energy costs are affecting use patterns. Lengths 
of stay are increasing at destination sites, but more remote sites and 
bedroom-type campground use levels have dropped slightly in recent 
years. 

The cost of administration, operation, and cleanup of developed sites 
has increased dramatically. The recent loss of manpower programs such 
as YACC, YCC, and CETA has reduced the Forest's ability to adequately 
care for developed sites. Few developed sites have adequate 
facilities to accommodate the handicapped, elderly, and persons with 
special needs. According to the most recent analysis, developed sites 
on the Forest need more than $1,000,000 worth of facility maintenance 
or replacement. Developed site management requires a disproportionate 
share of the Forest's budget. For example, in FY 1980, developed 
sites, including those operated by concessionaires, received about 25 
percent of the visitor use, but required 67 percent of the recreation 
budget. 

c. Recreation Trails 

The Forest's trail system is the most important dispersed recreation 
facility. In the 1950's, the trail system totaled more than 3,500 
miles; today there are less than 1,900 miles. Many trails have been 
abandoned because of road construction in close proximity to the 
trails or inadequate funds for trail maintenance. Several trail 
access points are now blocked because of posted private land. A 
Recreation Opportunity Guide is available for most trails and 
recreation sites; it provides specific information about sites, 
trails, and trail systems, conditions and seasons of use, terrain, 
expected recreational experience, hazards, and maps. Approximately 
117 miles of trail are identified as in need of repair or relocation. 

2. Cultural Resources 

The Lola National Forest contains a rich and diversified number of 
cultural heritage sites within its boundaries. The historic and 
prehistoric sites that exist on the Forest are protected by the National 
Historic Preservation Act of 1966 and other mandates. Cultural resource 
inventories have located over 300 sites, many of which are eligible for 
listing on the National Register of Historic Places. To date, the Lola 
National Forest has one National Historic Landmark (The Lolo Trail) and 
three sites listed on the National Register of Historic Places. 
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The prehistoric resources within the Forest appear to date from the Early 
Plains Archaic Period (5,000 years Before Present) and perhaps earlier. 
These Native American sites range in time up to the Historic Period 
(approximately 1800 A.D.) and are represented in a variety of different 
site types. Long-term occupation sites are located along the major 
rivers in the Forest while seasonal, resource specific sites have been 
recorded at the higher elevations. Prehistoric art in the forms of 
pictographs and religious sites such as vision quests have also been 
found on the Forest. 

Historic sites on the Forest date from the earliest documented use of the 
area by the Lewis and Clark expedition in 1805 up to and including sites 
built or used by, the Civilian Conservation Corps during the depression 
of the 1930's. Several site types representative of the major themes of 
western historical development occur on the Forest and include 
homesteads, early mining and logging operations, as well as early Forest 
Service facilities. 

The Lolo National Forest has supported a Cultural Resource Management 
Program since 1975. The program's responsibilities are to inventory, 
evaluate, and manage cultural resources located on National Forest System 
lands. This is done in compliance with various Federal and state laws 
applicable to cultural resource management. Forest personnel routinely 
consult with the Montana State Historic Preservation Office, the Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation, as well as resident Native American 
groups on all projects that may affect cultural resources or places 
important in traditional Native American religion. 

Since 1975 the Forest has systematically inventoried its lands for 
cultural resources in advance of ground disturbing activities. To date, 
well over 400 prehistoric and historic sites have been inventoried and 
many of these are eligible for inclusion on the National Register of 
Historic Places. The Lolo Trail, a prehi~torjc (known as Nee Mee Poo 
Trail) and historic travel route that crosses the Bitterroot Mountains 
was made famous by the Lewis and Clark expedition, and the Nez Perce 
Indians during the War of 1877 is a National Historic Landmark. Sites 
such as Rock Creek Cabin, the Ninernile Remount Depot, and Fort Fizzle are 
other sites listed on the National Register of Historic Places. Savenac 
Nursery, Camp Paxson, and several historic lookouts have been determined 
eligible for listing on the National Register. 

If a significant site may be affected by proposed activities, 
alternatives to mitigate or minimize the effect are developed in 
consultation with the State Historic Preservation Office and the Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation. Mitigation measures employed Forest in 
recent years include: formal excavation of the two prehistoric sites that 
would have been damaged by road construction and removal of two badly 
deteriorating historic structures from their original location to sites 
where they serve as interpretive areas for the public. 

The goals of the Forest's Cultural Resource Management Program are to 
comply with the various Federal and state cultural resource laws and 
regulations and to integrate these resources on equal footing into the 
Forest management program. To date, Draft Management Guidelines for 
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compatible management of the Lolo Trail with other resource objectives 
have been written. Also, a prehistoric overview has been written for the 
Lolo and Bitterroot National Forests that describes in detail previous 
archeological work and the current knowledge about the prehistory of the 
area. 

3. Wilderness, Roadless, and Special Areas 

The Forest contains units of nationally recognized wilderness, a national 
recreation area, and portions of National Historic/Scenic/Recreation 
Trails. 

a. Portions of the Scapegoat Wjlderness 

The Scapegoat Wilderness area (74,832 acres on Lolo National Forest) 
has outstanding wilderness values and is readily accessible from the 
population centers of western Montana. The existing network of trails 
through the area vary from low standard primitive routes to higher 
standard mainline trails. The wilderness provides habitat for a wide 
variety of wildlife and fish species native to the Rocky Mountains. 
Fishing and hunting is popular. The grizzly bear inhabits the 
wilderness and numerous sightings have been reported by recreationists 
in the alpine areas during the summer. 

Several administrative cabins, lookouts, and other structures and 
facilities exist in the Wilderness. Big Prairie, Gate Park, and 
Schaffer Meadows serve as work centers. All structures were 
established prior to the designation of the area as wilderness. The 
cultural resources within the Scapegoat Wilderness, especially the 
high altitude prehistoric sites, may be one of the more significant 
cultural resources on the Forest. 

b. Welcome Creek Wilderness 

Welcome Creek Wilderness (28,184 acres) has a fairly continuous tree 
cover. About 25 miles of trails lying mostly on steep ridges and in 
narrow valley bottoms provide access to the area. Historically, most 
use has been confined to the lower several miles of the bottom 
trails. The area receives the majority of its use during hunting 
season. Other use is primarily summer day hiking. The terrain limits 
the number of suitable camp locations within reasonable distance of a 
trail. There are a few flat areas large enough to accommodate many 
people, with or without animals, and provide a feeling of solitude or 
other attributes of a wilderness experience. Forage for packstock is 
scarce, generally limited to small benches along the streams. 

Several cabins and their associated debris dumps remain in the area 
from mining activity in the later 1800's and early 1900's. Some of 
the cabins are liveable and show an evolution of various types of 
materials and tools used on them to keep them livable. Very few, if 
any, historic values remain on these sites. Other cabins do not 
appear to have been modified or "improved" and have significance as a 
record of this period of western Montana history. 
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At the present time, conditions in the area provide excellent habitat 
for marten, mink, and bobcat. Welcome Creek also provides summer 
range for herbivores that winter in the Sapphire Mountains. 

c. Rattlesnake National Recreation Area and Wilderness 

The Rattlesnake National Recreation Area and Wilderness Act of 1980 
was signed into law on October 19, 1980. The Wilderness portion of 
the Rattlesnake National Recreation Area contains approximately 31,479 
acres of the 61,000 acre area. About 20,000 acres of the Wilderness 
are currently National Forest System lands and the remaining 13,000 
acres belong to a variety of owners, including Montana Power Company, 
Plum Creek Timber Company, and private parties. (Since the time of 
the analysis and writing of this document, the Montana Power Company 
and Plum Creek exchanges have been completed.) The upper Rattlesnake 
is characterized by a typical mountain glaciated landform. The 
valleys are narrow and steep-sided with shallow soils and hanging 
valleys with numerous lakes and potholes. The area contains 
outstanding scenery and provides opportunities for primitive types-of 
recreation, including hiking, backpacking, horseback riding, 
cross-country skiing, snowshoeing, hunting, and fishing. The area 
also provides unique education opportunities because of its proximity 
to the University of Montana and the Missoula County School System. 

The Wilderness portion is located within 7 miles of the city limits of 
Missoula, Montana. Several roads and trails provide relatively easy 
access to residents of the Missoula area and other publics which can 
reach the trailhead by walking, bicycling, or by public transport. 

Rattlesnake Creek serves as a municipal watershed for the City of 
Missoula. The major travel routes parallel the creek, both inside and 
outside of the Wilderness. 

The Wilderness ecosystems provide habitat for a variety of wildlife 
and fish species indigenous to the northern Rocky Mountains, as well 
as several introduced species. Fourteen wildlife species have been 
associated with the Wilderness. They include: fisher, lynx, elk, 
cougar, wolverine, pine marten, eagle, cutthroat trout, mountain goat, 
grizzly, golden eagles, goshawk, and ptarmigan. Hunting and fishing 
have been traditional uses of the Wilderness. The lakes and streams 
possess native and introduced species of fish. Infrequent grizzly 
bear sightings have been reported in the Wilderness. It is believed 
that the bears utilize the area as a part of their migratory habits in 
conjunction with their use of the Upper Jocko area and the Mission 
Mountain Wilderness. 

There are no administrative facilities such as cabins, lookouts, or 
fences within the Rattlesnake Wilderness. There are remains of 
historic cabins in the area which were used by trappers or early-day 
prospectors. An old cabin, named Snowshoe Inn, is located northwest 
of Carter Lake. A lookout located on Mineral Peak and a radiol 
television transmission site located on Point Six are adjacent to the 
Wilderness boundary, and visible from portions of the Wilderness. 
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d. Portions of the Selway-Bitterroot Wilderness 

The Selway-Bitterroot Wilderness, 1,340,681 acres in size, is located 
on portions of four National Forests, with 9,767 acres located on the 
Lolo National Forest. This wilderness was one of the original units 
included in the National Wilderness System with the passage of the 
Wilderness Act of 1964. Prior to this designation the area had been 
managed as a Primitive Area since 1936. Management direction for this 
Wilderness is contained in a formal document, "Selway-Bitterroot 
Wilderness General Management Direction," developed in response to 
NFMA Regulations 36 CFR 219.12(f). 

e. National Trail System 

The Lolo is served by 1,823 miles of inventoried trails. Of this 
total, 182 miles serve wilderness areas and 1,641 serve nonwilderness 
lands. Approximately 89 miles are included in the National Trail 
System as scenic, historic, or recreation trails, for the purpose of 
promoting enjoyment and appreciation of the outdoors. 

Table 111-4: National Trajl System Re~istry, Lolo National 
Forest Sejimfmts 

National Scenic Trails 

Continental Divide 1L 

National Historic Trails 

Lewis and Clark 

National Recreation Trails 

Skookum Butte, #304 
Pattee Canyon Ski Tour 
Stateline, #738 
Morrell Falls, #30 
Blue Mountain Equestrian and Hiking, #3 
Blue Mountain Nature, #4 
Baldy Lookout-Lake Trail, #340 
Cascade Falls, #242 

J:1ile.s. 

22.0 

28.0 

1.7 
4.2 

18.3 
2.5 
6.0 

.25 
3.0 
3.0 

11 The Forest identified Trail Nos. 31, 32, and 406 as the possible 
location of the Continental Divide National Scenic Trail (CDNST) 
because: 1) there is a serious potential for grizzly bear 
conflicts if a new trail is constructed along the Divide itself; 
and 2) the public has requested information as to where the 
trail will most likely occur in order to hike it. Actual trail 
locations will be determined via the Final Comprehensive Plan 
for the CDNST. 
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f. ROacUess Areas 

While 7 percent of the Forest is wilderness, another 37 percent is 
roadless and undeveloped. The remaining 56 percent has been or is 
subject to being developed, or to remain as roadless parcels; but of 
too small an acreage to be included in the Roadless Area Inventory. 

In the 1979 Roadless Area Review and Evaluation (RARE II), 
approximately 654,000 acres of roadless land outside of existing 
wilderness were inventoried on the Forest. In that process, about 
212,000 acres were recommended for wilderness. No action has been 
taken on the acres recommended for wilderness in RARE II. 

Of the remaining acres inventoried in RARE II, about 53,000 acres 
have been removed from the inventory because they no longer meet the 
criteria for roadless due to more recent management activities. 

As a result of the revision of the NFMA Regulations in September, 
1983, the Forest is again evaluating roadless areas. The new 
inventory includes those acres of land recommended for wilderness in 
RARE II, those acres released for nonwilderness uses in RARE II 
which have not been developed, and those acres from past unit plans 
(land management plan preceeding NFMA) that were not included in the 
1979 RARE II inventory. A more precise definition of the roadless 
area boundaries and recalculation of acres has been made and entered 
in the Forest Plan data base. 

Today, the roadless resource on the Forest includes all or portions 
of 36 areas covering 776,190 acres. A brief description of the 
wilderness characteristics of these 36 acres follows. Appendix C of 
this document contains specific detailed descriptions and analysis 
of the characteristics and values of each road less area. 
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A Listing of Wilderness Characteristics of Roadless Areas: 

Roadless Area 

L1LAQ 
McGregor Thompson 

01141 
Maple Peak 

01142 
Stevens Peak 

01152 
Wonderful Peak 

01202 
Petty Mountain 

X1204 
Rattlesnake 

Wilderness Attributes 

Generally, the area is undisturbed within the 
boundaries; however, the natural appearance is deemed 
moderate due to ongoing road construction for timber 
harvest. The area is in checkerboard ownership with 
private owners salvaging mountain pine beetle infested 
lodgepole. The deep-cut valleys in the topography offer 
the visitor interesting views of rock formations, but 
solitude is limited. 

Old roads and prospecting evidence exists in the 
area, along with an old lookout cabin located on a 
hikers scenic point. Total acreage provides solituoe 
and primitive recreation opportunities are moderate. 

The area contains old mining cabins, lookout sites, 
mineral develo(lllent areas, and associated access. 
Solitude opportunity is low due to the small size and 
permanent off-site intrusions. Topographic screening is 
moderate. Although the upper end of the drainage is 
fairly remote from vehicle access roads, there is 
evidence of past travel in the form of off-road vehicle 
trails. 

Natural integrity has been impaired by road 
developments, a dam which forms Copper Lake, mlnlng 
excavation and exploratory pits, and thinning and 
pruning on a white pine plantation. Solitude is low due 
to the small size, permanent off-site intrusions, and 
only moderate topographic screening. Sixty-five percent 
of the scenic value is considered distinctive. 

There are no known structures or facilities within 
the area. There are vehicle trails and lookout sites. 
Topographic screening in some of the valleys offers a 
sense of solitude. Primitive recreation opportunities 
are moderate. Most recreation use is due to proximity 
to population centers. 

From the top of the Gold Creek-Jocko Creek drainage 
there is an attractive view of the Mission Mountains. 
The sense of grandeur is somewhat lessened by the many 
cultural features visible from this vantage point. 
Solitude and primitive recreation opportunities are 
limited due to the easy access and the fact that this 
area is a narrow inclusion in an intensive timber 
management area. A portion of the area is considered 
grizzly bear habitat. 
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Roadless Area 

1205 
Reservation Divide 

1209 
Baldy Mountain 

1220 
Ward Eagle 

01301 
Hoodoo 

Wjlderness Attributes 

The area provides an awe-inspiring view from Squaw 
Peak of the Mission Range, Flathead Valley, Missoula 
Valley, and many lakes on the Reservation side. 
Solitude opportunities may be limited due to the narrow 
shape of the area with short core-to-perimeter 
distances. The area contains remnants of the sheep 
driveway trails used in the 1930's and 40's. Timber 
harvest activities outside the area are easily 
perceptible at most locations within the unit. 

Baldy Mountain dominates the landscape in this 
unit. The upper summit is above the timberline and 
consists of rock ledges and scree slopes. The balance 
of the area is made up of the mountain slopes. In the 
southern portion, Hinchwood Creek separates Baldy 
Mountain from the adjoining hills. There are two small 
alpine lakes on the north side of the peak. As the 
trail crosses the mountain, it provides a variety of 
scenic vistas for the visitor. The area contains a 
lookout site which is currently in use. The topography 
offers the visitor an opportunity to experience a sense 
of solitude; however, the area is popular and receives 
moderately high use. Primitive recreation opportunities 
are good due to the open understory and high elevation 
of the area. 

There is an old cabin and evidence of an old dam on 
Hub Lake. Prospect diggings occur throughout much of 
the area. There is some evidence of early logging 
activities in Deer Creek. Because of the small size and 
easy access there is limited opportunity for solitude. 

The area contains intrusions such as trails, 
cabins, past mining activity, firelines, lookout site, 
and a crashed airplane. The size of the area offers 
solitude and the area provides breathtaking scenery. 
The area is thought of and used for high quality 
dispersed recreation, with most activities related to 
comsumptive and non-consumptive use of wildlife and fish 
values. Trails are unobtrusive to the natural 
appearance. The steep, rugged terrain provides 
challenges to the back country user. 
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Road less Area 

01302 
Meadow Creek 

01424 
Silver King 

01485 
Bear-Marshall 
Scapegoat-Swan 

Wilderness Attributes 

Human activities have had a moderate impact 
primarily in the St. Joe drainage, Upper Cedar Creek, 
and the head of the North Fork of the Clearwater River. 
Evidence remains of turn-of-the-century gold and silver 
placer and dredge mining activities. Rock tailing piles 
along streams, diversion ditches, cabins and remains of 
cabins, and access roads are the principal detractions 
even though much of it has softened over the years 
through natural vegetation and erosion. Present day 
mining activities are more localized. A metal lookout 
tower is located on Illinois Peak. The majority of the 
rest of the area is relatively free of human impacts, 
even the trails appear natural and some minor grazing up 
to 1970 may still be evident in the meadows around 
Chamberlain Basin. 

Although same impacts are present, there is not an 
overall influence on natural integrity in this area. 
Impacts include an old railroad bed along Brewster 
Creek, a few mining cabins, and old mines and diggings. 
The size of the area offers opportunity for solitude. 
Primitive recreation opportunities are moderate due to 
the high topographic screening combined with low 
distance from perimeter to core. The area is heavily 
influenced by external development activities and a 
double-circuit 500-kV transmission line is being 
constructed across the northern edge of the area. 

Human intrusion in the area includes outfitter 
guide base camps, a radio repeater, lookout towers, 
telephone line, mineral prospects, all of which are 
abandoned. The size of the area along with topographic 
and vegetative screening allows solitude for the 
visitor. The scenic character of the land is similar to 
the adjacent wilderness area; it is transitional from 
the Seeley-Swan and Blackfoot Valleys to the mountainous 
features of the Bob Marshall. Opportunities for viewing 
grizzly bear and the possible existence of the gray wolf 
in the area contribute to its uniqueness. This area is 
adjacent to the first designated wilderness and has high 
emotional value for many people. 
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Road less Area 

01665 
Cataract 

01781 
Marshall Peak 

01784 
Cube Iron-Silcox 

01785 
Sundance Ridge 

X1786 
Tepee-Spring Creek 

Wilderness Attrj butes 

The large amount of relief in the form of steep, 
relatively narrow canyons makes this roadless unit 
fairly scenic. Almost all the area is classified as 
grizzly habitat. Opportunity for solitude and primitive 
recreation is good due to the size of the area and the 
physical and vegetative screening. The distance from 
the perimeter to the core is relatively long and offers 
many physical challenges to the visitor. Access points 
to the area are limited. 

Except for scattered rock outcroppings, lush 
vegetation dominates the area. Access roads and trails 
are not well maintained due to the unstable terrain and 
very heavy brush. The area contains grizzly bear 
habitat. It is free of external influences because of 
the topographic and vegetative barriers. Development is 
near the boundary on the north, east, and south sides. 
No development will occur on the west border so long as 
the tribal council chooses to manage the area as 
wilderness. 

There has been little human influence on the 
natural integrity of the area. The unit contains some 
impacts including test pits for minerals, dispersed 
recreation sites, a lookout foundation, fence on the 
ground, mining and logging access roads. The extremely 
varied topography, wildlife, and vegetation are not 
affected by the human intrusions. There is a high 
opportunity for solitude. A large part of the area is 
considered essential grizzly bear habitat. Scenic 
values are many. 

The topographic configuration of this area offers 
some opportunity for solitude; however, there are 
visible outside impacts. The ridge trail provides 
primary access and views along the entire route. About 
one-quarter of the area consists of private and State 
lands on which nonconforming activities occur. 

Steep slopes, dense timber, and rough, rocky 
terrain characterize this area. Streams originating in 
the interior flow outward in all four directions. Human 
intrusions include helispots, a lookout, telephone line, 
water development, and the Silver King Mine. There is 
moderate opportunity for solitude due to the area's 
moderate size and off-site intrusions. The area is well 
dissected topographically and provides good screening. 
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Roadless Area 

X1790 
Mount Bushnell 

01791 
Cherry Peak 

01792 
Gilt Edge-Silver 
Cr. 

01794 
Patrick's Knob
North Cutoff 

Wilderness Attributes 

Most of the area is heavily timbered; however, high 
open mountain parks, talus slopes, and brushy, 
south-facing slopes are scattered throughout. There are 
numerous streams and the only lake is a small marshy 
pond. Human developments include mining, cabins, and 
access roads. There is a corral at each of two 
outfitter camps, helispots, and an old lookout site. 
The size of the area contributes to a feeling of 
remoteness, particularly in drainages where outside 
sounds cannot be heard. Topography and vegetative 
screening mitigate intrusions. 

The area ranks moderate in opportunities for 
primitive recreation due to size and shape of the unit. 
Mountain peaks are high and the core of the area is 
generally less than 3 miles from the perimeter on the 
longest axis. There is some evidence of mining 
activities, a lookout foundation, helispots, and 
telephone wire. Geologic features associated with 
glaciation occur in the northern part. The area is not 
compact; fingers of previous development extend into the 
area causing "cherry stem" effects. 

There is remarkable scenery, severe topography, and 
abundant vegetative screening providing high 
opportunities for solitude even though there are many 
permanent off-site intrusions and perimeter roads. The 
area itself is intact with no major impacts. 
Opportunities for primitive recreation are considered 
moderate because of the short distance from the 
perimeter to the core of the area; however, diverse 
opportunities do exist. Vegetation and steep side 
slopes reduce access to the area. The area contains 
cabins and log flumes from turn-of-the-century logging 
activities. 

This area contains bighorn sheep habitat as well as 
valuable deer and elk winter range and some elk 
summer range. The small size of the area offers a 
limited opportunity for solitude. Little of the unit is 
remote and free from external influences. Human 
intrusions include a helispot, mining developments, a 
lookout site, and electronic site. Primitive recreation 
opportunities are moderate due to moderate diversity, 
the short distance from core to perimeter, and 
topographic and vegetative screening. 
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Road less Area 

01795 
South Siegel
South Cutoff 

01796 
North Siegel 

01798 
Marble Point 

01799 
Sheep Mountain
State Line 

Wilderness Attributes 

Intrusions into this area include evidence of past 
logging, trail facilities, a mining cabin, and road. 
The terrain and small size of the area limit the 
need for primitive skills. Little of this area is free 
of external influences. A State highway and the 
Burlington Northern Railroad form part of the northern 
boundary. A double-circuit 500-kV transmission line is 
currently under construction through the western end of 
the area. 

The size of this area, and the topography does not 
provide particular inspirational values. 
Opportunities for solitude are low due to the short 
distance from the perimeter to the core; however, 
because of the highly dissected topography, some of the 
upper reaches of the canyons are secluded. Intrusions 
include a helispot and water ditch. Because the 
boundary is drawn to exclude a Forest Service Road, the 
area is not at all compact. This road effectively 
divides the unit into two linear parcels. 

There is moderate opportunity in this area for 
solitude because of the intermediate amount of 
topographic and vegetative screening. Some permanent 
off-site intrusions also impact the opportunity for 
solitude. Several historical examples of early mining 
and logging exist in the area. There is also evidence 
of burning for wildlife habitat improvements. External 
influences which impact the area include two timber 
sales, a newly constructed road, the railroad, and 
Interstate 90. Most of the boundaries are delineated by 
established roads. There is a 40-acre parcel of private 
land within the area. 

The natural integrity of the area is only marred by 
an outhouse near Missoula Lake and old cabins 
previously used by miners or trappers which are in 
severe states of disrepair. Mineral exploration 
excavations are spotted throughout the area with a 
heavier concentration in the vicinity of Oregon Gulch 
and Mink Peak. The extremes of the elevations ~Jith the 
peaks, cirque basins, and lakes provide scenic landmarks 
for viewing within the area and from outside. Due to 
proximity to population centers, the opportunities for 
solitude and serenity are limited. However, from within 
the area, there are places where a visitor can 
experience the feeling of being alone due to topographic 
or vegetative screening. 
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Road less Area 

01800 
Stark Mountain 

01803 
Burdette 

01805 
Lolo Creek 

01806 
Welcome Creek 

Wilderness Attributes 

Opportunities to view a natural-appearing area or 
opportunities for solitude are not abundant in the 
unit. Much of the area was logged in the 1920s and 
stumps are apparent. The size, shape, and topographical 
position of the area makes it difficult to escape from 
the sights and sounds of off-site human intrusions. The 
core of the area is generally less than 2 miles from the 
boundary. Existing roads and trails provide easy access 
to the boundaries and into the area. 

Opportunities for primitive recreation are moderate 
due to a few low standard trails located in the area. 
There is not much topographic variety. The area was 
rated moderate for solitude due to moderate screening 
and some permanent off-site intrusions. Vegetative 
manipulation in the form of terracing for site 
preparation is visible in a part of the area. The unit 
is characterized by sharp ridges and steep draws with 
large areas of brush stands. 

This unit is significant because of its proximity 
to the Selway-Bitterroot Wilderness area. Possible 
conflicts include a proposed ski area, potential for 
electronic site development, and possible mineral 
development. A small ski run has been cut out by users 
along a portion of the Lolo Peak Trail. Several 
clearcuts and logging roads are visible outside the 
area. Although viewpoints from within include vistas of 
Missoula, Lolo, and Florence; there are too many 
off-site intrusions for any real solitude. The area 
receives heavy visitation, frequent air traffic, and 
noise from highways. Primitive recreation opportunities 
are very good due to steepness of terrain and rock 
cliffs. A few old miner's cabins exist plus an old 
lookout base. 

The area is contiguous to the Welcome Creek 
Wilderness area on the south. This roadless area is 
rated low for solitude due to the lack of topographic 
and vegetative screening. The distance from core to 
perimeter is extremely short in any direction. Access 
from the east is a challenge because of the dismantling 
of the Rock Creek cable crossing. This is a very small, 
compact unit bounded on the west by timber harvest units 
and on the east by private land and Rock Creek. The 
area is heavily impacted by sights and sounds of the 
outside logging activities and travel along the Rock 
Creek Road. 
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Road less Area 

01807 
Quigg 

01808 
Stony Mountain 

01809 
Garden Point 

01811 
Evans Gulch 

X1812 
Clear Creek 

Wilderness Attributes 

Opportunities for primitive recreation and solitude 
are very good because of the abundant topographic 
screening and the non-motorized use of the area. The 
distance from perimeter to the core is 5 to 6 miles. 
There are a number of intrusions within the boundary of 
the area. The area is both large and compact. Vehicle 
traffic along the Rock Creek Road also causes some 
impacts on the solitide for those areas adjacent to it. 

The large size of the area plus the topographic and 
vegetative screening can create a sense of solitude. The 
landscape contains diverse topography ranging from 
heavily timbered slopes to park-like open spaces, steep 
slopes to undulating terrain, and craggy rock outcrops 
to thick forest duff. Active prospecting is taking 
place in Wyman and Williams Creeks which have resulted 
in small, open cuts. The new activity is fresh and 
noticeable. Early day placer mining for sapphires has 
been generally covered by natural revegetation. The area 
contains two old cabins and a helispot. 

The area rates low for solitude due to the small 
size and moderate screening. The area is not 
particularly compact and the distance from perimeter to 
core is no more than a mile and there is a road within 2 
miles of any point within the unit. Some 400 acres of 
private land lie within the unit boundary; however, ~he 
boundary could be drawn to exclude it. 

Due to its small size, outside impacts are major 
factors. Most intrusions come from logging activities. 
There is a paved road on the Montana side. A dam has 
been constructed on Blossom Lake. Prospect diggings and 
old mining equipment are located in the area. The 
vegetative screening offers some opportunity for 
solitude and there are challenges in the form of 
cross-country travel on the subalpine ridges. Portions 
of the area are remote and relatively free from external 
influences. 

This area is both small and compact, and is well 
forested. Other than old mine workings and cabins there 
are no known structures or facilities in the area. The 
active mineral prospecting occurring in a significant 
portion of this small roadless area (in the upper basin) 
precludes opportunities for solitUde. There is little 
contrast in vegetation. 
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Roadless Are2 

01814 
Deep Creek 

Wilderness Attrjbutes 

The area retains its natural appearance; no 
improvements are located inside the boundary. There -is 
little physical contrast in the relatively broad flat 
basin, no awe-inspiring topography. The size of the 
unit is too small and the screening inadequate to allow 
much solitude. The area contains 200 acres of private 
land which could be excluded by a boundary adjustment or 
through land exchange. Most of the major communities 
and transportation routes can be seen from the boundary; 
transportation routes can also be seen from the ridge. 
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Iable III-5: Summar2 oi Be~ource~ 122 Boadle~s Area 

Selected Besource~ 
Suit- I I M:i.Deral~ I I 

I I 

Acres able I I Hard- I I Wild-I I 

Boadless Area ID Gross I Net I:i.ml>erl BaDge I rock I 0 & G I liie I 

-------------------------Acres-----------------------

McGregor-Thompson L1LAQ 30300 27850 22976 0 17941 27850 0 
Maple Peak 01141 6960 6960 5470 0 6960 0 0 
Stevens Peak 01142 700 600 148 0 600 600 0 
Wonderful Peak 01152 1600 1600 968 0 1600 0 0 
Petty Mountain X1202 16980 16980 12510 370 6029 0 30 
Rattlesnake X1204 3310 2700 2570 0 0 2700 657 
Reservation De. X1205 16300 16300 11365 0 16300 16300 0 
Baldy Mountain X1209 6680 6680 5803 0 6680 6680 0 
Ward Eagle X1220 8570 8570 3654 165 8570 0 0 
Hoodoo 01301 98680 98500 54283 0 34775 0 0 
Med Ck Up N. 01302 7200 7200 1513 0 7200 0 0 
Silver King 01424 13150 12840 8728 7720 12840 12840 0 
Bear-Mar-S-Sw 01485 121940 120900 71654 800 25222 120900 107500 
Cataract 01665 9900 9900 6784 8 9900 9900 8127 
Marshall Peak 01781 9400 9400 6588 0 0 9400 9400 
Cube-Iron 01784 39200 37700 22675 80 26502 37700 20930 
Sundance Ridge 01785 9440 7220 5973 0 0 7220 3199 
Tepee-Sp. Creek X1786 15250 14890 9982 31 5970 14890 14890 
Mount Bushnell 01790 43070 43070 40902 2344 29290 43070 0 
Cherry Peak 01791 39800 39640 27199 700 32080 39640 3000 
Gilt-Edge S. Cr. 01792 11200 11200 9386 267 11200 0 0 
Pat. Knob-S. Cr. 01794 18800 17200 12107 1037 17200 17200 7100 
S.Siegel-S. Cr. 01795 15600 14800 13762 1675 13034 14800 6000 
North Siegel 01796 10200 10000 8232 100 10000 10000 2400 
Marble Point 01798 13210 13210 10852 370 6445 0 0 
Sheep Mtn.-S. L. 01799 40700 40500 27321 410 39395 0 400 
Stark Mountain 01800 14140 14140 11825 500 13997 14140 0 
Burdette 01803 16380 16360 15500 0 1516 0 0 
Lolo Creek 01805 16160 14660 10154 4880 14660 0 0 
Welcome Creek 01806 1100 1100 319 0 1100 1100 0 
Quigg 01807 69820 69820 27755 565 69820 69820 0 
Stony Mountain 01808 34930 34930 17198 0 12585 34930 0 
Garden Point 01809 6900 6500 6469 370 6500 0 0 
Evans Gulch X1811 8830 8830 6681 0 8830 8830 0 
Clear Creek X1812 5470 5470 5017 75 5470 5470 0 
Deep Creek X1814 8170 7970 7255 0 2793 Q Q 

TOTAL 790040 776190 511578 22467 483004 525980 183633 
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4. Visual Quality 

About 30 percent of the Forest outside of wilderness is consider'ed to 
have distinctive scenic quality. Portions of the Forest are seen by 
about 100,000 residents--over half the population of western Montana. In 
addition, parts of the Forest can be viewed from about 280 miles of 
Federal or State highway corridor, with a daily average use of around 
20,000 vehicles. At the present time, about 80 percent of the Forest has 
a relatively natural appearance. 

Three different visual inventor'y systems were used on various portions of 
the Forest. This reflects the improvement of procedures and changes made 
during development of the current inventory system. These older visual 
objectives are not readily adaptable to the current system, but the 
following interpretation can be made. The recommended visual quality 
objectives (VQO) were generally incorporated into the unit plans where 
these were completed. In other areas, the visual quality objective was 
determined on a project basis rather than at a planning level and 
resulted in some inconsistencies of the type normally associated with a 
fragmented analysis. However, the main travel routes retained the 
Retention and Partial Retention Visual Quality Objectives, and were 
responsive to maintaining a natural-appearing landscape for most users of 
the Forest. 

5. Wildlife 

The Forest contains several distinct habitats that are important to 
different groups of wildlife species. Even with many overlaps between 
habitat and the wildlife present, there are specific habitat requirements 
for most of the groups. Wildlife populations will be proportional to the 
quantity and quality of the habitat, as presented in the following 
discussion. The indicator species will be monitored because they are 
sensititve to management activities or are of special concern, such as 
the elk. Appendix B-2 provides additional information on indicator 
species. 

Table 111-6: Representative and Indicator Species of 
Wildlife Groups on the Lolo National Forest 

Species Group 

General Forest 
Shrub Users 

Grass-Forb 

Riparian Coniferous 
Tree Dependent 

Representative Specjes 

robin, coyote 
yellow war'bler, mtn. 

cottontail 
Columbian ground 

squirrel, 
pheasant 

dipper, ruffed grouse 
western tanager, 

porcupine 
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Species Group 

Mature Old Growth 
with Limited 
Management 

Natural Old Growth 
Snag Users 

High Rock 

Big Game 
Threatened and 

Endangered 

Table 111-6 continued 

Representative Species 

pileated woodpecker, 
snowshoe hare 

goshawk, fisher 
hairy woodpecker 

osprey 
grey-crowned rosy . 

finch, pika 
elk, deer, moose, bear 
grizzly bear, peregrine 

falcon, bald eagle, 
gray wolf 

Indicator Specjes 

pileated woodpecker 

goshawk 

elk 
all 

Big-Game Species Habitat - The Forest has a large share of western 
Montana's elk habitat that supports an elk population of national 
significance. Currently, populations of elk and deer on the Forest are 
estimated at from 66 to 75 percent of potential, based on habitat 
effectiveness. Intermingled landownership and use, the effects of past 
timber management activities, and the previous lack of recognition of 
elk-timber relationships in the decision making process have resulted in 
poor distribution of cover and foraging areas and relatively low forage 
production. Transportation systems developed for timber management 
activities have contributed to loss of effective habitat, diminished 
opportunities to view big game, and tend to concentrate hunters in 
certain areas. 

Nongame Species Habitat - Nongame species most likely to be affected by 
activities and practices needed for multi-resource management include 
those species that require stands of old-growth timber and snag-using 
species. At the present time, the natural population dynamics are not 
affected by any inadequacy of habitat. 

Threatened and Endangered Species - Grizzly Bear: The past century has 
seen drastic declines in grizzly bear populations on the Forest, somewhat 
leveling off in recent decades. The principal factor for this decline 
has been man-caused mortality. This has been due to both deliberate 
shooting based on the bear's historic "varmint" status, and habitat 
modification which inadvertantly exposed grizzly bears to human contact 
which resulted in accidental or deliberate grizzly bear killings. The 
future of the grizzly bear looks considerately better. Legal harvest of 
the bear is now highly regulated. Illegal harvest has been minimized. 
Habitat modification is now done with constraints that minimize potential 
grizzly bear mortality factors. Of the two grizzly bear populations on 
the Forest, including the Cabinet population and the North Continental 
Divide population, the latter may be approaching recovery (to 
nonthreatened status). Populations in the Cabinet Mountains, however, 
still appear to be significantly below viable levels. Population 
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augmentation (restocking) may eventually be needed in this area to 
recover' the bear to nonthreatened status. 

The current number of grizzly bears on the Forest is unknown although 
estimates for both the Cabinet-Yakk and North Continental Divide 
ecosystems run in the range of 6 to 14 bears. The Forest averagesabou~ 
5 to 20 sightings per year. There are 424,310 acres of occupied habitat 
on the Forest, of which 320,934 acres are considered essential for 
recovery. Total occupied habitat represents 20 percent of the Forest's 
total acres. Although the Lolo spans two ecosystems, it has one of_the 
smaJler amounts of occupied grizzly habitat in the Region. 

Peregrine Falcon: Peregrine falcon populations sharply declined in past 
decades. Several years ago this trend reversed Nationwide, primarily as 
a result of hacking (releasing artificially reared juvenile birds), .and 
populations are now increasing. Pesticide use, illegal kiJling, and 
illegal taking by falconers affected populations; habitat availability 
has not influenced populations. Peregrine falcon habitat exists on the· 
Forest, but it is currently unoccupied. 

Bald Eagle: Bald eagle populations on the Forest appear relatively 
stable. While a few eagles do nest on the Forest, most of the Forest's 
eagles merely "winter" here, being part of the Canadian population which 
is not considered endangered. The Forest provides more bald eagle; 
habitat than is currently occupied. 

Gray Wolf: Wolf populations on the Forest have declined during th~ past 
century. The current population status and trend of this species is 
relatively unknown. Population declines are primarily caused by prEdator 
control programs, indiscriminate shooting and trapping, and chang~sin' 
land use patterns. Currently, coyote control programs on adjacent 
private lands continue to pose a threat to whatever wolf populations may 
exist. 

6. Aquatic Enyironment/Fisheries Habitat 

Riparian areas consist of streamside and lakeside ecosystems, aquatic 
ecosystems, wetlands, and flood plains. Riparian areas comprise the most 
valuable components to watershed, wildlife, and fisheries resources~ 
Undisturbed, they filter sediment from adjacent lands and serve as an 
interchange between subsurface and surface aquifers. Flood peaks are 
dissipated by bank storage and flood plain dispersion of water. Stream 
channels are shaped by the resistance of the soil material and root 
systems of terrestrial vegetation. This vegetation provides large debris 
that contributes to pool structure and dissipates stream energy. The 
vegetative canopy also moderates water temperatures and provides a 
nutrient and food link from terrestrial to aquatic systems. 

Although riparian areas comprise a small percentage of the Forest, they 
receive a disproportionate share of use. Historically, transportat~on 
systems have paralleled streams in riparian areas because of ease of 
construction and proximity to large-sized trees and high timber volumes 
included in timber harvests. Most grazing allotments include riparian 
areas that concentrate livestock use due to lush vegetation, flatter 
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terrain, and proximity to water. Soil compaction and streambank 
alteration frequently occur from this concentrated use. Recreationists 
are attracted to the natural features of riparian areas, and most 
developed sites are located near surface waters. Dispersed recreation 
use is high, with fishing, hunting, camping, picnicking, cross-country 
skiing, and wildlife observation being common activities. Placer mining 
without reclamation controls have occurred in many riparian areas, and 
serious on site and downstream damage resulted. 

The Forest's aquatic habitat is characterized by an abundance of 
headwater streams and lakes that flow into four major rivers. Most 
fishable streams occur in fourth-order and larger drainages, although 
second- and third-order drainages provide spawning and rearing habitat 
for downstream fisheries. About 3,500 miles of fishing streams exist on 
the Forest. Climate, steep stream gradients, low to moderate nutrient 
levels, and limited pool quantity and quality largely limit productivity. 

The Forest has 96 lakes that either support or could support a fishery. 
Physical conditions of some of the lakes require periodic stocking to 
maintain a fish population. The Forest has many small lakes and marshes 
that do not support fish, but which do provide habitat for an abundance 
of diverse vertebrate and invertebrate lifeforms. 

Game fish of major importance on the Forest include cuttthroat trout, 
rainbow tr'out, rainbow-cutthroat hybrids, brook trout, bulltrout, and 
mountain whitefish. In addition, at least six other game fish species 
and seven nongame fish species occur. Populations of these fish 
Forest-wide are below full potential due to habitat modification 
associated with past land-disturbing activities, road construction, 
mining activities, grazing activities, and recreation site development. 
Fish now occupy at least 95 percent of the Forest's suitable habitat. 

Forest-wide, the game fish population is probably relatively stable; 
however, the number of larger-size fish has been reduced due to .excessive 
fishing access. Most roads in riparian areas remain open to vehicle use 
during fishing season. Available literature documents the decline in a 
fishery with parallel road access due to overfishing. Cutthroat trout 
are especially vulnerable to over fishing, and cutthroat represent the 
most widely distributed and abundant game fish species on the Forest. 
Declines up to 75 to 80 percent of the catchable-sized cutthroat 
population have been documented in streams with parallel access and no 
special fishing regulations. 

As with wildlife, the fish species have been grouped and an indicator 
species is designated for the group which is most sensitive to management 
activities or of special concern. 
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Table 111-7: Representative and Indicator Species of 
Fish Groups on the Lolo National Forest 

Species Group 

Cutthroat trout 

Other salmonids 

Nonsalmonids 

Representative Specjes 

westslope cutthroat, 
sculpin 

bull, rainbow, 
brown trout 

whitefish, squawfish, 
suckers 

Indicator Specjes 

invertebrates 
(sediment-sensitive) 

Wetlands on the Forest occur only in the Seeley Lake area and in 
scattered parcels along the Clark Fork River. 

7. Range 

During the 1980 grazing season, 71 grazing permits were issued, 
authoriZing approximately 2,100 cattle and horses to graze for about 
10,300 animal unit months (AUM's) and authorizing 1,800 AUM's of nonuse. 
In addition, an estimated 400 head of pack and saddle animals were 
allowed to graze about 900 AUM's under "free use" for recreational and 
administrative purposes. Permits were also issued to allow an additional 
1,100 head of livestock to graze approximately 5,900 AUM's on waived 
private lands located within National Forest range allotments. Although 
grazing is not a major use on the Forest, it is important to the ranchers 
and outfitters who depend on it. Often the National Forest System land 
is an integral part of a much larger grazing unit involving private, 
State, and industry-owned lands. Ibis grazing is also important because 
ranchers are able to remove livestock from meadows for 3 to 4 months to 
produce a hay crop, thereby helping to sustain ranch operations by 
creating more economical units. 

Currently, there are 128 range allotments on the Forest. Fourteen of 
these are wilderness packstock allotments. Outside wilderness, 65 
allotments (60 percent) are active and 49 allotments (40 percent) are 
inactive. Ibe vegetative conditions on the existing grazing allotments 
is rated good on 69 percent and fair on 31 percent of the suitable Forest 
grazing land. Ibe trend in vegetative condition has been stable on 84 
percent and upward on 16 percent of the suitable grazing acreage. 

During the period from 1975 to 1980, the number of active grazing permits 
on the Lolo Forest has declined by 29 percent. There are several reasons 
for this reduction. Property values have increased, bringing about a 
more rapid turnover of ranches. Several ranches have been subdivided 
into homesites and small parcels. High cattle prices have made it 
difficult for a few permittees to purchase cattle, and grazing capacities 
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of several allotments have been gradually reduced by natural changes and 
other influences that include: 

- Decreased grass/forb production through plant succession. 
- Subdivision of adjacent land makes allotment inoperable. 
- Overuse of sensitive riparian zones by livestock and big 

game. 
- Livestock conflicts with wildlife needs. 
- Noxious weed invasion. 

The decision to reduce permitted livestock numbers has been made by the 
Forest Service through analysis of the range allotments (Appendix B, 
Proposed Forest Plan). These reductions were made in consideration of 
the conflicts between wildlife and livestock for use of the forage, and 
many allotments are located primarily in riparian areas that are highly 
productive, but sensitive and small in size. 

8. Timber 

From 1975 through 1979 the average annual volume of timber sold from the 
Forest was 98.5 million board feet (MMBF). In addition to timber 
programmed for sale, about 20 to 28 MMBF of firewood and other dead and 
down materials are removed from the Forest annually, 

The Forest supplies timber to several large- and small-capacity lumber 
mills in western Montana. Several speciality product mills such as post 
and pole yards and cedar mills are supplied by Forest timber. Firewood, 
pulp, and hog fuel products are also removed for use in local mills and 
business. 

Commercially important tree species on the Forest include ponderosa pine, 
Douglas-fir, lodgepole pine, western larch, Engelmann spruce, grand fir, 
subalpine fir, and western red cedar. Productivity of the Forest's 
commercial forest lands ranges from 20 cubic feet per acre per year in 
warm, dry pine-bunchgrass types to 164 cubic feet per acre per year in 
warm, moist western hemlock types. Currently, about 20 percent of the 
Forest is in the 60- to 90-year age class; most of this on the west half 
of the Forest as a result of vegetative succession following the 1890 
through 1920 fires. 

A significant proportion of the vegetation treatment on the Forest is 
accomplished through the timber program. Experience has demonstrated 
that the timber program is an effective method of managing the Forest to 
meet other resource objectives. This is not readily apparent, however, 
when looking only at the cost of preparing timber sales as compared to 
the bid value of the products sold. 
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Listed below, using Fiscal Years (FY) 1978 and 1983 as examples, are the 
costs of preparing land for treatment on which 120 million board feet of 
timber wet'e prepared for sale in FY 1978 and 100 million board feet in FY 
1983. 

Total Sale Preparation with Road Costs 
(Sale Preparation) 
(Road Survey and Design and Construction allowance) 

Timber Sale Bid 

FY 1978 
M$ 

5,796 
(1,134) 
(4,662) 

6,952 

FY 1983 
M$ 

5,234 
(1,398) 
(3,836) 

2,852 

When comparing these 2 years, it appears that the Forest experienced a 
"profit" of $1,156,000 in FY 1978 and a "loss" of $2,382,000 in FY1g.83 
fr'om the timber program. This simple comparison ignores the benefits of 
meeting total resource objectives. 

One thousand acres of the 9,900 acres treated in FY 1983 occurred in 
Sanders County where the treatments helped control a major mountain pine 
beetle infestation, salvaged the dead and dying material, and improved 
the wildlife habitat. On the remaining acres treated, the timber 
prescriptions were designed to increase water yield within acceptable 
water quality standards, to improve both summer and winter wildlife 
habitat, to reduce the risks of insects and disease, and to provide for 
motorized dispersed recreation. If these same acres were treated to meet 
these other resouce objectives without timber harvest the cost of meeting 
these objectives would exceed the apparent loss attributed to the timber· 
program as shown above. The timber sale program is a cost effective 
method of meeting multiple resource objectives. 

In addition to ignoring benefits of resource protection, a one year 
display of costs and returns can be very misleading. Fiscal year 1978 
was a period of strong timber demand which resulted in relatively high 
timber values and road construction costs. In FY 1983 the country wa~ 
just coming out of a deep recession and timber values were depressed 
leading to a loss when timber returns are compared to sale preparation 
and road costs. Sales prepared in 1978 when timber demand was strong, 
were sold 5-7 years later when market conditions were significantly 
different. In addition, roads built in 1 year provide access for future 
timber management, yet such benefits to future management are not 
displayed in a single year of data. Timber management on the Lolo ForeSt 
is a long-term situation which requires cost and revenue information over 
an extended period to get an accurate representation of the true economic 
implications of management. The discounted flow of net revenue (PNV) 
over many decades is the best way to show the economic impacts of timber 
management. The PNV of each alternative and benchmark is displayed in 
Chapter II where the benchmarks and alternatives are discussed in detail. 

Productive forest lands currently unsuitable for timber production fall 
into three classes, each of which offers different opportunities. The 
three classes reflect physical, existing management, and economic 
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constraints. Lands are physically unsuitable if they cannot be restocked 
within 5 years or if they cannot be harvested with present technology 
without irreversible damage to soil or water resources. This 
classification may change in the future if research finds ways to achieve 
regeneration or if harvest methods are developed that afford protection 
to the soil and water on these currently unsuitable lands. 

Lands are unsuitable due to management constraints such as existing 
legislation, administrative regulations and objectives, or research 
needs. These lands may also be reclassified at some future date as the 
needs of people and management objectives change. Finally, lands that 
are unsuitable due to economic conditions can become suitable if demand 
forces timber prices up or ways are found to accomplish timber management 
at a lower cost. Appendix B displays the criteria and acreage . 
tentatively suitable for timber production. This acreage is then subject 
to change by alternative as it is influenced by the management direction 
and land assignments of a particular alternative. . 

9. Water and Soils 

Nearly half of the 42 inches of average annual precipitation that falls 
on the Forest's watersheds is released as streamflow. About 3.5 million 
acre-feet of water per year flow through almost 10,000 miles of stream .. 
channels to the Clark Fork River. The chemical water quality of str~ams 
on the Forest is generally excellent. The water quality contaminant most 
associated with land management is sediment. Compared to chemical 
parameters, sediment is naturally highly variable, both within a given 
watershed and between watersheds. Two soil types on the Forest are 
particularly susceptible to water-related erosion and sedimentation -
the decomposed granitics and the lakebed sediments of glacial Lake 
Missoula. When disturbed, sediment yielded from these landforms 
increases significantly over natural levels. However, specialized 
techniques in project design, layout, construction, and maintenance, 
along with immediate stabilization efforts, can control 90 to 95 percent 
of potential sediment. These techniques require increased dollar and 
manpower costs. The sediment-carrying capacity of a stream increases 
with the volume of discharge. If flow increases, the stream either 
carries more of the sediment added to the channel, or exploits a weakness 
in the channel bed or banks. In general, an 8 percent increase in yield 
is considered acceptable for most streams on the Forest that have a . 
"fair ll channel stability rating (Vegetation Manipulation Guidelines, 
April 1973. USDA, Forest Service; Lolo National Forest, Revised, 1979). 
Most streams on the Forest rate in the "fair to good" range. Road 
construction, grazing, and placer mining have impacted some of the 
Forest's water resources. 

Man's activities in the forest generally result in increases in water 
yield. Increased water yield can only benefit downstream users if the 
increase is available when needed. However, there is insufficient 
storage in the river system to take advantage of the increase, and 
because it occurs primarily in the late spring-early summer, it has the 
potential to cause sedimentation and downstream channel drainage. 
Research shows that the increased spring flows do not equate to lower 
late season flows (Hoover 1969, Leaf and Brink 1972). In the spring 
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there are excess amounts of water for local livestock, irrigation, and 
municipal use. This is also the period when there is excess water in the 
Pacific Northwest hydroelectric generating syst.em. As wHh recreation, 
excess supplies of output have no value. A comparison of average annual 
water use and average discharge (Table 111-8) substantiates the 
assumption that there is currently a large excess supply of water from 
the Forest. Because of the excess supply, changes in the amount of water 
that result from Forest activities are not of importance in a 
demand-supply context. 

Table 111-8: Annual Water Use 1/ and Average Discharge 2/
Columbia Riyer Basin 3/ 

I 
I 

Irrigation I 
With- I I 
drawal IDepletionl 

2,210 1,040 

Uses Other !V I 
Than Irrigation 1 __ ....JB"'a .. sJ..liu..nLJ.T~o.lo<tlioLal ......... _1 

With- 5/ I 6/ I With-: I 
drawal I Depletion I dr~-lDepletionl 

172 46 2,382 1,086 

Average 
Discharge 

26,610 

11 Source: DMRC; April 1975, Water Use in Montana, pp. 7-11. These 
estimates are based upon 1970 water use data. 

21 Source: USGS; 1977, Water Resources Data for Montana: Water Year 1976. 
3/ Columbia River Basin figures combine estimates for the Kootenai River and 

Clark Fork of the Columbia River in Montana. 
!V Uses other than irrigation include thermal-electric energy production, 

self-supplied industry, municipal and industrial, livestock, and rural 
domestic water use. 

5/ Withdrawals are from both surface and ground water sources. 
QI Nonirrigation depletions are estimated by applying Statewide average 

depletion rates for each nonirrigation use to the level of withdrawal 
for that use in each basin. 

In contrast, for the local situation, many tributaries to the Clark Fork 
are over appropriated for off-Forest uses. As the State of Montana 
adjudicates water right holdings, there will be more demand on all 
sources of water. Certain quantities of water are required to meet 
National Forest needs and uses and will be maintained by State 
adjudication, FederallState compacts, or through water use limitations in 
Federal permits. National Forests have a right to quantities of water 
and these will be contested during adjudication. Wtthin this decade, 
there will be demands on water originating on the Forest which will 
probably not be satisfied from individual watershed. 

10. Minerals 

Current mineral-related activity within the Forest is associated with the 
search for energy (leasable) minerals and hard rock or placer (locatable) 
minerals. An increase in leasable and locatable mineral activity by 
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corporations and individuals is expected as a result of the Nation's 
increasing mineral and energy needs. The national goal of energy and 
mineral self-sufficiency will also spur increased exploration activity 
within the Forest. 

Much of the Forest lies within the Overthrust Belt, a geologic province 
extending from Mexico to Canada. Recent oil and gas discoveries along 
this belt in Utah and Wyoming have focused attention of the petroleum 
industry to this area. As of September 1985, 920,000 acres of the Lolo 
Forest lands were under lease. Applications are pending on an additonal 
290,000 acres. 

Existing oil and gas leases have been processed under the guidelines of 
the Lolo National Forest Environmental Analysis (EA) on oil and gas 
leasing which covers all lands on the Forest except those designated as 
wilderness or recommended for inclusion in the wilderness system through 
the RARE II study. This programmatic EA is incorporated into this E1S by 
reference. Site specific stipulations to protect surface resource values 
are found in Appendix F. 

Additional oil and gas lease applications both within and outside of 
wilderness are anticipated. The information document, "Oil and Gas 
Activity in the Northern Region", goes into detail on the leasing laws, 
Forest Service responsibilities in protecting other resource values, 
exploration and production activities, and the social and economic 
effects of development. 

Locatable mineral activity is governed by the 1872 Mining Law. It allows 
any citizen the right to enter open public land to prospect for, locate, 
and develop the mineral resources therein. This right is not, however, 
without limits. Under the provisions of the Forest Service Surface 
Management Regulations (36 CFR 228), the mining claimant must present a 
plan of operation outlining what exploration or development steps are 
anticipated. A review of the plan is made to determine if the proposed 
action is the next logical step in developing a mine and if special 
stipulations need to be made to protect or mitigate the plan's effect on 
other resources. All approved plans must include prOVisions for 
reclamation. The following itemizes the major operating or developing 
mines on the Lolo National Forest. 

Table 111-9: Major Minerals Operations on the Lolo National Forest 

Property Name 

Nugget Claims 
Lubelle Claim 
Keystone Mine 

Nancy Lee Mine 
Liver Peak 
USA Property 

Ward Lode 

Operator 

Eddy Peak Mining Co. 
Clay Lewis 
Silver Lite Mining 

Corporation 
Nancy Lee Mining Co. 
Noranda, Inc. 
U.S Antimony 

Corporation 
Ward Development Co. 

111-37 

Location 

sec 23, T16N, R23W 
sec 21, T17N, R24W 
sec 27, 34, T18N, 

R26W 
sec 31, T18N, R26W 
sec 29, T22N, R28w 
sec 19-20, 29-30, 

T21N, R31W 
sec 21, T11N, R22W 

I 
I 

I Commodity 

gold-placer 
gold-placer 
gold, 
silver-lode 
silver-lode 
copper-lode 
antimony
looe 
copper, gold 
silver-lode 



The present and past locatable and leasable activity could provide an 
opportunity to improve the Forest's inventory of mineral potential which 
would be useful in analyzing and assigning land uses. However, because 
of the highly competitive nature of the mineral industry, much of the 
site specific data obtained during exploration is closely guarded by the 
companies. As a consequence, this unavailability of mineral information 
causes the Forest's mineral inventory to be very generalized. 

11. Human and Community Deyelopment 

Human and community development activities include programs that assist 
people and communities while enhancing Forest management. Assignment and 
scheduling of outputs in any of the alternatives will not directly?!(eet 
these programs, including their budgets. 

Programs encouraging hiring of women, minorities, and persons with low, 
incomes are supported. 

Youth Conservation Corps (YCC) has been reduced to a very low level. The 
Young Adult Conservation Corps (YACC) was phased out during Fiscal Year 
1981, decreasing the inherently larger proportion of women and minority 
employees in that program. Several Older Americans are employed in the 
District and Supervisor's Offices under a special program. 

Emphasis on service expands opportunites for all persons, including the, 
elderly and handicapped, to use the Forest. The Forest is presently 
accessible to lower income groups and senior citizens who use the land 
for recreation as well as firewood gathering. Some developed campgrounds 
and picnic areas on the Forest provide recreation opportunities for the 
elderly and handicapped. Some developed sites and trails accommodate 
handicapped visitors. 

The Forest co-sponsors annual environmental education workshops offered 
for graduate credit through the University of Montana, for teachers. 
Approximately 50 to 70 western Montana teachers attend the 3-day ses~ori, 
conducted by Forest and other resource management agency personnel. 

12. Lands. 

Over 500,000 acres of private and State lands occur within the Forest 
boundary. During the past two decades, the Forest's land management 
emphasis has responded to a series of social and economic changes 
including accelerated subdivision, demand for services such as power and 
communications facilities, stronger cooperative actions with large 
landowners, expansion of communities in the Forest area, management of 
Forest areas through legislated designation, and development of the 
Forest. 

A portion of the Blue Mountain Recreation Area is within that part of the 
Fort Missoula Military Reservation reserved as an addition to the Lola 
National Forest under Executive Order 10403, November 5, 1952. That 
order provided " .•• that such lands shall remain subject to the unhampered 
use of the Department of the Army for purposes of national defense." The 
order further provides for continued applicability of Army rules and 
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regulation "except as otherwise provided by agreement between the 
Secretary of Army and the Secretary of Agriculture." 

a. Special Uses 

In 1983, the Forest administered 571 special use permits: 90 for 
ditches, dams, and water sources; 285 for roads; 44 for recreational 
occupancy; 126 for utilities and communications; and 26 other types 
of use, including ski areas, lake resorts, etc. 

b. Rights-of-Way Acquisition 

Rights-of-way are acquired by the Forest from public and private 
landowners for roads and trails. Annually the Forest completes about 
25 road and trail rights-of-way. Road rights-of-way are primarily 
acquired in connection with timber sales. 

c. Property Brnlndary Location 

About 6,200 land survey corners define the Forest's property lines, 
and 3,009 miles of Forest property line border private land. The 
location of boundaries has averaged 42 miles annually, although needs 
vary with the level of Forest development. 

d. Cost-Share Agreements 

Agreements are negotiated between the Forest and private lan9, 
managers for sharing the costs of road construction and maint.~!l.ange. 
About 20 percent of the land within the Forest boundary is in:t>r1vate 
ownership, and consequently annual needs vary. -, .. , . 

e. Landownership and Adjustment 

Consolidation of ownership is a major problem on some areas of the 
Forest. There are several large geographical areas of checkerboard 
ownership involving intermingled privately- and Federally-owned' -
lands. Corporate landowners include Plum Creek Timber Company, 
Burlington Northern Corporation, and Champion Timberlands. 

Annually, the Forest processes about 25 exchange proposals to improve 
management of public lands. The recent acquisition of 9,767 Wi.}der
ness acres and 11,013 National Recreation Area acres from the. Montana 
Power Company and Burlington Northern in the Rattlesnake National 
Recreation Area and Wilderness responded to legislation establtshing 
the area. 

13. .RQad.s. 

About 5,440 miles of inventoried system roads, which are considered 
necessary for resource management activities, exist on or adjacent to-.the 
Forest. Of the 5,440 miles, about 420 miles are classed as Forest 
arterials, 3,000 miles as Forest collectors, and about 2,020 miles· as 
local roads. Besides these inventoried road miles, about 1,800 miles. of 
old logging spur-type roadways exist. These roads were built or:i;ginai-ly 
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as "temporary" facilities, but half (about 900 miles) appear to have some 
value for future resource access and utilization needs. 

The arterial road system on the Forest is almost complete, and about 75 
percent of the collector system is in place. Most future construction 
will be local roads since that part of the system is only about 20 
percent complete. In the past, most road construction was accomplished 
by the timber purchaser. Recently, there has been an increase in 
preroading of timber harvest areas using capital investment funds. 

The arterial and primary collector roads are seldom closed to public use 
except during emergencies. Road standards and location are based on 
mobility and travel efficiency, rather than specific resource management 
service. Secondary collector roads may be closed intermittently to 
achieve specific resource goals such as to reduce stress to elk on their 
winter range. Local roads, also commonly called project or resource 
roads, are now normally closed when project work is complete. The 
location and standard are determined by the requirements of a specific 
resource activity rather than travel efficiency. The travel plan 
process, and its attendant public involvement, is used to determine which 
roads should be open or closed to public use. This plan is reviewed 
annually and revised as necessary. 

14. Protection 

Wildfires and insect epidemics have played a major role in the develop
ment and present condition of the Forest. They will continue their 
influential role in the future. 

Historically, fire has been a frequent occurrence on the Forest; all 
major vegetative types evolved with lightning and man-caused fires. 
Cyclic fires played a variety of roles including seedbed preparation, 
nutrient cycling, maintaining seral vegetation, providing favorable 
habitat for some wildlife species, maintaining a mosaic of age 
classes and vegetative types, reducing susceptibility of vegetation 
to some types of insect and disease attacks, and reducing heavy, 
continuous fuel loads. 

The Forest accomplishes about 1,000 to 2,000 acres of prescribed 
burning annually for wildlife habitat maintenance, understory 
burning, and backlog slash burning. An additional 3,000 to 4,000 
acres of prescribed burning is done annually for site preparation and 
slash disposal. 

Data compiled for the period 1960 through 1979 indicated an average 
of 180 lightning and accidental man-caused fires. The percentage of 
man-caused fires increased during the past 5-year period. 

The means to achieve optimum winter range effectiveness lies in the 
use of prescribed burning and timber harvest to renew browse 
productivity and achieve proper cover/forage ratios. 
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The organization of fire management activities on the Lolo is 
strongly influenced by landownership patterns and boundaries between 
major resource assignments within National Forest System lands. The 
probability that any fire might cross one of these boundaries and the 
lack of authority to prescribe fire or allow a fire to burn onto 
other ownerships makes it necessary to designate fire management 
units. These units do not conform precisely to management areas 
identified in the proposed Forest Plan. These units are described in 
detail in the Fire Management Plan Appendix (found in the Proposed 
Forest Plan Appendices). The fire management units are designed to 
provide use of prescribed fire to achieve management objectives and 
allow a range of suppression responses to wildfires to protect values 
at risk, using least cost plus net value change guidelines. 

b. Insect and Disease 

A significant timber loss is occurring in some drainages on the Lolo 
Forest from epidemic infestations of the mountain pine beetle and 
associated mortality of lodgepole pine. Forest-wide, it is the most 
serious insect pest. Scattered infestations can be found in both 
lodgepole and ponderosa pine types on most Districts throughout much 
of the Thompson River drainage. The most serious outbreak remains on 
the Plains/Thompson Falls Ranger District. 

Infested acres on the Plains/Thompson Falls District increased from 
5,500 in 1979 to more than 12,000 in 1980. This does not include an 
additional 26,600 acres of infested lodgepole and ponderosa pine in 
the Thompson River drainage on State and private land (including 
Thompson River State Forest). These acres are comprised largely of 
three major infestations: the upper Fishtrap drainage, Thompson 
River, and McGregor-Thompson (lands north of McGregor Lake). 

Infestation on the upper Fishtrap drainage covers approximately 9,900 
acres (including Federal, State, and private land). Federal land 
management activity to reduce losses has been concentrated in this 
area with removal of 16.9 MMBF of infested or high-hazard green 
lodgepole from Fishtrap and Lazier Creeks. Severe tree-killing in 
the Thompson River drainage occurs north of the Little Thompson River 
where an estimated 20 MMBF of infested or high-risk lodgepole 
exists. Most mortality is occurring on the Murr Creek and North Fork 
Murr Creek drainages. Little stand management is underway due to the 
area's essentially roadless nature. 

Notable increases in beetle infestations are still being observed 
throughout the Thompson River drainage. Where harvesting has been 
concentrated, beetle populations are dropping in responce to a 
depleted food supply. Other high-hazard and unroaded stands are 
experiencing build-ups in beetle-caused mortality. Data from 150 
variable radius plots scattered throughout the area indioated an 
average of 27 trees per acre were killed in 1980. This represents 
nearly a 3:1 increase from 1979. The infestation is expected to 
continue its spread until susceptible host trees are killed or 
removed. 
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Present management plans on the Plains/Thompson Falls District 
include increasing efforts to hazard-rate remaining lodgepole stands 
and accelerate harvesting to remove the most susceptible stands. 
Hazard-rating is completed on approximately 33,000 acres. In areas 
surveyed, 6,300 acres are rated high-hazard; 6,300 acres 
moderate-hazard; and 20,200 acres rated low-hazard. 

Widely scattered ponderosa and lodgepole mortality was observed on 
both the Missoula and Ninemile Ranger Districts. Some 50- to 
100-tree groups of beetle-killed pines and extensive stands of 
un infested , yet susceptible trees, indicate the potential for 
increased mortality is high. Beetle populations on the Seeley Lake 
Ranger District appear to be static, but much high-hazard lodgepole 
pine remains on the District. 

In recent years, moderately severe infestations of western spruce 
budworm have occurred in Douglas-fir stands throughout the Forest. 
During 1980, climatic factors apparently reduced budworm populations 
Forest-wide. Budworm activity may increase in the near future in 
response to drier conditions now prevalent throughout this Region. 
If expectations are realized, increased defoliation along with 
subsequent growth loss and topkill, and damaged cone crops will 
result. 

Dwarf mistletoe infects 17 percent of lodgepole pine stands, causing 
a Forest-wide growth reduction of slightly more than 3 million cubic 
feet per year. Damage is most severe in unmanaged old growth stands 
and in young stands established under an infected overstory. Losses 
can be reduced through silvicultural treatments. 

Root disease centers occupy more than 1 percent of the commercial 
forest land (20,000 acres) on the Forest. Many stands also contain 
extensive single tree and small group mortality caused by root 
disease/bark beetle complexes. Douglas-fir and grand fir are most 
susceptible, but all conifers are affected by one or more root 
pathogens. 

15. Air Quality 

The Clean Air Act established wildernesses as Class I air quality areas. 
Protection of air quality will be a critical factor in the management 
programs for the Forest's wildernesses. Protection of air quality in 
Class I areas will also be a major consideration in fuels management 
programs adjacent to wilderness areas. 

Because of frequent temperature inversions in the Missoula Valley, a 
cooperative effort between local, County, State and Federal agencies has 
led to limitations on burning to protect and improve air quality. Daily 
air quality and weather influencing conditions are addressed and included 
in prescriptions allowing burning in the area in accordance with the 
Montana Airshed Group and Cooperative Smoke Management Plan. 
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CHAPTER IV - ENYlROtf4ENTAL CONSEQUEt«;ES 

This chapter forms the scientific and analytic basis for comparison of the 
alternatives, including the proposed action, described in Chapter II. 
Environmental consequences are the expected effects of activities scheduled on 
the ground. The emphasis of this chapter is to display the effects of resource 
activities on the environment. As an example, the discussion is presented in 
terms of the effects of timber management or other resource activities on 
environrrental properties such as soil and water. Economic and social effects 
are discussed where applicable. 

The consequences are described as quantitative or qualitative changes from the 
current situation in terms of significance, magnitude, and duration. The 
discussion identifies consequences that are direct, indirect, cumulative, or 
unavoidable. The relationship of short-term use of resources to long-term 
productivity is also discussed along with irreversible and irretrievable 
commitment of resources. 

Mitigation was an important consideration in the formulation of standards, 
prescriptions, and minimum management requirements associated with each of the 
alternatives. These items are discussed in other parts of this document or in 
special sections of the appendices and will not be repeated here. 

This chapter is presented in a way which attempts to avoid redundant 
statements. For instance, the specific activities generated to enhance fish 
habitat are limited to a few acres and the discussion is short. However, the 
efforts to maintain or improve fish habitat are inherent in several other 
activities (timber, roads, grazing, etc.) and the effects on fish habitat are 
included in these activity discussions. 

The following changes and additions have been made to this chapter between the 
Revised Draft EIS and Final EIS. 

The grizzly bear discussion has been expanded to include effects of forest 
management on the grizzly bear to address concerns expressed through individual 
and agency comments. 

The section on the effects of timber management has expanded discussions on 
silvicultural systems, logging methods, slash control, site preparation, 
reforestation, and timber stand improvement. 

The minerals section has been rewritten to describe environmental effects of 
mineral development. A clearer differentiation has been made between mineral 
development and oil and gas leasing. 

The cultural resource section has been expanded to include discussion of the 
effects of forest management. The discussion addresses the future direction of 
management of the cultural resources program. 

A discussion of energy corridors and the effects of energy transmission on 
forest management has been added. The impacts of energy transmission on the 
Forest have been included. 
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A change in road mileage has been made on Table IV-15. The discussion under 
roads has been expanded to describe projected road management actions. Table 
1V-22 has been removed, the information has been moved to Table 1I-2~. The 
discussion on water quality has been changed to consider downstream effects. 

A. Wilderness 

The amount of wilderness proposed in each alternative is dependent on the 
goals and objectives for that alternative. The activities in wilderness, 
primarily trail construction and maintenance, are discussed in Section D of 
this chapter. Acres of wilderness for each alternative are shown in Table 
1V-1. 

The Lolo Forest contains portions of the Selway-Bitterroot and Scapegoat 
Wildernesses and all of the Rattlesnake and Welcome Creek Wildernesses. 
Acres of wilderness at the present time on the Forest are approximately 
139,708. Below is a table which displays the combined acres of proposed and 
established wilderness on the Forest. 

Table 1V-l: Area Assigned to Wilderness (Established and Proposed) 
(thousand acres) 

Alternative 
a b c d e 

352 352 352 363 140 

f 

539 

g 

916 

BencbIOOrk 
RPA MAX MIN 
RUN PNV .1Yl... 

342 130 345 

Alternatiye e and Max PVN Benchmark limit wilderness to the existing level 
of designated wilderness (139,708 acres). Alternatiye g recommends the 
inventoried roadless land on the Forest for wilderness. Alternatiyes a, Q, 
~, a, and RPA and Min Level Benchmarks are all quite similar in terms of 
total recommended wilderness acres, with minor changes in terms of 
contiguous wilderness acres on adjoining Forests. Alternative f contains 
wilderness recommendations for those roadless acres with particular public 
interest. An addition of approximately 400,000 acres is proposed for 
wilderness in this alternative. 

Wilderness classification can reduce PNV and contribution to the local 
economy of the Forest because the possibility of timber harvest or other 
receipts is precluded. On the other hand, those businesses and individuals 
dependent on recreation may benefit from the classification of wilderness 
since this increases certain recreation opportunities. The qebate of "how 
much wilderness" tends to polarize the community into groups of wilderness 
supporters and commodity users. 

The demand for wilderness recreation is shown in Table 11-44 as expected 
Type I recreation use. The supply of wilderness recreation is shown in the 
same table as Type I recreation potential. A comparison of the supply and 
demand situation indicates that there will be an excess supply of wilderness 
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recreation in all alternatives during the planning period of the first 
decade as well as throughout the projected planning horizon. 

Short-term Use vs. Maintenance and Enhancement of Lons-term Productivity -
The establishment of wilderness has some effect on long-term productivity. 
Opportunities to increase productivity through management of timber and 
wildlife seral habitat resources are foregone on the wilderness acres. The 
maintenance of primitive recreation opportunities is maximized and maximum 
protection is given to old-growth timber and its associated wildlife 
habitat. Threatened or endangered plant and animal species are protected 
but little can be done to improve their habitat. Natural-appearing 
landscapes are preserved although buildup of natural fuels increase the risk 
of wildfire. 

Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resource~ - Unless Congress 
revokes wilderness classification, timber products and mineral development 
can be irretrievably lost. 

Adverse Effects Which Cannot be Avoid~ - Control of insects, diseases, and 
noxious weeds is generally restricted or extremely costly because of the 
techniques required. Methods to suppress Wildfires are restricted to those 
which cause little or no ground disturbance; this may increase costs. 

Conflict~ with the Objectives of Other Land Manasement Plans, Policies, and 
Controls - Only 2 miles of the proposed wilderness areas are near land in 
other public ownership so no conflicts with other land management plans are 
anticipated. 

EneriY ReQuirement~ - Energy requirements for using and managing the 
recreation resource in wilderness is shown in Table IV-6. 

B. Roadless 

The amount of roadless area in each alternative is dependent on the goals 
and objectives for that alternative. The activities in roadless, primarily 
trail construction and maintenance, are diSCUSSed in Section D of this 
chapter. Roadless descriptions for each alternative are shown in Table 
IV-2. 

a b 

165 379 

Table IV-2: Area Assiined to ROadless Manaiement 
(thousand acres) 

Benchmark 
Alternative ~A M~ 

c d e f RUN P~ 

145 181 300 77 21 228 95 

MIN 
Ln 

375 

Alternative b which stresses maintaining a natural environment has the 
highest level of designated roadless areas. Alternative e assigns many 
areas for roadless management that other alternatives recommended for 
wilderness. The Min Level Benchmark has a large acreage of roadless by 
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default since minimal active management is proposed in this benchmark. 
Alternatiyes a, Q, d, and the RPA Benchmark have similar levels of roadless 
management, partly as a result of similar levels of wilderness. The Max PNV 
Benchmark chose a low roadless acreage because there is no monetary value 
associated with roadless areas once the demand level has been satisfied. 
Alternative f and & have low levels of roadless acreage because so much.of 
their roadless areas were proposed for wilderness. 

Roadless assignment can reduce PNV and the Forest's contribution to the 
local economy because regulated timber harvest is precluded. Mineral 
development is reduced because of the increased difficulty of prospecting 
and exploration. Avoidance is recommended for any utility corridor planning 
passing through road less areas. On the other hand, those businesses 
dependent on back-country recreation will benefit since this increases the 
recreation opportunities. 

Short-term Use vs. Maintenance and EnhanCement of Long-term Productivity -
The assignment of acreage to a roadless situation has some effect on 
long-term productivity. The natural productivity of resources is maintained 
but the opportunity to make the area more productive through intensive 
management is foregone. Roadlessness maintains the opportunity for 
semi-primitive recreation and is important in the maintenance of old-growth 
timber and its associated wildlife species. Providing adequate acreages of 
roadless will not by itself meet old growth vegetative conditions. In 
addition, old growth must be distributed adequately in order to allow for 
species mobility and the maintenance of gene pools. This is illustrated in 
Table II-19 on page II-57. Natural-appearing landscapes are preserved 
although the opportunity for more intense wildfires is increased by the 
buildup of fuels. 

Irreversible and Irretrieyable Commitment of Resources - Assignment of lands 
to roadless management is not irreversible, but change would need to be 
subjected to an intensive analysis, including public involvement. Such 
analyses may occur each time the Forest Plan is subject to revision (at 
least every 15 years). Roadless assignment results in an irretrievable loss 
of renewable resources (especially timber) that are produced but not 
harvested. The area remains available for wilderness consideration under 
the Roadless emphasis. 

Adverse Effects Which Cannot be Avoided - Roadless assignment means that 
timber harvest will not occur for timber management purposes. It also 
limits the opportunity for mineral prospecting and exploration because of 
the difficult access. Many types of wildlife and fish habitat improvements 
may be impractical or expensive to accomplish. Control of insects, disease, 
wildfire, and noxious weeds will require special and sometimes inefficient 
techniques. 

Conflicts with the Objectives of Other Land Management Plans, Policies, and 
Controls - Major conflicts associated with roadless assignment involve 
timber management, mineral exploration and development, and utility 
corridors. Since the assignment primarily results from the desires of the 
publics, there are few, if any, conflicts with local or regional planning 
efforts outside the Forest. 
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Energy ReQuirements - Some energy may be used to rr~intain recreation 
facilities (primarily trails) but this use is associated with recreation. 
Energy expended by the public in dispersed recreation is shown in Table 
IV-6. 

C. Developed Recreation 

There are 62 public and private developed recreation sites located on the 
Forest. These sites occupy 727 acres and have little or no effect on 
management of other resources. Of the 1,200,000 recreation visitor days on 
the Forest, 237,000 of those occur in developed recreation sites. The 
Forest has a capacity for 6,541 visitors at anyone time in developed 
sites. Environrr~ntal consequences of retaining these sites may be severe on 
the specific location. Due to the use of pavement and gravels, vegetation 
is destroyed or significantly changed and water infiltration is slowed while 
overland flow is increased. However, the pavement and gravel are nec~ssary 
to prevent even n~re severe vegetation, soil and water effects due to 
excessive trampling. Few sites are overused on the Forest, many are 
underused (those not having use of at least 20 percent of capacity). No 
site has exceeded its theoretical capacity on an annual basis. 

Based on input gained during public scoping and review, the high expense of 
recreation facility maintenance, and the Forest capacity for developed 
recreation visitor days per year exceeds anticipated use for at least 5 
decades, emphasis was placed on the dispersed recreation spectrum in this 
planning effort. Table IV-3 displays the anticipated use at Forest Service 
developed recreation sites; the capacity of these sites 405,000, which 
exceeds demand for 50 years. 

Table IV-3: Anticipated Use at Developed Sites 
(thousand recreation visitor days) 

Decade 
1980 1990 2000 2010 2020 

Anticipated Use 295 353 393 375 386 

2030 

Developed recreation sites are high cost per acre facilities due to construc
tion, maintenance, cleanup, monitoring, and policing. Some income is. 
generated; however, this income has little effect on the PNV of the Forest 
and even fails to offset the cost of Forest-owned developed recreation 
activities. 

Short-term Use VS. Maintenance and Enhancement of Lons-term Productivity -
The construction and management of these developed sites will have an . 
adverse effect on the long-term productivity. The vegetation on some of the 
sites will be replaced by graveled or paved roads and camp spots. The 
vegetation on much of the remainder will be suppressed by the concentrated 
trampling of the users. These effects would remain evident for a long 
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period of time even though the sites were abandoned. Efforts to restore the 
sites to previous productivity would be costly and of questionable success. 

Irreversible and Irretrieyable Commitment of Resource~ - Once established, 
these sites are likely to be maintained and become an irreversible, 
long-time commitment of a resource. Wood fiber and forage which would have 
been produced on the sites is irretrievably lost. 

Adverse Effects Wbich Cannot be Ayoided - Some of the vegetation on these 
sites will be lost or suppressed. Dust and noise from the concentration of 
campers will exist. The opportunity for vandalism will be present due to 
the numerous and costly facilities concentrated in one place. Big-game 
habitat in the area will be destroyed or vacated. 

Conflicts with the Objectives of Other Land Management Plans, Policies, and 
Controls - Generally, construction and management of these sites does not 
compete with privately owned campsites. 

Energy Requirements - Energy will be used in the cleanup and maintenance of 
these sites. Most campgrounds will require garbage removal on a regular 
basis and yearly maintenance of the facilities will be energy intensive. 
Energy used by recreationists to reach and use developed recreation sites 
will be 84 billion BTU's annually during the first 10 years and is projected 
to increase proportionally with recreation visitor days during the following 
decades. 

D. Dispersed Recreation 

Dispersed recreation occurs on land and water which is not developed for 
intensive or concentrated recreation. Specific Forest Service activities 
include maintenance and/or construction of facilities such as trails, 
trailheads, tOilets, hitch racks, stock ramps, parking areas, and 
information signs to enhance the recreation experience of the Forest visitor 
and to protect other resources. The effects of these activities on SOils, 
water, and vegetation are similar to the effects for developed recreation 
sites, but to a lesser degree, and costs per acre for maintaining these 
sites is not as high. The acreage available for each category of recreation 
is shown in Table IV-4. 

Dispersed recreation on the Lolo includes the opportunity to use 1,823 miles 
of system trails, 182 miles of which serve wilderness areas. Other 
activities include hunting (approximately 211,000 hunter days a year use), 
berry picking, firewood gathering, backpacking, camping, mountain climbing, 
hiking, fishing, boating, and other water sports. The opportunities range 
from areas with easy access which require little in the way of self 
sufficiency to areas which are remote and require a high level of survival 
experience. 

The quality of dispersed recreation varies by alternative due to the impacts 
of activities on the land. The alternatives with greater amounts of 
development lose some opportunity for primitive or backcountry experience, 
as more of the land is roaded and more timber harvest occurs. The 
alternatives with fewer planned developments (roads, etc.) provide more in 
the way of backcountry recreation experiences. The following table displays 
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the acres of the Lolo assigned to roadless management, wilderness 
management, and roaded management. 

Table IV-4: Area Assigned to Roadless, Wilderness, 
and Roaded Management (thousand acres) 

Be~hrrark 
Alternative RPA MAX MIN 

a b c d e f g RUN PNV -~ 

Roadless 192 380 162 199 310 95 21 228 95 375 
Wilderness 325 351 335 345 130 521 906 342 130 345 
Roaded Mgt. 1557 1325 1564 1517 1747 1466 1139 1491 1621 1341 

Differences between alternatives in roadless and wilderness acres was 
discussed earlier. Areas not designated for roadless or wilderness 
management are potentially available for roaded forms of management. 
Alternatives ~, ~, and Max PNV Benchmark have relatively low quantities of 
roadless and wilderness and a corresponding high level of roaded 
management. At the other extreme are Alternatives h, f, and & which 
emphasize wilderness and/or noncammodity resources, and as a result their 
roaded management areas are relatively small. At the middle of the range 
are Alternatives £, d, and the RPA Benchmark with approximately the same 
amount of land in roaded management. The maintenance of the existing trail 
system will be influenced by the road development and timber harvests 
projected in each alternative. Portions of trails that are bisected with 
roads may lose their effectiveness and be replaced with the access then 
provided by the roadbed. The specific need to retain, relocate, or abandon 
trail segments cut by roads or affected by timber cutting units will be 
addressed in project analyses. 

Roadless areas provide opportunities for people to have semiprimitive 
recreation experiences, including the use of motorized equipment such as 
snowmobiles, motorcycles, or chainsaws. Wilderness management precludes the 
use of such mechanized equipment and provides solitude in the recreation 
experience. Roaded areas provide the broadest spectrum of recreational use 
and, if roads are closed, can approximate roadless conditions with the 
exception of the physical existence of roads. The projected use for all 
dispersed recreation is shown in Table IV-5. 

Table IY-5: Projected Use for Dispersed Recreation 
(thousand recreation visitor days) 

All Alternatives 

1982 - 1985 
Plan Period 1986 - 1990 

1991 - 2000 
2001 - 2010 

Projections 2011 - 2020 
2021 - 2030 
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1,204 

1,283 
1,392 
1,478 
1,536 



As projected use approaches capacity, recreation can either be limited to 
acceptable levels by a permit system or the quality of the recreation 
experience will be degraded. Excessive use in either the semiprimitive or 
wilderness setting can cause erosion, soil compaction, and loss of 
vegetation along main trails and at the more desirable campsites. These are 
minor effects from the total Forest standpoint but are important esthetic 
effects to those people using the trails. 

Direct revenue from dispersed recreation is insignificant, but because 
values have been assigned to recreation visitor days, dispersed recreation 
has a high value and a positive affect on the present net value of the 
Forest. 

The effect of emphasis on recreation on the lifestyles in the area is 
identical to those discussed under Wilderness and Roadless. 

Short-term Use vs. Maintenance and Enhancement of Loni-term Productivity -
The short-term use (construction and maintenance) of trailhead facilities, 
tOilets, hitch racks, stock ramps, and loading areas will have similar 
long-term effects on productivity as developed recreation sites. Although 
trails can be abandoned and may eventually return to near original 
condition, this is not likely to happen as long as the demand for dispersed 
recreation remains high. 

Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resource~ - Once facilities and 
trails are constructed, they are likely to be maintained into the 
foreseeable future. The vegetation displaced by these facilities constitute 
an irretrievable loss of resources. 

Adyerse Effects Which Cannot be Avoided - The loss of vegetation displaced 
by the construction and maintenance of the facilities and trails cannot be 
avoided. 

Conflicts with the Objectives of Other Land Management Plans, Policies, and 
Controls - No conflicts with other land management plans are likely to occur 
as a result of dispersed recreation activities. There may be visual impacts 
from roads and timber sales but they will not exceed the Visual Quality 
Objectives for the areas. 

Energy ReQuirements - Energy is required for the maintenance of dispersed 
recreation facilities but at less volume than for maintenance of developed 
recreation facilities. The major use of energy associated with dispersed 
recreation is that used by the public in travel to and use of the Forest 
(Table IV-6). 

IV-B 



a 

470 

Table IV-6: Enersy Used Annually in Dispersed Recreation 
Durins the First Decade (Billion B.T,U,'s) 

Benchmark 
Alternative RPA MAX MIN 

b c d e f RUN PNV LEY 

470 470 470 470 470 470 470 470 130 

Projected energy use in succeeding decades is proportional to the recreation 
visitor days projected for those decades (Table IV-5). 

E. Wildlife Habitat 

There are scheduled activities specific to the improvement of wildlife 
habitat on the Forest. Additional wildlife habitat improvement is 
associated with management of other resources, primarily timber harvest and 
road building. The area scheduled for burning to improve wildlife habitat 
is shown in Table IV-7. 

Table IV-7: Wildlife Habitat Improvement 
(thousand acre-equivalents per year) 

~oo~~ 
Alternative RPA MAX 

a b c 

1982-1990 7.5 6.0 8.0 
Plan Period 1991-2000 8.0 6.0 0 

2001-2010 8.0 6.0 0 
Projections 2011-2020 8.0 6.0 0 

2021-2030 8.0 6.0 0 

d e f S RUN PW 

8.0 8.0 8.0 7.7 8.5 0 
8.0 8.0 8.0 7.7 6.5 0 

8.0 8.0 8.0 7.7 6.3 0 
8.0 8.0 8.0 7.7 6.3 0 
8.0 8.0 8.0 7.7 6.3 0 

MIN 
LVL 

0 
0 

o 
o 
o 

There is little variation between alternatives in the amount of habitat 
improvement scheduled. The reason for this is that publics supporting 
different alternative philosophies generally all favored high big-game 
populations (which translates into habitat improvement). Two exceptions are 
Max PNV (elk habitat management is not the most cost effective activity) and 
Min Level (which precludes wildlife habitat management). 

One objective of wildlife habitat improvement is to maintain the 
productivity of winter range forage areas. This is accomplished primariliy 
by spring burning. Most burns will be "cool" and vegetation will resprout 
rapidly. The soil surface will be exposed for a short time and with a 
slight risk of accelerated erosion, but the chance for a high-intensity 
rainstorm in the early spring is small. Air quality degradation is similar 
to that from slash burning following timber harvest. 
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Another major objective is to improve summer habitat effectiveness (freedom 
from disturbance), which is provided primarily by restricting vehicle access 
where roads exist. A high percentage of roads will be closed to vehicle use 
to provide big-game security. Decisions on which roads will be closed will 
be based (in part--see Section 0.2 Road Management for other factors) on 
productivity of the land to produce elk, the amount of cover available for 
protective screening, and the need to meet other Forest outputs such as 
dispersed recreation or firewood. Elk productivity has been classified into 
high, moderate, and low summer range productivity. Areas of the Forest were 
rated based on the abundance of surface water, elevation, steepness, and 
other topographic factors. Roads will be managed in the following manner to 
improve habitat effectiveness: 

High elk productivity 

Moderate productivity 

Low productivity 

All new roads 
closed. 

All new roads 
closed. 

All new roads 
open. * 

Existing roads will have 
no more than 1.1 miles 
of open road per square 
mile. 

Existing closures will 
remain in effect. 

All roads open unless 
closed for other reason 
or winter range affected. 

* Areas of low summer range productivity often provide excellent winter 
range. It is assumed that winter range will be closed to vehicle use 
during the winter only. 

Thus, existing access will remain somewhat the same. Arterial road systems 
(which are essentially in existence) will remain open. Major drainages that 
have been previously unroaded will be closed to vehicle access unless the 
elk summer range values have been demonstrated to be low. Short-term 
closure exceptions may be made for ren~val of firewood at intermittent 
periods. 

Management recommendations developed from findings of the Montana 
Cooperative Elk-Logging Study will be incorporated into project activities 
occurring within elk habitat to facilitate maintaining elk populations. 

A wide variety of nongame wildlife occurs on the Forest and they are 
dependent upon a wide variety of habitats. Some activities that directly 
benefit nongame habitat are planned and include retention of specified 
amounts of slash scattered on the ground, the retention of snags where 
safety permits, and the assignment of old-age timber stands to old-growth 
dependent wildlife species. 

The Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks is responsible for 
management of State-owned wildlife. They have no direct habitat management 
responsibilities on National Forest System lands, but because wildlife 
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populations are directly related to the quality and extent of their habitat, 
Lolo Forest managers coordinate their activities with the Department. This 
coordination has in itself no direct effect on the environment, but results 
in recommendations concerning several activities, especially timber harvest 
and road management. 

The specific activities associated with wildlife habitat improvement 
contribute to the economic base and lifestyle of the area by maintaining 
opportunities for business-related activities (outfitter-guides) and 
opportunities for viewing and hunting wildlife. 

Short-term Use vs. Maintenance and Enhancement of Long-term Productivity -
The vegetative communities of areas that are burned or planted will be 
changed. If trees have invaded these sites, some or all may be killed. 
This is especially true of tree seedlings which may occupy the area. The 
productivity of the sites will not be degraded. 

Irreversible and Irretrieyable Commitment of Resourc~ - The assignment of 
land to wildlife habitat maintenance 01' improvement does not constitute an 
irreversible commitment. Any vegetation removed or suppressed by any of the 
habitat improvement activities constitute an irretrievable loss of that 
resource. 

Adverse Effects Which Cannot be Ayoided - The soil surface will be exposed 
by burning for a few days or weeks and there is a slight risk of accelerated 
erosion. Air quality degradation is similar to that from slash burning but 
smoke generation will be less. 

Conflicts with the Objectives of Other Land Management Plans, Poljcies, and 
Controls - There are no known conflicts of wildlife habitat management with 
other land management plans, policies, and controls. 

Enersy Requirements - Energy will be used to burn and plant. Because of the 
acreage involved this energy use will amount to a small percentage of the 
total energy used on the Forest. 

Threatened and Endangered Specjes 

The Forest contains habitat for four threatened and endangered species, 
including the peregrine falcon, bald eagle, gray wolf, and grizzly bear. 
For the peregrine falcon, eagle, and wolf, habitat enhancement is not a 
significant factor in bringing about population recovery. The reason is 
that nonhabitat-related factors have led to their decline which must be 
resolved before recovery can be accomplished. For the falcon the factors 
include use of pesticides (specifically DDT), indiscriminate shooting, and 
excessive take by illegal falconers. Factors for the eagle include the use 
of pesticides (DDT), lead shot ingested through the consumption of 
waterfowl, and indiscriminate shooting. For the wolf, factors are the use 
of pesticides (specifically 1080 and sodium cyanide used for coyote control) 
and indiscriminate shooting. Recovery opportunities for these species on 
the Lolo involve protection instead of habitat enhancement, such as 
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scheduling of activities to avoid critical nesting periods, road management 
to minimize mortality risks, and protection of nesting sites. 

For the grizzly bear the situation is different. Two strategies are 
essential in achieving grizzly bear recovery_ In order of importance they 
are the minimization of human-caused mortality, and habitat maintenance and 
enhancement. 

The grizzly bear management philosophy differs for each of the Management 
Situations found on the Forest (Management Situations are identified in the 
Interagency Grizzly Bear Guidelines, Federal Register, Vol. 50, No. 102, 
Tuesday, May 28, 1985, p. 21696), and incorporated in the Grizzly Bear 
Recovery Plan. In Management Situation 2, where the bear is an occasional 
visitor and the area is not needed for recovery, the goal is to minimize 
man-caused mortality. Habitat quality in such situations is not a factor in 
recovery. In Management Situation 1, however, habitat maintenance and 
enhancement, as well as the minimization of man-caused mortality, are 
driving management goals. Valuable grizzly habitat occurs in relatively 
stable communities such as wet meadows and avalanche chutes. Maintenance of 
such communities means protection from disturbance by stock grazing or 
roading. 

Valuable grizzly habitat also occurs in transitional communities such as low 
elevation brushfields created by past wildfire. In such situations, failure 
to manage these habitats will result in their eventual loss. Maintenance of 
such habitat often requires the use of prescribed fire. 

In some cases timber harvest can be used to enhance the availability of bear 
foods. For instance a research project done by D.A. Tirmenstein in 1982 
indicated that approximately 25% of all available grizzly bear foods occured 
in logged over areas. Opportunities for this are found in mid-elevation 
timber stands where natural bear foods have been replaced through plant 
succession. Generally, the criteria that determine whether or not a 
logged-over area may be beneficial include the ability of a site to produce 
berry-producing shrubs, a lack of natural bear foods in the area, and the 
ability to perform the logging without increasing the risks of man-caused 
rr~rtality. Man-caused mortality associated with habitat management 
activities can often be avoided by scheduling activities for the period the 
bear is not apt to be present and by imposing road closures at all other 
times. Decisions to enhance habitats within Management Situation 1 areas 
will consider these options. None of the alternatives adversely affect any 
of the threatened or endangered species. The variation by alternative with 
reference to grizzly bears is displayed in Table 11-22. 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Endangered Species Field Office, 
rendered the following opinion dated April 25, 1985. "Based upon your 
response to our 1982 biological opinion, the current Lolo DEIS/Plan, and the 
Forest Service's commitment to recovery of threatened and endangered 
species; ••• reinitiation of formal consultation on the Lolo DEIS/Plan is 
not necessary_ 

"Formal consultation was completed on May 10, 1982, when the Fish and 
Wildlife Service issued a biological opinion that concluded that the Lolo 
Plan is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the threatened 
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grizzly bear. The Revised Plan incorporates revisions to reflect 
recommendations in the biological opinion." 

Short-term Use vs. Maintenance and Enhancement of LonQ-term Productivity -
Regulating human access in and through occupied grizzly bear habitat is 
paramount in grizzly bear management. Important habitat management tools 
include prescribed burning to enhance food-producing areas and timber 
harvest to improve cover/feeding area distribution. 

At the present time, the Forest has available habitat to support expansion 
in population of peregrine falcon, bald eagle, and the gray wolf. However, 
opportunities to improve habitat for gray wolf involve tradeoffs in 
recreation opportunities, due to access restrictions needed to mitigate 
social pressures on the wolf. 

Conflicts with Other Land Management Plans, Policies, and Goals - The 
proposed plan is consistent with approval recovery plans (grizzly bear) and 
responsive to guidelines and plans generally accepted to represent 
state-of-the-art management (peregrine falcon, bald eagle, wolf). 

F. Aquatic Environment/Fisberies Habitat ImproVementlWater Uses 

Habitat improvement emphasis is oriented toward restoration of deteriorated 
habitat resulting from past land use and errant practices. The upper limit 
of habitat improvement is the feasible restoration of all damaged habitats. 
This level is expressed in Alternatives d, ~, i, and & (see Table 11-23). 
The objective is restoring fisheries production to pre-disturbance levels in 
these habitats. Projects include such activities as improvements to restore 
livestock damaged streambanks, modification of intake culverts to restore . 
fish passage, and creating pools where road construction, logging, or other 
actions have destroyed pools. In addition a limited amount of enhancement 
projects may be justified where there is high recreation demand for improved 
fishing opportunities. 

The Forest chose not to use the R-1/R-4 sediment model and the fish response 
model because not enough site-specific baseline data has been collected. 
The fisheries habitat and water quality coefficients used are detailed in 
the planning records which are available upon request. Although Forest-wide 
averages do not reflect specific on-site conditions, monitoring will 
emphasize: 1) the collection of local sediment and stream flow data, and 
2) streams with important fish habitat and/or potential problems. 

Validation of the R-1/R-4 Sediment Yield model has been given high 
priority. The model is derived from Idaho data and needs to be calibrated 
to Forest conditions. Before using the model for project evaluation, 
numerical factors will be developed that are specific to the Lolo. Many 
drainages were developed before 1975 and before there was a formalized 
monitoring program. The Forest has initiated monitoring on several 
undeveloped drainages for the purpose of providing natural background 
(baseline) information. Once development commences, the same monitoring 
procedures are continued to determine what changes occur in water quality, 
the aquatic environment, or fisheries habitat. The monitoring results can 
be extrapolated to streams with similar hydrologic and biologic 
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characteristics. Developed streams can then be evaluated for changes that 
may have occurred prior to development and monitoring. 

Data currently available suggests that we have healthy fish populations in 
developed drainages. A few drainages such as Schwartz Creek and Lolo Creek 
have measured increases in sediment. When projects occur in drainages where 
sediment problems exist, constraints have been designed to prevent any net 
increase in sediment. These project areas also receive priority in project 
monitoring. Project rronitoring design is structured to provide additional 
feedback for increasing predictive capability on a localized level. 

The quality of water generated by Alternatives a, b, d, and f should have no 
significant effect on the use of water for irrigation, stock water, domestic 
water supplies, wildlife, fisheries, or recreation purposes. Neither the 
number of consumptive uses nor the amount of nonconsumptive uses should 
change under Alternatives a, b, and f. The number of consumptive water uses 
may be increased under Alternative d because of increased graZing, implying 
more stock water developments. Under Alternatiyes Q and ~, no change is 
expected in the number of consumptive uses nor the amount of nonconsumptive 
uses. The quality of water generated by these alternatives could have 
somewhat negative effects on irrigation ditches and diversion structures. 
Secondary negative effects include a decrease in fish populations and the 
appearance of turbid water that some Forest users would find offensive under 
Alternative Q. Alternative g would have the least effect on water quality 
and uses on a Forest-wide basis, but quality would suffer in those drainages 
intensively managed for timber production. 

Just as one resource activity affects another resource activity, so do 
on-Forest activities have effects off-Forest. However, it is difficult to 
determine the off-Forest effects because private and other agency activities 
also contribute to these effects. The Division of Forestry, Department of 
State Lands; the Water Quality Bureau, Department of Health and 
Environmental Sciences, and the Department of Fish, Wildlife, and Parks are 
the State agencies responsible for data collection and evaluation of waters 
downstream from the Lolo National Forest. Off-Forest analysis is dependent 
on a strong data base related to private land activities and off-Forest 
stream conditions. Where downstream data is available, the impact of 
management activities on the off-Forest aquatic environment will be 
evaluated at the project level, as required by Forest-wide Standard No. 28. 
The Forest will continue to encourage data collection off-Forest and work 
with the other agencies and adjacent landowners to maintain water quality. 

Short-term Use ys. Maintenance and Enhancement of Lon~-term Productivity -
Most fish habitat improvement will require some localiZed instream work with 
manual labor and/or equipment. This disturbance is limited to the project 
site and adverse effects on water quality are usually restricted to a short 
distance downstream and usually lasts for just a few hours following the 
disturbance. Except for the resulting project structure, the work is 
usually inperceptible following one high water period. When fish passage 
and migration are improved, the long-term productivity for the fish is 
improved over present levels. 
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Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources - The irretrievable 
and irreversible commitment of resources are insignificant due to the 
limited scope of projects. 

Adverse Effects Which Cannot be Avoided - Stream bottoms will be disturbed 
if fish barriers are removed and if fish hatching channels are constructed. 
This may have minor short-term effects on the fish and insects which occupy 
these areas. Stream sediment will be moved and/or added to the water when 
disturbance of the banks or bottom is necessary. 

Conflicts with the Objectives of Other Land Management Plans, Policies, and 
Controls - Projects are designed to enhance or restore fisheries 
productivity, and this is consistent with Montana Depar'tment of Fish, 
Wildlife, and Parks' policies. Each project proposal is reviewed for this 
consistency with that Department. Other agencies are notified of major 
projects through the Corps of Engineers 404 permit process that provides an 
opportunity for agencies to identify conflicts with their plans and 
policies. 

Energy Reguirements - Energy will be required to complete the projects and 
to monitor watershed conditions on the Forest, but this will be a small 
portion of the total Forest use. 

G. Minerals 

Mineral potential on the west end of the Forest is generally high for 
locatable minerals. Going to the east, the potential becomes less with the 
Seeley Lake Ranger District having a low probability for the occurrence of 
hard rock mineralization. In western Mineral and Sanders Counties, several 
major mining companies are actively exploring for a southern extension of 
the stratabound silver-copper deposits currently under development in the 
Cabinet Mountains to the north. Exploration has consisted of detailed 
geologic mapping, stream sediment sampling, and the drilling of several core 
holes. All of this activity has disturbed less than 10 acres for drilling 
and resulted in about 2 miles of new road. East of Thompson Falls is a 
copper/molybdenum deposit. This buried porphyry was nearing development 
when the world prices for these commodities dropped significantly in 1982. 
If the metal prices rise sufficiently, this deposit may be put into 
production. Small, discontinuous veins of barite have been mined to supply 
a regional demand to the oil and gas industry. Surface disturbance for 
roads and pit areas average 2 to 3 acres for each site. There are five 
developed pits. 

Most of the locatable (hard rock) mineral activity on the Lolo involves the 
exploration and production of placer gold. These are usually one- and 
two-man operations involving a back hoe or front-end loader mining alluvial 
gravel. This gravel is then run through a trommel or wash plant where water 
and gravity are used to separate the more dense gold from the lighter 
country rock. There are about 60 of these mines active on the Forest during 
any field season (May through October). The amount of ground mined by the 
average operation is less than 2 acres. Virtually all of the streams with 
active prospecting or development have seen prior mining dating back to the 
late 1800's. All ongoing operations are monitored for compliance with the 
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various environmental standards; several have been shut down for not meeting 
the Federal and State water quality discharge requirements. 

Based on existing information, the potential for oil and gas production on 
the Lolo appears to be low. The best potential apparently lies along the 
northern and eastern margins of the Forest. Only four permits have be~n 
issued for geophysical exploration in the last 5 years; none have been 
issued in the past 2 years. As a consequence, there is little probability 
that any requests for drilling permits will be received in the next 5 
years. On the other hand, there is active lease speculation occurring. The 
number of acres under lease is currently dropping; in August 1980 there were 
1.45 MM acres under lease or application, and in September 1985 there were 
920 M acres in the same status. Leases are often held in speculation, and 
if the market is not favorable they are relinquished when the term expires 
and may be picked up again by another applicant. What results is a con~taht 
process of leasing and releasing. 

New leases and subsequent lease issuance will undergo additional analysis as 
required by NEPA, tiering to this EIS through incorporation by reference the 
information presented in the programmatic Environmental Analysis. Special 
stipulations are used whenever the leased area has surface resource values 
needing special protection to meet the alternative management objectives. 
Site specific stipulations to protect surface resource values are found.in 
Appendix F. 

Mineral material sites are established primarily for support of the timber 
sale program. Aggregate is mined and used for road surfacing and fill. 
Some pits are available for permit issuance to the counties and State (free 
use) and private individuals (charge). 

All mineral-related activities are permitted or approved following an 
environmental analysis. The majority of the environmental impacts which 
must be mitigated are associated with placer mining. Although most of the 
impacted streams have been mined several times in the last 100 years, 
current activity results in the clearing of stretches of riparian 
vegetation, running the gravels through a wash plant, and contributing some 
sediment downstream. Fish and riparian insect habitat is completely 
disrupted in the mined portion with occasional downstream effects of 
sedimentation from leaking or overflowing settling ponds. Stream diversion 
also adds sediment to the system. Most claimants are able to mine several 
hundred feet of stream per year. Their operations are approved when th~y 
comply with the Forest Service's surface management regulations (36 CFR228) 
which require measures to insure compliance with Federal and State 
environmental laws, reclamation of the disturbed areas, and, generally, the 
posting of a reclamation bond. 

Welcome Creek is the only designated wilderness area containing mining 
claims staked prior to the date of wilderness land withdrawal (January 1, 
1984). Allor parts of seven mining claims are in this area. Should any 
development be proposed in the Wilderness, the Forest mining engineer would 
make an examination to determine the validity of existing rights. If 
validity does exist, then development of the claim may proceed subject to 
conditions to mitigate impacts to the wilderness resource. Although 
unlikely in this instance, development may include roading, drilling, placer 
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mining, digging adits/shafts, and constructing utility lines. If a claim 
were to proceed to patent, only the minerals, not the surface, would become 
private property. Environmental impacts of roading, placer mining, etc., 
were discussed earlier. The major result of mining on the 
wilderness/roadless areas would be to lower the quality of these resources. 

Development of mining claims in roadless areas may include the construction 
of roads, drill sites, structures to house equipment, and, possibly, . 
power/utility lines. There is no requirement for determination of valid 
existing rights because these lands are not withdrawn from mineral entry. 
However, operating plans are approved for mining activities which constitute 
the next logical step in development, and contain the requirement for a 
reclamation bond. The effects of hard rock mineral exploration or 
development on the wilderness/roadless resource will not vary by 
alternative, but the larger the area designated for wilderness/roadless 
management, the greater the possibility of encompassing recorded mining 
claims subject to exploration and development. 

Impacts from oil and gas exploration have been negligible. Of the four 
geophysical exploration permits issued, three were for the vibroseis 
technique where several large trucks lower vibrator plates to initiate a 
seismic signal. These vehicles are restricted to existing roads and 
trails. Local traffic along the road 1s slowed but not obstructed. The 
other type of seismic exploration permitted was a surface charge line 
supported by helicopters. There is noise associated with the helicopter and 
the surface detonations. Each explosion will lay down the grass and strip 
shrub and trees of leaves/needles for a few feet in radius from the blast. 

There are no, nor will there be any, oil and gas leases issued within 
existing wilderness areas. However, many leases have been granted on a 
number of roadless areas. If any of these roadless lands under lease 
subsequently become deSignated wilderness, exploration/development conflicts 
may arise. The type of geophysical exploration which likely would be used 
is the helicopter supported surface-charge technique. Roading WOUld. only 
occur if the seismic information pinpoints a probable petroleum structure 
and a well needed to be drilled. Impacts associated with seismic 
exploration, roading, and drill sites have previously been described. The 
same exploration/development scenario will hold for lands under roadless 
management. Again, the effects of oil and gas activities do not vary by 
alternative. However, the alternatives assigning more lands to 
wilderness/roadless contain the greater chance that lease exploration may 
occur within them. 

Each mineral material site is developed with a plan to recontour and 
revegetate the area. Most of the environmental impacts are self-contained, 
but noise and dust may affect the surrounding area for several hundred 
yards. Trucks driving to and from the pit add additional traffic to the 
road system. Local trash also tends to migrate into these sites. 

Short-term Use ys. Maintenance and Enhancement of Loni-term Productivity -
Any exploration and development of the mineral resource is likely to have an 
effect on the vegetative productivity of the specific disturbed site. In 
the short term, disturbed sites are unlikely to be as productive as they 
were before the activity occurred. In the long term, however, disturbed 
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sites may return to near normal productivity. Claim staking and mineral 
leasing, in and of themselves, will not affect productivity. 

Irreyersible and Irretrievable ConnnitDlent of Resources - Claim location and 
mineral leasing are not an irreversible commitment of a resource since they 
are not automatically subject to exploration and/or development. Once 
development does occur, some effects are irreversible/irretrievable. Even 
though sites may be rehabilitated, the vegetation lost while the activity is 
taking place is irretrievable. So, too, is the mineral which is extracted. 

Adverse Effects Which Cannot be Avoided - There are no adverse surface 
effects associated with claim staking or mineral lease issuance. Where 
there is exploration or development, there are unavoidable surface impacts 
from increased use of existing roads, construction of new access routes, and 
use of the surface directly related to the mining activity. Soil, water, 
fisheries, Wildlife, and visual resources may be adversely impacted. 
Efforts are made to insure that the long-term effects are minimized; 
however, total reclan~tion is often difficult to actieve. Vegetation is 
impacted for the short term and reclamation efforts include reestablishing 
that resource. Where mining activity has caused the removal of merchantable 
timber, those trees are either used in the mining operation or sold. 

Conflicts with Objectives of Other Land ~~nagement Plans, Policies, and 
Controls - Locatable mineral development may take precedence over other 
activities because of the applicable laws and regulations. Because of this, 
conflicts are possible with other land and resource management plans. These 
conflicts can be mitigated to sorr~ extent by taking into account the other 
resource values and impacts in formulating the operating and reclamation 
plans. 

Energy Requirements - Energy requirements will be slight unless mineral/oil 
and gas discoveries are made. Same energy will be used in monitoring the 
few claims which now exist but this will be a small portion of the total 
Forest requirements. 

H. Human and Community Deyeloprrent 

A variety of programs provides employment for individuals in Forest 
activities. Full-time Forest Service employees live and work in and near 
the Forest. In summer, this number is supplemented by seasonal employees, 
usually from local communities. 

These programs have significant economic effect on the communities in and 
near the Forest but, of themselves, have little effect on the physical and 
biological environment. In some local communities, the job force of the 
Forest forms a significant portion of the economic base (Table IV-8). 

Permanent 
Seasonal 

Table IV-8: Forest Service Employment 
(person years) 

Alternative 
a b Q d e f g 

320 320 340 320 320 320 280 
135 139 158 143 143 141 117 
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Short-term Use vs. Maintenance and Enbancement of LOCi-term Productivity -
The goal of personnel on the Forest is to maintain the long-term 
productivity of the Forest. This desire is also what entices people, young 
and old, to volunteer for particular jobs on the Forest. 

Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources - None identified. 

Adverse Effects Which Cannot be Avoided - None identified. 

Conflicts with the Objectives of Other Land Management Plans, Policies and 
Controls - None identified. 

Ener&y Requirements - None identified. 

1. Spec 1al Uses 

In 1983 the Forest administered 571 special-use permits. Ninety of these 
special-use permits are for dams, ditches, and other water-related 
facilities, and 285 are for roads. There are 44 recreational occupancy 
permits, 126 permits for utilities and communications, and 26 
miscellaneous permits. The construction of these fac ili ties has caused 
significant change to the site where they are located. Dams and ditches 
result in soil movement and displacement. Water transmission systems 
remove water from the stream channel and, if this results in too Iowa 
stream flow, fish populations can be eliminated. The vegetation along 
the sides of the dams and ditches is altered, but the new growth provides 
soil stabilization. Special-use roads have the same effect as other 
roads and are discussed in Section 0, page 49. 

Though the effects of the special uses may be significant for the 
specific site, these uses are limited to a small acreage of the Forest. 
Each request for a new permit is subjected to environmental analysis 
prior to consideration for approval. 

Special uses do contribute to PNV because fees are collected from 
permittees. These fees do not offset the administrative costs of the 
program. The dams and ditches contribute to the economic base of the 
area. The economic feasibility of the water-related use would change 
drastically in absence of low-cost water storage and distribution 
systems. Other uses provide for necessities, convenience, or comfort 
(transmission and telephone lines); access to isolated ownerships; 
communication networks for law enforcement, health and safety and 
commercial needs, and employment on ski and summer resorts. Recreation 
residences and organization camps provide a different recreation 
experience than campgrounds. 

The Forest expects to process approxin~tely 20 applications per year. 
The kinds of use are unknown, and there is no expected difference between 
alternatives as to number, kind, or manner by which the requests will be 
processed. 
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Short-term Use va. Maintenance and Enhancement of LonB-term Productivity 
- The vegetation on specific sites occupied by special uses may be 
changed. Existing and potential tree growth may be replaced by 
buildings, grasses, and shrubs for soil stabilization ot' landscaping, 
clearings for ski runs, or other facilities necessary to utilize the site 
for the intended use. These effects will remain as long as the 
facilities remain on the ground. 

Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resource - The dams, 
ditches, roads, and other special uses will likely be maintained into the 
foreseeable future. The vegetation lost or replaced by their existence 
constitutes an irretreivable loss of resource. 

Adverse Effects Which Cannot be Avoided - Construction of dams, ditches 
and roads will cause soil disturbance and short-term accelerated 
erosion. The fish population change created by withdrawal of water from 
streams will continue even though requirements to maintain some water 
flow in streams are met. Special-use facilities may not blend well into 
the natural landscape. 

EneriY Requirements - Some energy will be used by the Forest in 
monitoring special uses but this will be a minor portion of total Forest 
use. New dams, ditches or roads will require considerable energy use by 
the permittee. 

2. Riihts-of-WaY and Cost Share 

Road and trail rights-of-way are acquired by the Forest from private and 
other owners, generally in connection with the Forest's timber program. 
Rights-of-way on which roads are constructed affect about 351 acres of 
other ownerships each year. This program will decrease over time as 
needed access is acquired. 

Cost-share agreements are negotiated between the Forest and major 
non-Federal landowners and are usually connected with timber harvest on 
both ownerships. Agreements cover the administration of roads and both 
parties share in the construction and maintenance costs. 

Although the resource programs vary, the number and location of 
rights-of-way required will not change significantly under any of the 
alternatives. 

Short-term Use ys. Maintenance and Enhancement of Lons-term Productivity 
- Rights-of-way give the Forest an opportunity to manage lands which 
might otherwise be unaccessible. Productivity can be maintained or 
improved. Cost-share agreements allow the Forest Service and private 
landowners to access lands for timber harvest or other resources and 
reduces costs of roading to both parties. 

Irreyersible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources - Rights-of-way 
and cost-share agreements can be cancelled, although this is unlikely to 
happen in the foreseeable future. The resulting roads imply an 
irreversible use and the vegetation removed by the construction and 
maintenance constitute an irretrievable loss of a resource. 
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Adyerse Effects Which Cannot be Avoided - Adverse effects of roads are 
discussed in Section 0, page 49. 

Conflicts with the Objectives of Other Land Manasement Plans, Policies, 
and Controls - Access to and within the Forest might conflict with 
private company plans on intermingled ownership. 

Energy ReQuirements - Energy used in obtaining access and negotiating 
cost-share agreements involves travel and surveying appropriate routes. 
This is minor compared to total energy use on the Forest. 

3. Property Boundary Location 

About 40 to 42 miles of property boundary are located each year and this 
amount varies between alternatives according to the amount and location 
of timber harvest. The activity involves a considerable amount of time 
but has few environmental effects. Some vegetation may be trimmed or 
completely removed to establish line-of-sight for the survey instrument 
but this is inconsequential. 

Boundary location establishes, with some finality, the property lines of 
Forest and other ownership. It enables owners to avoid activities on 
lands they do not own. Location of boundaries has no appreciable effect 
on PNV nor does it effect the economy of the area. There are 
approximately 3,000 miles of Forest property line. 

Short-term Use vs. Maintenance and EnhanCement of Long-term Productivity 
- Location of boundary has no effect on productivity. 

Irreyersible and Irretrieyable Commitment of Resources - There is no 
commitment of natural resources associated strictly with boundary 
location. 

Adverse Effects Which Cannot be Avoided - Some vegetation may be removed 
or pruned but the effect is short lived. 

Conflicts with the Objectives of Other Land Management Plans, Policies, 
and Controls - None identified. 

Energy ReQuirements - Some energy is expended in travel when surveying 
but this is small compared to total Forest use. 

4. Landownership and Adjustment 

About 20 percent of the land within the Forest boundary is privately 
owned, some of which will be subject to consideration for exchange. 
Exchange proposals for the future are unknown, and there are no 
identified differences in the volume of business or how they will be 
handled among alternatives. However, the resource emphasis of each 
alternative has an effect on the desirability of acquisition or disposal 
of specific tracts. Historically, about 5 proposals and 15 inquiries are 
received each year and all proposals are acted on each year. Each 
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proposal will be subjected to an environmental analysis to help guide 
subsequent action. 

Short-term Use vs. Maintenanct,;' rJ[;c Enhancement of Lonl[;-term Productivity 
- Lands which enter private ownership following exchange will be managed 
as the new owner desires. Lands obtained by the Forest Service through 
exchange will be managed to maintain or enhance productivity and to meet 
the goals of the Forest Plan. 

Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resource~ - Lands entering 
private ownership through exchange are committed to whatever' the new 
owner desires. Lands obtained by the Forest Service will be committed to 
particular uses according to the land management plan in effect at the 
time. 

Adverse Effects Which Cannot be Avoided - None identified. 

Conflicts with the Objectives of Other Land Manaiement Plans, Policies, 
and Controls - Consideration needs to be made for other plans in analysis 
of land exchanges and to the effects on county tax bases, especially in 
counties with high Federal ownership. 

Energy Requirement - Little or no energy is used in land exchange. 

5. Buildings and Other Facilities 

There are 197 buildings having 207,548 square feet on the Lolo National 
Forest. There are 54 building sites utilizing approximately 105 acres. 

Construction, maintenance, and reconstruction of administrative 
structures may cause short-term, localized impacts to the physical and 
biological environment, but the effects are insignificant on a 
Forest-wide basis since the structures occupy less than 100 acres. The 
facility maintenance and reconstruction program is assumed to continue at 
the current level under all alternatives. 

Short-term Use VB. Maintenance and EnhanCement of LonB-term Productivity 
- Vegetative productivity will be lost during the life of the facilities. 

Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources - The vegetative' 
productivity loss represents an irretrievable commitment. 

Adverse Effects Which Cannot be Avoided - Although efforts have been made 
to landscape building sites, the presence of the facilities does affect 
natural appearance. Effects of soil disturbance will remain long after 
the facilities are gone. 

Conflicts with the Objectives of Other Land Manaiement Plans, Policies, 
and Controls - None identified. 

Energy Requirements - Energy required for facilities in 1979 was 6.6 
billion BTU's. In 1985 it is projected that use will be 6.08 billion 
BTU's. This use does not vary between alternatives. 
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6. Utility Transportation Corridors 

A Federal and State interagency analysis has been made to define the 
lands which should be avoided in permitting or constructing linear 
right-of-way utility lines, oil and gas pipelines, and communication 
lines. The criteria developed through the Montana Corridor Study is 
contained in the May 1982 Criteria for IdentifYins Corridor Exclusion 
Areas, Avoidance Areas, and Windows in Montana. Guidance in using 
corridor planning criteria is contained in a Region One letter to Forest 
Supervisors, 1990, Corridor Planning Guidance, October 7, 1982. 
Exclusion areas are defined as areas where such facilities are not 
allowed. Avoidance areas are defined as areas where establishment and 
use are not in consort with land use/land managemnt objectives. Windows 
are the land areas most suitable for the siting of linear facilities in 
planning processes, but even these windows need detailed, 
project-specific analyses to determine their ultimate suitability. Table 
IV-9 displays the results of applying the Regional guidance to the Forest 
Plan management areas. This display does not change by alternative. 

Table IV-9: Corridor ExclUSion, Avoidance and Window Areas by 
Manaseroent Area, Lolo National Forest 

I Management I Planning lManagementl Planning 1 Management I Planning 
I Area No. I De~iSDatiQD I Area No. t De~iSDat1QD Area No. De~iSDat1QD I 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

I 
Window 10 Window 19 Window 
Avoidance 11 Avoidance 20 Avoidance 
Avoidance 12 Exclusion 21 Avoidance 
Window 13 Avoidance 22 Avoidance 
Window 14 Avoidance 23 Window 
Avoidance 15 Window 24 Avoidance 
Avoidance 16 Window 25 Window 
Avoidance 17 Window 26 Window 
Avoidance 18 Window zr Window 

28 Avoidance 

The 1977 East-West Corridor Study (see Section 14, Chapter II, page 82) 
identified four corridor segments on the Lolo Forest for consideration. 
Corridor Segment R-15 (Jocko Pass) is located within essential grizzly 
bear habitat in all alternatives. This habitat is classed as an 
Avoidance Area. This classification does not prohibit use, but siting 
would need to include high mitigation costs for structure location and 
construction timing constraints. 

Corridor Segment R-16 (east of Missoula) contains narrow paths that weave 
around the avoidance areas in all alternatives. Engineering obstacles 
and roading constraints that would be associated with siting in these 
paths would incur high costs. Corridor Segment R-17 (Superior-Thompson 
Pass) contains a concentration of Avoidance Areas at the west end that 
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makes it impossible to site utilities without crossing these areas in all 
alternatives. Alternatives a, ~, and d have several more Avoidance Areas but 
these can be bypassed during siting of a facility. Alternatives b. and ~ have 
additional Avoidance Areas that span the segment, placing high constraints on 
the location of facilities. Alternatives f and g contain Exclusion Areas, 
making the segment unavailable for siting utilities. Corridor Segment R-26 
(Lolo Creek) contains several Avoidance Areas in all alternatives. Straight 
tangent lines would be very short. Exclusion Areas are encountered in 
Alternatives f and g. 

There are significant oil and gas pipelines crossing the Forest. The 
Yellowstone Pipeline runs from east to west across the Forest, and the 
Montana Power Company owns a natural gas pipeline crossing the Missoula 
Ranger District in Deer Creek and Pattee Canyon. There are several 
transmission lines occupying Lolo Forest lands, ranging in voltage from 
100,000 to 500,000. In addition, there are many distribution lines at 
lower voltages. Rights-of-way for electric transmission facilities 
occupy approximately 1,490 acres under special-use permits, plus 2,099 
acres for Federal powerlines under memorandums of understanding. 

Prior to construction of a transmission facility an appropriate 
environmental analysis is required to establish the final location, 
construction, and maintenance stipulations for the facility and its 
supporting road system. 

Short-term Use vs. Maintenance and Enhancement of Long-term Productivity 
- Unoccupied corridors have no effect. Occupied corridors are cleared of 
trees that interfere with maintenance or pose a safety hazard. Low 
growing vegetation and trees where adequate clearance exists are allowed 
to remain. The productivity potential is generally not attainable as 
long as the facility remains. 

Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources - As long as a 
facility is operational, the ground that it occupies is dedicated to that 
use, and other uses are secondary benefits. The authorization is 
essentially an irreversible commitment. Commercial timber production is 
irretrievably lost on much of the right-of-way. The right-of-way use 
precludes its consideration for wilderness and roadless management. 

Adverse Effects Which Cannot be Avoided - Rights-of-way cannot be hidden 
and have an impact on the visual resource, especially in otherwise 
undeveloped landscapes. Access roads, even if closed to vehicle use, 
provide an easier travel route from which to hunt big game and possibly 
deplete or scatter game animals in very localized areas. Other impacts 
can be mitigated or are of such short duration as to be essentially 
inconsequential. 

Conflicts with Objectives of Other Land Management Plans, Policies, and 
Controls - Conflicts can occur if environmental analyses and decisions 
are based solely on intragency concerns; proposals that traverse several 
ownerships need to have interagency (Federal, State, and if available, 
local) representation. 

Energy ReQUirements - Construction of a facility requires a great amount 
of energy by the utility or agency owning the facility; operation and 
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maintenance requirements are substantially lower. Forest Service energy 
requirements for construction monitoring and facility inspection are 
minimal. 

J. Cultural 

The Lolo National Forest has supported a Cultural Resource Management 
Program since 1975. The program's responsibilities are to inventory, 
evaluate, and manage cultural resources located on National Forest System 
lands. This is done in compliance with various Federal and State laws 
applicable to cultural resource management. Forest personnel routinely 
consult with the Montana State Historic Preservation Office, the Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation, as well as resident Native American groups 
on all projects that may affect cultural resources or places important in 
traditional Native American religion. 

The Lolo Forest contains a rich and diversified cultural history represented 
in prehistoric and historic sites including early Native American camp 
sites, rock art, quarries, cambium peeled trees, and a variety of other 
activity areas used before the arrival of Euro-Americans and written 
history. Historic sites, on the other hand, include 19th and early 20th 
century mining areas, logging camps, homesteads, roads and trails, as well 
as early Forest Service administrative sites. The historic period begins 
with the introduction of written records by Euro-Americans which, in this 
area, begins in 1805 with the arrival of the Lewis and Clark expedition. 

Since 1975 the Forest has systematically inventoried its lands for cultural 
resources in advance of ground disturbing activities. To date, well over 
400 prehistoric and historic sites have been inventoried and many of these 
are eligible for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places. The 
Lolo Trail, a prehistoric (known as Nee Mee Poo Trail) and historic travel 
route that crosses the Bitterroot Mountains, made famous by the Lewis and 
Clark expedition and by the Nez Perce Indians during the War of 1877, is a 
National Historic Landmark. Sites such as Rock Creek Cabin, the Ninemile 
Remount Depot, and Fort Fizzle are other sites listed on the National 
Register of Historic Places. Savenac Nursery, Camp Paxson, and several 
historic lookouts have been determined eligible for listing on the National 
Register. 

If a significant site may be affected by proposed activities, alternatives 
to mitigate or minimize the effect are developed in consultation with the 
State Historic Preservation Office and the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation. Mitigation measures employed by the Forest in recent years 
include: formal excavation of the two prehistoric sites that would have been 
damaged by road construction and removal of two badly deteriorating historic 
structures from their original location to sites where they serve as 
interpretive areas for the public. 

The goals of the Forest1s Cultural Resource Management Program are to comply 
with the various Federal and State cultural resource laws and regulations 
and to integrate these resources on equal footing into the Forest management 
program. To date, Draft Management Guidelines for compatible managemeatof 
the Lolo Trail with other resource objectives have been written. Also, a 
prehistoric overview has been written for the Lolo and Bitterroot National 
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Forests that describes in detail previous archeological work and the current 
knowledge about the prehistory of the area. 

Vandalism and irresponsible collecting are, and probably will continue to 
be, an increasing problem on the Forest. Public information and awareness 
as well as law enforcement actions will be used to counteract this problem. 

There is no difference between alternatives for cultural resource compliance 
because the process remains the same. 

Short-term Use vs. Maintenance and EnhanCement of Lons-term Productivity -
The Forest Service recognizes that cultural resources are finite and a 
nonrenewable resource. For these reasons, effective management 
recommendations are implemented to protect and maintain those cultural 
resources determined eligible for listing on the National Register of 
Historic Places. 

Cultural resource inventory and evaluation is an integral part of the 
planning pr'ocess for any gr-ound-disturbing activity on the Forest. Also, a 
complete Forest-wide inventory for cultural resources has been underway 
since 1975. This inventory evaluation ensure that 
significant resources are 1 and 36 
CFR 800. 

Irreyersible and Irretrievable Commitment of ResQUrce~ - Cultural resources 
are a finite and nonrenewable resource. are or 
they, and the information they contain, are forever. these 
reasons, the Forest Service is mandated by law and Regulation 36 CFR 800 to 
identify and evaluate cultural resources. Long-term management plans 
mitigaton projects are implemented in conjunction with the Montana 
Historic Preservation Officer and the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation. 

Adyerse Effects which Cannot be Avoided - AdVerse effects to cultural 
resources must be mitigated compliance with FSM 2360.1 and 36 CFR 800. 
With adequate time, mitigation plans can be processed and implemented. 

Conflicts witb the Objectives of Otber Land Mana~ement Plans p Policies, and 
Controls - Conflicts with other plans can be either from direct impact to 
cultural resources from ground or site disturbances or from indirect impacts 
such as easier access where areas are being developed. These conflicts are 
identified and can often be resolved during the planning process where 
provisions are made to cope with cultural sites. 

EneriY Requirements - Energy requirements are low and consist of vehicle 
transportation to and from the fields and typing of reports. 

K. Eitt 

1. SuPllressioD 

Historically, fire has been a frequent occurrence on the Forest. Data 
for 1960 through 1979 indicates an average of 180 lightning- and 
person-caused fires per year. The majority of wildfires are lightning-
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caused; however, most large wildfires have been person-caused. Future 
fire occurrence is expected to remain at or near the 180 level with 
individual years showing great variation. 

The purpose of fire suppression is to minimize damage to valuable 
resources by controlling and extinguishing fires. The extent of fire 
suppression activities depends on fire starts and weather. Alternatives 
with greater amounts of undeveloped land will require different 
suppression techniques and cost than areas where road development is 
greater. 

Successful suppression has a favorable short-term effect in areas where 
timber management is prescribed because it protects the stands from 
burning. Suppression also results in the establishment of old-growth 
forests. Old-growth dependent animals are favored and thermal cover is 
provided to many wildlife species even though forage is suppressed or 
eliminated by competition with the conifers. Protection from burning 
will lead to accumulation of fuels above natural levels and can result in 
large damaging fires when burning conditions are severe. Excessive heat 
generated by fires in dense, dry fuels consumes litter and duff which can 
affect productivity and soil stability. Stream sedimentation is 
to occur after a hot litter- and humus-consuming (USDA Forest 
Service, 1978). of timber to insects and disease is likely to 
increase because the condition of surv trees. 

Fireline construction can increase the potential for soil erosion. The 
potential for soil movement is increased by use of heavy equipment on 
steep slopes or on soils susceptible to erosion. 

The average annual cost of fire suppression for Forest for the last 5 
years is $402,200. During this period suppression costs ranged from 
$100,500 to more than $2,000,000 a year. Suppression costs will always 
have a possibility for wide variation from year to year because of the 
variation in burning conditions. The fire suppression program creates 
jobs and income in the local economy. 

In those alternatives with greater levels of wilderness acreage, there 
will be more unplanned ignition prescribed fire and therefore the level 
of supression will be less. Fire suppression in general is based on 
economic considerations which tend to be the same under all alternatives. 

Short-term Use vs. Maintenance and Enhancement of Lons-term Productivity 
- Effective fire suppression will minimize damage to existing stands of 
timber. However, the long-term maintenance of existing Old-growth stands 
may reduce productivity. 

Irreyersible and Irretrieyable Commitment of Resources - Since the fire 
suppression program could be curtailed at any time, there is no 
irreversible commitment of resources. 

Adverse Effects Which Cannot be Ayoided - Loss of soil due to 
construction of firelines will occur despite preventive measures. 
Buildup of fuels will continue in areas protected by fire suppression. 
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Conflicts with the Objectives of Other Land Manasement Plans, poliCIes, 
and Controls - Smoke emissions due to fire may at times exceed State 
clean air standards, but the suppression activity attempts to reduce~this 
problem. ' 

Enersy ReQuirements - Energy required in the fire suppression program: is 
dependent on the number and kind of fires. In extreme fire years, '. tQ:i~ 
use can be a substantial portion of the total energy expended by the· 
Forest. 

2. Prescribed Fire - Unplanned Ignition 

Managed fires are fires which will be allowed to burn under observatiQn 
in accordance with a predetermined set of conditions. The Forest has 13 
areas which are under managed fire prescriptions. The same option is 
available to proposed wilderness and roadless areas managed for 
semiprimitive recreation. 

The effectiveness of the managed fire program is dependant on factors 
such as fuel loading, proximity to valuable resources, and current 
weather conditions. Fires tend to increase forage for big game by 
removing forest tree canopies and tall shrubs, and encourage growth of 
forbs and low shrubs. Fires may increase vegetative and animal 
diversity, increase the habitat for animal species that prefer early 
seral stages, and decrease the habitat for those that prefer dense 
forests. In addition, accumulated fuels are consumed which will reduce 
the severity of future fires. Managed fires seldom burn both overstory 
and understory because the hotter fires are usually suppressed. Even so, 
exposed soils lead to increased runoff and sedimentation which results in 
lower water quality for a short period of time. Fires may temporarily 
reduce visual and air quality. 

Short-term Use vs. Maintenance and Enhancement of Lons-term Productivity 
- The act of allowing a fire to burn can have a long-term effect on the ' 
species of vegetation and animals occupying the area. A future 
generation of the overstory (trees or shrubs) may be entirely destroyed. 
Some of the present understory, shrubs, is completely 
removed. The native productivity not destroyed and, in fact, be 
temporarily enhanced by increasing the availability of minerals in the 
ash. 

Irreversible and Irretrievable COmmitment of Resource~ - If the fire is 
allowed to burn, the consumed material is irretrievable. 

Adverse Effects Which Cannot be Avoided - The aftermath of the fire will 
remain visible for a short time. SOil is bared and water quality may be 
reduced for a short time by accelerated erosion. Smoke will be generated 
into the atmosphere. 

Conflicts with the Objectives of Other Land Manasement Plans, Policies, 
and Control~ - The managed fire progam considers ownership of adjacent 
lands and fires are suppressed where other lands could be endangered. 
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Ener~y Requirements - Some energy will be consumed in monitoring the
planned fire. This will be a minor amount compared to the energy needed 
to suppress such fires and a minor portion of the total Forest use. 

3. Prescribed Fire - Planned I~nition 

The Forest employs the use of prescribed fire for a variety of resource 
management objectives. These objectives include seedbed preparation, 
maintenance of seral vegetation, favorable wildlife habitats, mosiacs of 
age classes and vegetative types, reduction of susceptibility of 
vegetation to insect and disease, and reduction of fuel loadings. 

The Forest accomplishes 1,000 to 3,000 acres of prescribed burning 
annually for wildlife, underburning, and backlog slash. An additioQ~1 
3,000 to 4,000 acres of prescribed burning is done annually for site 
preparation and slash disposal. In addition, 10,000 to 15,000 acres 
annually are planned for prescribed burning to maintain ecosystems 
primarily in the Douglas-fir series habitat types. 

The desired effects of prescribed fire include reduction of fuel loading 
and lesser risk of high intensity Wildfires, reduction of competition to 
promote the establishment of desired plant species, maintenance of sera 1 
plant corrMJUnities, and maintenance of mosaics of vegetative conditions. 
Undesirable effects which can result if fire intenSity is too great ate 
mortality of desired trees, shrubs, and perennial grasses as well as 
reduction of organic matter in the soil and increased risk of soil 
erosion. 

The variation in planned prescribed burning by alternative is related to 
the creation of activity fuels through timber harvest and burning f~~ 
wildlife habitat goals. Table II-44 shows the first decade level ot 
prescribed burning for each alternative. 

Short-term Use vs. Maintenance and Enhancement of Long-term Product1'Y4.~y 
- High intensity wildfires often destroy resources such as timber whic~ 
can reduce availability of forest products for several decades. 
Uncontrolled fires can also destroy improvements such as fences, 
campgrounds, and buildings which are needed to manage the Forest. On the 
other hand, prescribed or low intensity fires can increase long-term. 
productivity by speeding nutrient cycling processes, reducing climax.: 
species which have increased incidence of pathogen or insect epidem~csf' 
and decreasing rr~isture stresses due to uncontrolled stocking. 

Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources - Generally,. 
wildfires or prescribed fires cause no irretrievable or irreversible 
commi bnent of resources. Evidence from the most catastrophic fires in
western Montana and northern Idaho indicate essentially all burned areas 
will return to a productive status over a period of several years. 

Adverse Effects Which Cannot be Avoided - These include short-term 
reductions in air quality due to smoke. 

Conflicts with the Objectives of Other Land Management Plans, Policies;. 
and Controls - Prescribed fires are ignited under certain weather . 
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conditions with the objective of avoiding conflicts with existing State 
and Federal Air Quality Standards. 

Enersy ReQ.uiremen~ - Fir'e management activities have substanUal energy 
requirements from time to time; however, the shor,t-term expenditure of 
energy resources should result in long-term energy savings. 

L. Ranse 

Properly managed, livestock grazing at the levels projected (Table IV-9) 
will have a minimal effect on the environment. v.iater developments, 
grassland burning, fencing, and noxious weed control activities may have 
effects on a site but their effect on the Forest environment will be 
minimal. These activities will reduce the risk of environmental degradation 
by controlling use to acceptable levels or increasing available forage. In 
riparian areas, vegetation removal, streambank trampling, and soil 
compaction can have significant effects on soil, water, vegetative 
productivity, fisheries, and recreation use (Platts, 1981). Proper cattle 
management can minimize the risk of adverse environmental effects. Cattle 
use is not expected to exceed 14.3 thousand animal unit months per year, and 
no significant competition between cattle and elk will occur at that level 
(Ormiston, 1983). 

a 

13.8 

Table IV-l0: Potential Livestock Forage, First Decade 
(thousand AUM's) 

Alternative 
b c d e 

15.1 16.8 14.3 12.4 

f 

13.3 11.3 

Benchmark 
RPA MAX MIN 
RUN PNV LEV 

13.0 15.9 0.5 

The majority of livestock forage is produced in connection with timber 
harvest and is classed as transitory range. Thus, those alternatives which 
produce a relatively high volume of timber, such as Max PNV and Alternative 
~ will also have the potential to produce a higher volume of livestock 
forage. 

1981 
1982-1985 
1986-1990 

Table IV-l1: Anticipated Livestock Use, First Decade 
(Thousand ADM'S) 

~encblJlark 
Alternative RPA MAX 

a b c d e f g RUN PNV 

13.8 10.1 10.9 13.8 13.8 13.8 13.8 13.8 13.8 
13.8 10.6 11.5 14.0 13 .1 13 .5 12.6 13.0 14.7 
13.8 11.9 13.0 14.3 12.4 13.3 11.3 13.0 15.7 
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Cattle grazing may annoy some recreationistsbecause of smells, flies, 
visibility, noise, and manure on trails and around campsites. The grazing 
program adds to the PNV of the Forest; however, total contribution to prN is 
less than 1 percent under any alternative. There are 59 cattle ranchers 
holding permits on the Forest and most must hold other jobs to make a 
living. The few larger ranchers are dependent on the Forest forage for a 
significant portion of their ranching operation. These ranchers perpetuate 
the "old west rancher" lifestyle which is part of the valley heritage. 

Short-term Use ys. Maintenance and Enhancement of Lon~-term ProduQtlY1tY -
The grazing of livestock on the Forest will have little effect on long-term 
productivity. A few areas near watering places and salt will continue to be 
overused, which reduces the vegetative production of these small areas. 

Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources - There is a long 
tradition of permitting cattle grazing on the Forest. As long as this 
tradition and the need exist, livestock will be permitted on the Forest 
within the carrying capacities. The forage grazed by these livestock is a 
commitment of that resource. 

Adyerse Effects Which Cannot be Avoided - Some conflicts continue to 
exist between livestock and big game. Facill ( and water 
developments) on lands will affect the visual resource. Some 
recreationists may annoyed by smells, , sounds manure in some 
areas. Compaction and vegetation change will continue occur heavily 
used areas. Fish habitat and water quality may be adversely affected if 
grazing controls are absent. 

Conflicts with the Objectives of Other Land MaDa~ement Plans p Policies, and 
Controls - None identified. 

Energy Required - Some energy is required in monitoring the resource and in 
the maintenance of facilities. This will not be a significant portion of 
the total used on the Forest. Permittees will also use energy in managing 
livestock while on the Forest and in moving livestock to and from Forest 
range lands. 

M. Insect~, Djsease, and NoxiQUs Weed~ 

Significant timber loss is occurring from mountain pine beetle 
infestations. Lesser mortality is caused by dwarf mistletoe infestations 
and tree root diseases. Further discussion is found in Section 14 of 
Chapter III. 

The primary tool available for pest management is reforestation with 
selected tree species following timber harvest and/or prescribed burning. 
Species manipulation allows selection of trees that are tolerant or 
resistant to pests that are currently present or that will be present in the 
future. 

There are no plans for use of pesticides on the Forest under any 
alternative. Should the occasion arise, such proposals would be subjected 
to analysis and public involvement prior to initiation. 
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Roads provide a suitable seedbed for noxious weeds. There is evidence, 
however, to indicate that road construction in itself does not assure the 
establishment of noxious weeds. Recent observations of spotted knapweed -
suggest that even with a good seedbed and seedsource, tree canopy shading 
can prevent its establishment. At the same time noxious weeds are being 
found in wildernesses or other undisturbed sites. The basic problem in 
noxious weed management is the lack of a good understanding of the 
autecological attributes of the weed or their synecological relations in the 
forest environment. A recent review of the literature found almost no 
references to noxious weeds in a forest environment. Research work has 
related to cereal crop and range or pasture land control, with limited 
emphasis on understanding the basic life cycle of the plant. 

While herbicide control may be appropriate under special conditions, the 
topography and vegetation cover on the Lolo Forest make invader plant 
control extremely difficult with present techniques. Biological control, 
using agents such as insects, rusts, molds, and other parasites on host 
plants, appears to provide a compatible, long-range approach to this 
problem. 

A situation paper prepared in June 1983 provides the basis for a systematic 
evaluation of each weed species. An evaluation is currently underway to
assess the risk of noxious weed spread in the vegetative communities found 
on the Lolo, Bitterroot, and Flathead Forests. Preliminary results of the 
study suggest a number of management practices may be used to prevent or 
reduce the threat of noxious weeds on forest roads. The study has also 
identified high risk as well as low risk plant communities to the invasion 
of noxious weeds. These studies will help in the development of 
alternatives for control strategies. 

the ecological characteristics as Continued efforts to promote research on 
well as in the development of biological 
facilitate this effort a statement of need 
Needs section of the Lolo Plan. 

will be promoted. To 
has been added to the Research 

No modifications were made by alternative cope with insects and disease. 
Those alternatives that harvest greater volumes would allow, on the 
average, a higher level of harvest of which result in 
less mortality loss and healthier stands. Thus with 
the largest harvest volume would have less loss of utilization from insects 
and disease while Alternatiye g with the lowest harvest volume would have 
greatest impacts. Other alternatives would vary between hand &. 

ShQrt-term Use ys. Maintenance and Enhancement of Long-term Productivity -
The application of appropriate silvicultural methods to control insects, 
disease, and noxious weeds increases the long-term productivity of the 
Forest. 

Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources - The only control 
measure proposed by the Forest involves silvicultural means. Immature and 
unsalvaged commercial timber killed by insects represents an irretrievable 
utilization loss of that resource. Areas involved in insect or disease 
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outbreaks may becorr~ economically unfeasible to harvest due to low residual 
values. 

Adyerse Effects Which Cannot be Avoided - None identified. 

Conflicts with the Objectives of Other Land Management Plans,_.P.oli.cjes,and 
Controls - There could possibly be a conflict in areas of checkerboard 
ownership where owners independently decide to control/not control and by 
which method. 

Energy Requirements - The pest management activities require minimal amounts 
of energy. 

N. Timber 

Timber management consists of a series of activities which are prescribed to 
regulate growing, tending, harvesting, and regenerating wood crops on 
suitable lands. The discussion includes the effects of aSSigning different 
amounts of suitable acreage by alternative and the effects of silvicultural 
harvest systems, logging methods, slash disposal, site preparation, . 
reforestation, and timber stand improvement. The Base Sale Schedule does 
not include unregulated volumes. 

The Forest harvests timber from areas identified as having a suitable land 
base for timber production. The amount of this acreage (Table IV-12) a~ 
the volume of timber removed varies by alternative due to differing emphases 
of management for timber and other resources. 

a b 

Table IV-12: Acreage Suitable for Timber Production 
(thousands of acres) 

Benchll2rk 
Alternative RPA MAX MIN 

c d e f RUN PNY LVL 

1402 1099 1420 1239 1326 1204 

g 

956 12(jf 1320 o 

The long-term sustained yield capacity (LTSlC) under each of the 
alternatives is shown in Table IV-13. The LTSYC is the highest uniform 
(nondec) ining) wood yield from lands managed for timber production that may 
be sustained under a specified intensity of management consistent with 
multiple use objectives. 

MMBF 
MMCF 

Table IV-13: Lpng-term Sustained Yield Capacity 
(million board feet/mjllion cubjc feet) 

Benchll2rk 
Alternative RPA MAX 

a b c d e f g RUN PNV 

201 173 211 178 191 171 174 176 240 
56 48 59 49 53 48 48 49 67 
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The 1980 RPA Revised Statement of Policy (FS Manual 1920, R-1 Supplement 5) 
requires a comparison of the LTSYC with the projected gr>owth rate of timber 
in the year 2030 for the Proposed Action. The policy direction is to 
achieve and maintain 90 percent of the potential level of growth consistent 
with the provisions of NFMA. The LTSYC is 49 million cubic feet (MMCF) per 
year in 2030 for the Proposed Action; the projected growth of timber is 29 
MMCF per year by 2030, or 60 percent of the LTYSC. 

The low percentage of growth to LTSYC is due to several factors: 1) growth 
is still coming from a large acreage that has had no stocking control and is 
not growing at potential; 2) stands exist that are not cost efficient to 
manage due to past activities and are not producing near their potential; 
and 3) constraints imposed to facilitate meeting other resource objectives 
(fish, wildlife, water quality, visuals) and nondeclining even flow lengthen 
the time period for conversion of Old-growth timber, thereby resulting in 
fewer acres growing at thejr potential. Ninety percent of LTSYC is not 
reached until the 10th decade, reflecting the completion of bringing all 
suitable acres under management. 

The ability to approach the 90 percent level by 2030 not practical. To 
accelerate growth on currently managed sites and unmanaged lands 
under management to meet the objective 90 percent is not commensurate 
with other resource objectives and regulations, i.e., nondeclining even 
flow. Costs to accelerate management would be high and not cost effective. 

The differences in the amount of timber produced between alternatives is 
dependent upon two major factors. The first is the amount of suitable lands 
available to produce timber (Table 1V-12) and the intensity in which those 
lands are managed. The same acreage of suitable timber lands can have a 
wide range of outputs depending upon the amount of stocking control 
(precommercial thinning), intermediate treatments (commercial thinning), and 
the rotation lengths used in their management (Table 11-44). These 
treatments have effects on the economic returns, being managed, and 
speed in which a viable commercial product can be raised. 

The most efficient icultural treatment to accelerate tree growth in 
naturally regenerated stands on the Lolo Forest is to precommercial thin at 
approximately stand age 20. This treatment releases selected crop trees to 
retain their fast juvenile growth , allows for management of the best 
growing species for a particular site, and helps in producing a larger 
diameter tree on a shorter rotation. Precommercial thinning is a costly 
treatment that must be evaluated for its economic viability and its need to 
meet management objectives. This practice is used in all alternatives but 
in varying amounts (see Table I1-44). 

Alternatives a and ~ have the highest long-term sustained yield capacity 
(LTSYC) and Allowable Sale Quantity, and the highest acreages suitable 
timber production. Alternative f has the lowest LTSYC but has a moderate 
amount of suitable acres. However, the management intensity on those acres 
is generally low, i.e., low investments in reforestation (planting) and 
precommercial thinning. Alternatives in between display varying amounts of 
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suitable timber-producing acreages and varying intensities of management on 
those acres. 

AlternaUves with the largest acreages of suitable timber have the potential 
to provide the most beneficial effect on the timber resource. These 
benefits include: 

-- Improved age and size class distribution; 
-- Maintenance of healthy, vigorous stands; 
-- Reduced threat of insects, disease, and wildfire; 
-- Better utilization of gr'owth potential on timber growing sites; and 
-- Production of higher volumes of timber. 

Large acreage assignments afford greater flexibility in achieving a given 
Base Sale Schedule and provide for more latitude geographic or 
spatial distribution of the harvests. 

The combination of volume production and suitable land base varies each 
alternative according to the management objectives intensity 
of the alternative. Alternatiyes a, ~, d, ~ provide 
distribution of age classes Forest-wide because 
and acreage as 

1 • 

Clearcutting and 
timber stands, are 
These account 
Selection and group 
account the rema 

a. Even-aied Systems of Timber Harvest 

Even-aged timber management 
systems to varying are , 
seed tree, and shelterwood. In clearcutting, all trees are removed 
from the area in a cut. In seed tree shelterwood cutting~ 
a few trees, to many, are left in the area until seedlings have become 

provide for regeneration of seral species 
which are the highest timber producers on a site. 
alternatives with the most acres for timber management use 
the most even-aged harvest systems. 

All three silvicultural systems are utilized all alternatives. The 
amount of acres treated by a system varies by alternative but the 
application is the same. For instance, seed tree harvesting is the 
same for all alternatives but the number of acres treated will vary. 

Even-aged management affects the visual resource by changing the 
characteristic landscapes. The greatest visual change would occur in 
the high timber harvest alternatives in which large areas are assigned 
to Modification or visual quality objectives. 
Modification and are generally associated with 

clearcuts. Forest managed under Retention 
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or Partial Retention visual quality objectives is typically even-aged 
managed with smaller cutting units and greater attention to unit shape 
and location. Even-aged management on steep slopes typically has the 
greatest impact on the visual resource. 

Table IV-14: Visual Quality ($ of Inventoried Retention and 
Partial Retention Visual Ouality Maintained) 

Benchmark 
Alternative RPA MAX MIN 

a b c d e f RUN PNV LEV 

90 89 57 71 52 73 56 60 28 100 

As trees are removed, evapo-transpiration is reduced and more water is 
infiltrated into the ground water system. This is more pronounced 
with even-aged management because the entire mature forest canopy is 
removed. These systems also have potential for adverse soil effects 
when ground cover is removed for a short period of time and soil is 
exposed to erosion (Beth Lahmy, 1967; Megahan and Kidd, 1972). In 
extreme cases, this can lead to mass failure or the slipping of large 
areas of soil and rock on steep slopes and clay soils (Dryness, 1967; 
Fredrickson, 1970; Megahan, 1971). Proper analysis should identify 
these potential problem areas and a harvest system be selected to 
avoid excessive damage. 

The increase in infiltration and the tendency for openings to 
accumulate snow result in increased water yield which may occur at the 
time of peak flow. The water regime for an area harvested by an 
even-aged management system will generally recover to preharvest 
conditions 20 to 90 years after harvest (Gam and Malmgren, 1973). 
This increased flow can be of benefit for downstream irrigation if 
storage capacity exists. Increasing the flow at peak times may have a 
negative effect on streambank stability and increase channel erosion. 
Proper anaJysis can provide the opportunity to limit the increase and 
avoid the negative effects. 

Even-aged management of riparian areas affects stream environments if 
trees are removed from the streambanks (Weaver, 1983). Bank stability 
is reduced and debris necessary to maintain pools could become in 
short supply. Removal of all trees from long reaches of streambank 
would increase water temperature, possibly to the degree of adversely 
affecting trout populations. The effect on total fish population of 
the Forest depends partly on the amount of riparian timer land 
managed with even-aged systems (Franklin and others, 1981). The 
riparian areas will be managed to give preferential treatment to the 
maintenance and enhancement of the fisheries and all other 
riparian-dependent resources. 

Even-aged harvest systems provide the best opportunity for reduction 
of fire hazards. Clearcuts are the least costly because no living 
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trees need protection during fuel elimination. Slash and other fuel 
reduction in seed tree and shelterwood harvests is more difficult and 
costly because the standing trees must be protected. 

More forage is produced by clearcut and seed tree harvest systems than 
all other systems. Less forage is produced with the shelterwood 
system and it persists for a shorter period because trees occupy more 
of the site for a longer time. Forage produced under a partial canopy 
seems to be less palatable than that produced in full light. 
Transitory range for stock is created when harvest occurs on cattle 
and horse allotments. 

Even-aged harvest causes a reduction in big-game cover, but increases 
diversity for other wildlife when openings are created in dense 
canopies. Edges are created for those wildlife species which restor 
hide in dense canopies and feed in the openings. In all alternatives, 
a goal of retaining at least 10 percent of the suitable timber land in 
old-gr'o\<lth forest at all times was prescribed. The was 
in all alternatives because other constraints were more limiting, or 

suitable for production 
fire, insects, or 

Even-aged harvest systems provide the best for 
insects and disease because susceptible trees are 
remcved a , vigorous stand is Clearcutting may be 
the only system provides this control if a pathogen is 
prevalent. In some cases, where shade is necessary seedling 
survival, a cut appropriate, iding the overstory 
removed before the young trees can be , usually 7 
years. 

Timber productivity 
any silvicultural 
young, vigorous trees, 
weed ,th 

is 

proper of 
are replaced 

can be sustained 

Even-aged management cutting units are easier to 

altering 
experience may 
openings to 
reduces the 
resources. 

other harvest so labor and timei::; 
of timber. 

the recreation experience 
trail systems. The 

by careful placement of 
of appearance 

roadless and wilderness 

Short-term Use vs. Maintenance lie Enhancement of Loni-term Productivit::i 
- Even-aged harvest systems provide the best chance to realize the 
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long-term productivity. To a large extent, insects and diseases are 
controlled, young and vigorously-growing trees replace slow-growing 
trees, fire hazards are reduced, and a desired mix of tree species can 
be intr·oouced. However, with these systems the visual quality and 
dispersed recreation experience will change. Some soil is displaced 
and peak flows of water are increased. Habitat for wildlife species 
preferring closed canopies is reduced, but habitat for those species 
preferring openings is increased. 

Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources - Areas treated 
with even-aged systems have a high road and regeneration investment. 
For all practical purposes, most areas pr'eviously harvested are 
irreversibly committed to timber harvest in the future. The wildlife 
habitat changed by the harvest and the dispersed recreation 
opportunities lost or changed are irretrievable. Even-aged management 
with associated roads changes the natural character of an area such 
that a roadless character cannot be retrieved. 

Adverse Effects Wbich Cannot be Avoided - Visual quality is generally 
lowered by even-aged harvest. Some soil will be eroded and water 
quality will be lowered. Wildlife habitat will decrease for species 
preferring dense canopies. Fish habitat may be changed by increased 
sedimentation. Semiprimitive and wilderness opportunities and 
experiences will essentially be eliminated from those areas harvested 
by even-aged management systems. 

Conflicts with the Objectives of Other Land Management Plans, Policies, 
aDd Controls - None identified. 

Energy ReQuirements - Since most of the timber on the Forest will be 
harvested by even-aged harvest systems, most of the energy required 
will be directly associated with these systems. Energy consumption 
associated with timber harvest is relatively high. 

b. Uneven-aged Systems of Timber Haryest 

Selection harvest, an uneven-aged management system, is prescribed for 
riparian areas along streams larger than first order and in visually 
sensitive areas. This system selects individual trees that are Dwture 
or over-mature and leaves the remaining canopy undisturbed. Group 
selection involves harvest of small gr'oups of mature trees when 
circumstances permit. This option cre2teE. sma] 1 openings, usually 
limited to several feet in diameter. The selection harvest system has 
minimal effect on the visual resource. Water quality and quantity are 
not measurably affected because the canopy is not significantly 
altered, soils are not unduly disturbed, and the remaining trees are 
able to respire the extra water (Rice and Others, 1972). 

Trees left in the riparian zone can be used to enhance wildlife and 
fish habitat. Reserved old-growtb timber and trees left to die to 
create habitat for cavity nesters or debris dams for fish habitat 
become unavailable and cannot contribute to the Program Sales offered. 
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Fire and slash disposal are difficult to manage in selection harvest 
systems. There is little opportunity to reduce natural fuel loads and 
any slash generated by a harvest adds to the loading problem. There 
are few openings large enougt to permit piling of slash away from the 
residual stand. Handpiling and winter burning can be done in certain 
areas, and slash can be reduced by requiring that whole trees 
(untrimmed) be yarded and the slash be disposed of in the yard area. 
Handpiling is a very expensive treatment. 

Little forage is produced by selection harvest except in some group 
selection units. The forage produced in these small openings is not 
great and tends to disappear as tbe canopy of the remaining trees 
expand. Selection harvest generally has little effect on the cover 
requirements for big game. 

It is more difficult to control insects and disease with selection 
harvest than with even-aged harvest systems. If the infection is not 
large, some control can be attained by group select:on of the infected 
trees. Selection harvesting promotes the regeneration of shade
tolerant species. Some of these tree species are more susceptible to 
disease because they are in the fringe of their f and all trees 
are subject to damage by the repeated harvest Long-term 
timber production may be reduced by these elements. 

The system is more costly to apply than even-aged management 
systems because each tree must be marked. Logging costs are high 
because Ii ttle volume per acre j s rerr:oved, and care must be taken to 
protect the residual stand. 

Recreation quality is little disturbed by selection harvest systems. 
During the harvest operation and for a short time thereafter, the noise 
and debris may disturb recreationists but the evidence of the 
disturbance declines rapidly following completion of slash disposal. 

Short-term Use vs. Maintenance &. Enhancement of Lon~-term Productivity 
- Timber harvest by the selection system has little effect on the 
natural long-term ity of the area. Compared to even-aged 
management systems, the habitats of fish and many wildlife species are 
at least maintained and the opportunity to enhance that habitat 
exists. Visual quality is maintained. Uneven-aged management results 
in more frequent reentries in an areaj hence a higher potential for 
damage to residual stands, jncreasing the opportunity for insect and 
disease attack. More frequent reentries result in more frequent 
disturbances to wildlife popUlations. 

~ersible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources - The chosing of 
selection harvest for an area does not comrlli t that area to timber 
harvest in the future, although it is likely these areas will continue 
to be harvested by this system in the foreseeable future. The timber 
that could have been grown by applying a more productive timber 
harvesting system is irretrievable. 

Adverse Effects Wbich Cannot be Avoided - There are few adverse effects 
associated with selection harvest. Recreation can be disrupted for a 
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short time while the timber is being harvested. Uneven-aged man~gement 
requires repeated entries into the same area resulting in frequent 
disruptions to the wildlife populations and possible short-term 
displacement. 

Conflicts with the Objectives of Other Land Management Plans, Policies, 
and Controls - None identified. 

Energy Requirements - Since a small percentage of the total harvest is 
accomplished using the selection harvest system, only a small portion 
of the energy required for timber removal is used by this action. 

2. Logging Methods 

Logging system options on the Forest include tractor, ground lead cable, 
skyline, and aerial yarding. The choice of a logging method depends 
largely on land slope and sensitivity of the soils. On slopes under 40 
percent, tractor yarding is generally appropriate. On slopes greater than 
40 percent, cable or skyline systems will often be used. Helicopters are 
not likely to be used extensively within the next decade due to the high 
cost. 

Table IV-15; Volume Harvested by Logsing Method 

Logging Method 

Tractor 
Cable (Groundlead) 
Skyline 
Aerial 

a. Tractor Logging 

% Harvested 

40 
10 
49 

1 

Most of the soil disturbance with logging is due to the 
removal of the timber from the site. Logging with tractors may impact 
as much as 28 percent of the area. The actual amount of soil 
disturbance will vary depending site-specific conditions. Even 
with approximately one-quarter area disturbed with tractors, 
additional scarification is required to insure adequate 
regeneration. Soil compaction may be a problem on wet SOils, 
especially those with clay or high silt content (Cullen and Montagne, 
1981; Davis, 1978). Compaction causes reduced infiltration capacity, 
air permeability, and productivity (Froelich, 1979; Froelich and 
others, 1980). Compaction can be reduced greatly by limiting tractor 
use to the dry season, requiring a cushion of snow, or operating on 
frozen ground. Skid trails can be located away from problem areas but, 
even with restrictions, some soil disturbance inevitably occurs when 
tractors are maneuvered in a logging unit. Most topsoils on the Forest 
are thin. Displacement or mixing of this topsoil can change the· 
fertility of disturbed areas. On sensitive soils, the number of skid 
trails can be limited or another logging system employed. 
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Removal of the organic layers or low-growing vegetation in skid trails 
can expose the soil to erosion and overland flow during intensive 
rainstorms. In these situations, the Forest is directed to apply 
proper and timely erosion control measures. Tractors are not allowed 
to operate in or parallel to streams; crossings will be planned to 
minimize any sediment. 

Tractor logging has little effect on big-game cover, and the major 
effect is the removal of trees (Lyons, 1979). Forage growth may be 
stimulated by the scarification caused by tractors. Tractor loggi~g is 
the least expensive method available for moving logs from stump to 
landing and results in a greater return to the U.S. Treasury and 
payments to the county. 

Noise of logging operations may cause local, short-term degradation to 
the recreation experience. In alternatives with low timber harvest 
levels, the disturbance will be minimal because only a few timber sales 
will be active at anyone time. In alternatives with high timber 
harvest levels there will be more sales, spread over a larger portion 
of the Forest, and the recreation value in these segments of the Forest 
may be lowered. 

Short-term Use vs. Maintenance and Enhancement of LoDi-term 
Productivity - Tractor yarding is the least expensive method to yard 
logs. In most cases, tractor logging has little effect on long-term 
productivity. However, it is inevitable that some tractor logging will 
occur on wet soils or on isolated pockets of clay soils where soil 
compaction n~y occur and productivity be affected. In all cases, some 
soil will be displaced, which may affect the long-term productivity 
and, if transported to streams, ~y lower water quality and fish 
habitat. These water quality effects should be minimal and short 
lived. 

Irreyersible and Irretrieyable and Commitment of Resources - Once a 
stand of trees is tractor logged not irreversibly commit the area 
to tractor logging the next generation. However, if the system 
is designed to accommodate tractor logging, and tractor logging is the 
most economical harvest method, is a strong possibility that 
tractors will be used again the 

Adverse Effects Wbich Cannot be Avoided - Tractor logging can leave 
skid trails which are visible to Forest visitors. However, these 
trails will revegetate. During the logging operation, noise and dust 
are generated by tractors and some soils are disturbed. 

Conflict~ with the Objectives of Other Land Mansiement Plans, policies, 
and Controls - None identified. 

Energy ReQuirernent~ - Most of the energy used is by the tractor in this 
method. 
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b. Ground-lead Cable Loggins 

Ground-lead cable logging involves dragging the logs along the ground, 
generally on slopes steeper than 40 percent, and is rarely used on 
areas more than 800 feet from the landing area. About 10 percent of 
the harvest acres will be cable logged. Soil compaction and 
disturbance are greatly reduced compared to tractor skidging because 
the weight and tread of the tractor is absent. Many times the yarding 
corridors are not obvious to the Forest visitor, but more miles of road 
generally are required than with tractor logging. 

Cable logging usually does not cause soil compaction (Froelich and 
others, 1980). However, because the logs are dragged uphill and the 
slopes are generally steep, soil erosion and over-land flow similar to 
tractor trails can occur, so erosion control may be required in the 
cable corridors. 

Short-term Use vs. Maintenance and Enhancement of Loni-term 
Productiyitl! - The use of ground-lead cable systems to yard logs has no 
effect on the long-term productivity of a site. 

Irreversible and Irretrieyable Commitment of Resoyrces - Once an area 
is logged by cable does not commit the area to be cable logged in the 
future. However, because the road system exists and considerable money 
will be invested in regeneration of a new stand of trees, it is likely 
that the area will be logged by a cable system in the future. The 
small amount of soil displaced by the use of the system is 
irretrievable. 

Adverse Effects Which Cannot be Avoided - Noise and dust are created by 
cable logging although it is much less than with tractor logging. Some 
soils will be disturbed. The visual quality may be lowered for a short 
time. 

Conflicts with the Objectives of Other Land Management Plans, Policies, 
and Controls - None identified. 

Enen,s ReQuirements - The energy used is expended by the cable-yarding 
machine in this logging method. 

c. Skyline Logsing 

Skyline logging is defined as a cable system in which a block or 
carriage rides upon a line. About 49 percent of the harvest on the 
Forest will be skyline logged. A skyline system with a locking 
carriage can be used in partial cuts and thinning operations. The 
front end of the log is usually suspended above the ground, and soil 
disturbance, compaction, and the visual impacts of the area are greatly 
reduced from the previously discussed methods. Fewer roads are 
necessary because of the greater yarding distance capability of these 
machines. Since roads have the most permanent effects on the visual 
resource, the logging system which requires the least amount of road is 
the most desirable to meet visual quality objectives. 
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The skyline system has low potential for environmental degradation 
because soil disturbance is confined to the skyline corridors and few 
roads are necessary. Erosion control measures are relatively easy to 
apply. 

The topography associated with skyline systems creates problems for the 
disposal of slash. Steep slopes limit the use of machinery and hand 
preparation of the slash is expensive. Skyline logging has little 
effect on forage or cover. Soil disturbance occurs on less than 23 
percent of the area (Megahan, 1980) so forage growth is not 
particularily stimulated. The silvicultural system and post-logging 
fire have much more effect on foY"age and cover than this type of 
logging. 

Skyline logging is more expensive than tractor or cable logging. 
Returns to the Treasury and the counties are reduced as the costs of 
yarding increase. 

Any logging operation causes disruption of recreation traffic on the 
roads within the active sale area. Skyline equipment is difficult to 
move and may block the roads for several hours at a time. 

Short-term Use ys. Maintenance and EnhanCement of Long-term 
Productivity - Skyline logging causes little change in the long-term 
productivity of a site. Although there is some soil disturbance, 
little is eroded and water quality is seldom affected (Rice and others, 
1972). If regeneration is delayed because of difficulties in site 
preparation, the productivity of the site is reduced. 

Irreyersible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources - Roads are 
designed for use of skyline equipment and if harvest occurs in the 
future, some sort of skyline logging, or an equivalent system, will 
likely be used. There are no irretrievable commitments of resources. 

Adyerse Effects Which Cannot be Avoided - Skyline yarding systems have 
few environmental consequences; however, some soil will be disturbed. 
Since most skyline operations are on steep slopes, slash disposal will 
be more difficult and costly. There may be some visual quality 
reduction. Recreation opportunities will be reduced while the harvest 
is occurring because of noise, dust, and equipment on the roads. 

Conflicts with Other Land Mana~ement Plans - None were identified. 

Ener~y ReQuirements - Most of the energy expended is used by the 
skyline-yarding machine. 

d. Aerial Logging 

The only aerial system currently available is helicopters. Helicopter 
logging units can be blended easily into the uncut forest. Few roads 
are needed because external yarding distances are much greater than for 
conventional systems. Helicopter logging leaves the soil surface 
virtually undisturbed except at landings, which are one-quarter to 
one-half acre in size. Helicopter logging disturbs less than two 
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percent of the soil surface in the logged area (Megahan, 1980). 
Because of the high unit cost of operations, helicopters are not likely 
to be used extensively on the Forest. 

There is no soil disturbance or erosion, and water quality degradation 
is not a problem even on sensitive soils and steep slopes because the 
logs are lifted off the ground. 

Slash disposal is difficult on areas logged by helicopters. No heavy 
equipment is available to pile slash or construct firelines. The 
difficulty of preparing slash, fire control, and the lack of mineral 
soil exposure can increase the probability of escaped fire and have a 
significant effect on regeneration (Smith, 1962). 

There is considerable noise generated by helicopters. This can have an 
undesirable effect on the recreationist and perhaps wildlife in the 
ares. However, helicopters can move a large volume in a short time 
period, so the disturbance is for a short time. 

Helicopter logging is very expensive, and returns to the Treasury and 
the counties are reduced as the costs of yarding increase. 

Short-term Use ys. Maintenance and Enhancement of Lons-term 
Productivity - Helicopter logging, in itself, has little effect on 
long-term productivity. Problems with slash disposal and regeneration 
may lengthen the following rotation and therefore reduce the 
productivity of the site. Because of the high cost, intensive 
management of the stand, such as thinning, cannot be done. 

Irreyersible and Irretrieyable Commitments of Resources - None 
identified. 

Adyerse Effects Which Cannot be Ayoided - Slash disposal and 
regeneration will be costly. Recreation opportunities may be reduced 
for a short time period. Since the system is very costly, returns to 
the Treasury and counties will be reduced. 

Conflicts with Other Land Management Plans - None were identified. 

Enersy ReQuirements - The helicopter uses a very large amount of fuel. 

The following table displays energy requirements for timber harvest on 
the Lolo Forest. The variation by alternative is primarily due to the 
volume of timber harvested. 
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lable IV-16: Ijmber Har~e~t EDeriY ReQuiremeDt~ in 12i1l1on~ 
of BID's per Year 

Average I 
Annual Average I 

I 

Harvest Annual I 
Over I Energy I I 

120 yrs.1 Over I 1 
Alt. : (MOOF) I 120 yrs. I Dec. 1 Dec. 2 Dec. 3 Dec. 4-1Q Dec. 11-121 

a 131 144 122 146 146 146 146 
b 123 139 118 141 141 141 141 
c 154 167 141 169 169 169 169 
d 123 128 '11 136 136 136 184 
e 146 156 114 150 150 150 204 
f 132 145 118 118 142 142 188 
g 130 143 99 132 132 139 191 
PNV 179 183 126 157 197 119-240 231-289 
RPA 136 148 135 157 176 89-219 167-192 

3. Slash Control 

Slash (unusable limbs, tops, and cull trees and logs) usually must be 
removed from a timber harvest unit before regeneration is feasible. The 
most common method of disposal is to burn the slash onsite, but in some 
cases large amounts are hauled away as firewood. The objective of slash 
control and fuels management is to maintain fuel loading within 
acceptable limits for prevention and control of wildfire. Burning also 
helps prepare sites for regeneration and eliminates barriers to animal 
movement (Lyon, 1979; Smith, 1962), 

Slash may be tractor piled and burned on gentle slopes, handpiled and 
burned, or broadcast burned regardless of slope. In light fuel 
concentrations, limbs and tops can also be lopped and scattered. Where 
slash is not evenly distributed and a mature overstory has been left, 
underburning or jackpot burning of slash concentrations is the only 
effective method of disposal. Slash disposal activity varies directly 
with timber harvest level. Alternatives which generate the highest 
timber harvest also generate the highest level of slash. 

Slash disposal can cause short-term degradation of Foreground viewing. 
In broadcast burning units, all residual vegetation is usually burned and 
the unit looks scorched and black. Visual degradation usually lasts only 
until the first growing season because forbs, grasses, and shrubs 
res prout or seed and grow rapidly after fire. Burned dozer piles leave 
scars that are readily visible onsite and, in some cases, from several 
miles away. Burned handpiles are not evident to the casual observer 
after a short period of time. Hot underburns can cause scorch marks on 
residual trees and kill their lower branches. These visual effects will 
last until red needles fall and the scorched bark falls off. 
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Air quality will be degraded by burning. Slash burning is generally 
carried out when fuels are dry and weather conditions permit control of 
fire. Suitable conditions occur for only a short time froDI the spring 
through fall. Fire weather conditions are monitored and burning allowed 
only when smoke can be dispersed. The higher the timber harvest level 
(see Timber Harvest), the greater the air quality problem because more 
slash will have to be burned in the short time available. 

On gentle slopes, tractors are used to move slash into piles or 
windrows. This activity has a high potential for degrading the soil 
resource (Klock, 1975). If care is not taken, topsoil, litter, and duff 
can be pushed into the piles, exposing excessive mineral soil to 
erosion. If windrows or piles and soil beneath them are too dry when 
burned, the topsoil may be baked, become sterile, and made impervious to 
wetting (Dryness, 1976). The soil structure may be severely altered with 
little or no revegetation to protect the soil against erosion during the 
several years necessary for recovery_ Handpiling and burning will have 
no noticable effect on the soil. Small areas under the piles may be 
scorched, but handpiles are usually small and burn cool enough to cause 
little damage. 

Bennett (1962) describes methods of controlling burn intensities to 
reduce risk of soil degradation and erosion. Soil losses caused by 
burning can be no greater than natural rates if fires are properly 
managed (Glassy, 1982; USDA Forest Service, 1978). 

Firelines constructed around burn units may be a source of sediment in 
the absence of erosion control measures. Mineral soil must be exposed so 
fire will not creep over the line. The exposed soil surface is subject 
to raindrop splash erosion and overland flow. Ditching to divert water 
into undisturbed areas will prevent excessive soil movement. 

Water quantity is affected more by removal of trees than by slash 
disposal. The only measurable effect on water yield would occur where 
large areas of mineral s01l are exposed and overland flow increased by a 
decrease in infiltration rate. Water quality would be affected in the 
same way (DeByle and Packer, 1972). Overland flow could increase 
sediment delivery to the streams if a sufficient strip of undisturbed 
vegetation is not present between the burned unit and the stream (Snyder 
and others, 1975). 

Slash disposal has an effect on fisheries or streams if water quality or 
quantity is affected. Overland flow from burned units may carry high 
levels of nutrients which will temporarily enrich the water and add to 
available fish food. The duration and magnitude of the nutrient flush is 
so short and small that detection of the result is unlikely (Snyder and 
others, 1975). 

Slash disposal has an effect on big game when cover that remains after 
logging must be burned during slash disposal. Forage may be temporarily 
reduced by slash disposal activities, but reduced competition and rapid 
nutrient release may result in an increase of shrub, grass, and forb 
growth in the subsequent growing season. 
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A totally clean forest floor lacks cover for a wide variety of small 
animals, many of which depend on insects for food. The removal of all 
dead, down, and decaying material removes a whole segment of the forest 
ecosystem. Some harmful insects and animals are eliminated, but 
beneficial ones are also removed. Slash disposal procedures should leave 
sufficient woody material to support the full complement of organisms 
present in the forest ecosystem. 

Bark beetles and fungi can build up in untreated slash and spread to 
living trees. Slash treatment reduces the habitat for these insects and 
diseases and controls their spread (FurniSS and Carolin, 1977). Dozer 
piling in a partial cut can result in mechanical damage to residual trees 
and increases their susceptibility to disease or insect attack. 

Costs of slash disposal vary by disposal method, size of unit, and 
slope. Handpiling is more expensive than machine piling, small units 
cost more per acre than larger units, and units on steep slopes are more 
expensive to treat than those on gentle slopes. The higher the total 
timber output, the higher the total slash disposal costs. Slash disposal 
is a necessary cost to the production of timber and, as such, has an 
effect on the calculation of PNV. The amount of disposal required 
depends on timber harvested each year; some control will be 
required on every acre. average annual area burned for 
slash and timber site preparation purposes is in Table 
IV-17 for the first decade and the projected peak decade within the 40 
years subsequent to 1990. 

Table IY-17: Average Annual Area Burned for Slash Dis~osal 
and Timber Site Preparation eM Acres) 

Benchmarks 
Alternative ~A ~ MIN 

a b c d e f g RUN PNV Ln 

First Decade 11.1 9.8 11.8 12.6 13.1 16.8 10.9 11.3 20.7 0 
Peak Decade 19.7 20.7 22.3 20.1 24.1 20.6 10.9 25.9 21.6 0 

Projection 

The acreage to be treated for slash disposal and site preparation is also 
a function of the habitat group harvested and the silvicultural system 
used. On habitat groups with relatively high timber volumes, the level 
and intensity of both site preparation and slash disposal are greater 
than in areas with low timber volumes. An area that is harvested with a 
clearcut system will usually require a different type of disposal than a 
similar area harvested with a shelterwood system. Thus the acreage 
treated by fire for slash disposal and site preparation varies from one 
alternative to another, but in general, those alternatives with high 
timber volumes scheduled for harvest will have the highest fire treatment 
prescribed. 
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Slash disposal activities create smoke which may degrade air quality 
enough to cause local short-term problems. Units harvested but unburned 
may be nearly impassable to animals or people if slash loads are high. 
The problem is greatest with high timber output alternatives. 

Short-term Use vs. Maintenance and Enhancement of Long-term Productivity 
- Slash control maintains or increases long-term timber/vegetative 
productivity. Productivity is adversely affected if slash is not treated 
or treated in a poor manner. There is always a chance for excess soil to 
be displaced and erosion to occur with machine piling and windrowing. 
Soil compaction also may result. Fertility is then lost and the next 
generation of trees suffers. Burning at a time when the fire generates 
too much heat generally has the same effect. Most other effects of slash 
control are short-term and have little impact on productivity. 

Irreversible and Irretrieyable Commitment of Resource~ - Control of slash 
on a harvest site does not irreversibly commit this area to slash control 
in the future. However, one objective of slash control is to promote 
another generation of trees. Considering the time and effort expended, 
it is likely this future crop will be harvested and the slash created by 
that harvest will need to be treated. The soil lost in slash control 
efforts is irretrievable. 

Adverse Effects Which Cannot be AvoideQ - The most obvious adverse effect 
is the generation of smoke into the atmosphere by slash control. Though 
this effect is short lived, the more volume of slash control, the more 
smoke. Other adVerse effects include the short-term scorched and 
blackened vistas and the displacement of wildlife and possible erosion of 
soils. 

Conflicts with the Objectives of Other Land Management Plans, policies, 
and Controls - Burning plans need to take into consideration the 
potential effects smoke drift may have on the Class I airsheds (Flathead 
Indian Reservation and all wilderness areas). 

Energy Requirements - Some energy is required in slash control. If 
machinery is used, the energy required for a particular site can be 
significant. A small amount of energy is used in torches to light 
fires. Handpiling of slash requires little energy outside the muscular 
activity of those persons doing the piling. 

4. Site preparation 

The objective of site preparation is to create micro-sites where tree 
seedlings have a good chance for survival. Site preparation requires 
removal of competing vegetation and exposure of mineral soil. The 
removal of competing vegetation allows for good early seedling growth in 
full sun and with plenty of soil moisture. Seedlings sprouting on duff 
or organic layers generally will not survive since the organic matter 
dries out too fast. 

Site preparation is usually accomplished in conjunction with logging and 
slash disposal activities. Dozers used to skid logs and pile slash 
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displace litter and other organic matter and the result is enough mineral 
soil exposure to provide planting sites. Cable logging displaces some of 
the organic layer, and broadcast burning or burning of handpiles creates 
areas where mineral topsoil is exposed. In units where insufficient 
mineral soil is exposed or competing vegetation has had time to 
regenerate, the soil surface must be scarified or the competing 
vegetation killed just before planting. Scarification can be done by 
dozers or other machines on gentle slopes, but must be done by hand 
scalping on steeper slopes. If competing vegetation is too dense, 
chemical control can be proposed for eliminating this competition. Each 
site must be analyzed to determine the appropriate method. Use of new 
technology in methods of scarification will help in achieving optimum 
results. 

Site preparation has the same effect on the visual resource, soils, water 
quality and quantity, and fish as the soil-disturbing aspect of slash 
disposal. Hand scalping of the individual tree planting sites is 
generally the least costly method of site preparation; handpiling and 
burning is the most expensive. Hand scalping is also least effective 
because less competing vegetation is removed and seedling failure can be 
high. Machine scarification, piling, and burning is the most effective 
method because enough mineral soil is exposed and most competing 
vegetation is removed. It is possible to "overscarify" and cause damage 
to the soil and water resource. Retention of prescribed amounts of large 
woody debris provides good micro-sites for regeneration, helps protect 
the soil resource, and provides for nutrient cycling. 

Environmental effects of site preparation vary by factors other than 
alternatives, but the higher the timber output, the greater the potential 
for environmental concern because there will be more site preparation 
activity. 

Short-term Use vs. Maintenance and Enhancement of Long-term Product1vitl 
- Timber productivity of sites depends in part on how quickly trees are 
established after harvest. Adequate site preparation is necessary to 
ensure seedling survival and to give them a good start to compete with 
other vegetation. Care must be taken so that the relatively thin 
topsoils are not removed. These soils are necessary for the maintenance 
of productivity. Retention of woody residues will help maintain 
long-term nutrient levels. 

Irreversible and Irretrieyable Commitment of Resources - Since 
considerable money and effort are expended in preparing the site fora 
new generation of trees, it is unlikely that the next generation of trees 
will not be harvested. Soil lost or displaced by site preparation 
activities is irretrievable. 

Adverse Effects Which Cannot be Avoided - The temporary appearance of 
piled slash and disturbed soil on sites that have been prepared for 
regeneration is unavoidable and will remain until i'€vegetation becomes 
effective in stabilizing soils and providing cover. Soils are displaced 
but very seldom from the site. If burning is used, smoke is generated. 
The noise and visual effects of site preparation can affect recreation 
use for a short time. 
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Conflicts with the Objectives of Other Land Management Plans, Policies, 
and Controls - Burning plans need to take into consideration the 
potential effects smoke drift may have on the Class I airsheds (Flathead 
Indian Reservation and all wilderness areas). 

EneriY Requirements - Energy requirements for site preparation are very 
similar to those for slash control and in many cases are shared. 

5. Reforestation 

Reforestation occurs on all sites that are prescribed for a regeneration 
harvest, either by natural or artificial means. In a forested 
environment, regeneration of nearly all sites will occur naturally given 
enough time. Some sites will naturally regenerate rapidly (1 to 5 
years), others may take up to 25 to 30 years. The longer it takes for a 
site to regenerate, the more the resultant stand will be composed of 
climax species, which are more susceptible to insect and disease problems 
and are less productive than seral species. 

Artificial reforestation (planting/direct seeding) prescribed on those 
areas where natural regeneration will not occur, to unacceptable 
timeframes and species, and in areas where previous natural reforestation 
efforts have (see Table Planting is usually performed in 
clearcuts but may also be used in shelterwood or harvested 
areas where natural regeneration is not occurring. Stands with severe 
insect or disease problems also may require artificial reforestation. 

Table IV-18: Ayerase Annual Reforestation by Decade, Acres per Year 

I Benchmark 
I 1 ____________ ~A.lt~e~run~a~t~i~ve~s~ __________ _ MAX MIN RPA 

PNY LEV RUN I Decade I abc d e f 

Plan Period 1 

3 

Projections 5 

10 

15713 13878 16922 4647 5370 4597 7210 5425 0 11569 

17372 6512 13375 7317 7742 8853 10781 17253 0 19850 

10036 8466 11238 9667 11067 8797 11154 13630 0 11343 

9307 7429 8236 7421 8298 7461 8838 8069 0 9367 
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The amount of planting varies by alternative. As the level of timber 
management intensity increases, the amount of artificial reforestation 
increases in order to gain quicker regeneration of seral species. This 
also results in a faster recovery of the visual character of the 
landscape; a faster return to preharvest levels of water yield, water 
quality, and timing of peak flow, and a faster protection of the soils 
from erosion. Rapid regeneration causes cattle and wildlife transitory 
forage to decrease at a quicker rate because of shading and competition 
of the growing trees, but speeds the recovery process of big-game hiding 
and thermal cover. 

Insect and disease problems can be minimized by the establishment of a 
young, vigorous stand of trees. Often, the problems can be further 
minimized by planting a different species than was harvested or by 
planting a mixture of tree species. Monetary returns may be greater with 
the new generation of trees if higher-valUed species are planted, but 
introduced species must be compatible with the site. Generally, seral 
species are more insect- and disease-tolerant and vigorous than are 
climax species. 

Planting is labor intensive and costs are high. It is more expensive to 
plant on slopes over 40 percent, on thin, rocky SOil, and in clearcuts 
because more seedlings are planted per acre. Because of the expense, 
planting has a definite affect on the calculation of PNV. It is cheaper 
to plant with fresh site preparation than to try to plant after an 
initial treatment has failed. 

Short-term Use vs. Maintenance and EnhanCement of Lona-term Productivity 
- Planting can have a definite effect on productivity of the next 
generation of trees. Stand establishment takes fewer years than natural 
regeneration, shortening the time until the next harvest. Other species 
or a mix of species can be introduced on the site, if compatible, and 
lessen the loss to insects and diseases, in addition to producing more 
wood fiber. These activities should not affect the natural productivity 
of the site and will provide faster protection to the soils. Though 
rapid growth of timber will reduce the transitory forage available to 
livestock or big game, it will provide the hiding cover and thermal 
protection for big game. 

Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of ResQUrces - Because of the 
expense of planting, it is reasonable to assume that the next generation 
of trees will be harvested. For all practical purposes, this is an 
irreversible commitment. The only irretrievable loss associated with 
planting would be in cases when the planting fails. The fiber lost 
during this period of time could not be recovered. 

Adyerse Effects Which Cannot be Avoided - A percentage of the plantings 
on the Forest will fail in the first few years. If stocking levels are 
not adequate, replanting at an additional expense will be required. 

Conflicts with the Objectiyes of Other Land Management Plans, Policies, 
and Controls - None identified. 
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Ener~y ReQuirements - Some energy will be required in transportation of 
tree planting crews to the field and the use of powered equipment for 
planting. This is a small portion of the total energy use on the Forest. 

6. Timber Stand ImprOvement 

Precommercial and commercial thinning are the two activities associated 
with timber stand improvement. Precammercial thinning occurs when the 
regenerated stand is about 20 years old (too small for commercial 
products). Commercial thinning generally occurs when the stand is about 
60 years old (some commercial products). The objective of thinning is t~ 
reduce competition among crop trees so maximum growth per residual tree 
is realized. The resulting fewer but larger trees are more valuable at 
time of harvest. 

Thinning can have a minor short-term adverse effect on viewing from the 
foreground until the slash decays or is otherwise disposed of. Thinned 
stands have an esthetically pleasing appearance once the slash is gone. 
The more open aspect of the thinned stands is not likely to be regarded 
as a negative effect by the casual observer. 

The slash created by thinning is a fire hazard that is difficult to 
manage. Broadcast or underburning is not possible without damage to the 
remaining trees and burning handpiles can also cause considerable damage. 

Thinned stands produce slightly more forage for a short time after 
thinning but this advantage is soon lost by the rapidly expanding canopy 
of the remaining trees. Hiding cover for big game may be reduced by 
thinning but recovers as the remaining trees occupy the available space. 
A more or less diverse stand can result from thinning, depending on the 
objectives. Thinning to emphasize one species over a large area is a 
detriment to diversity and could affect the habitat of certain small 
animals, birds, and insects. The removal of insect-infested, diseased, 
and slow-growing trees will result in a more healthy, vigorous stand. 

Precommercial thinning results in a decrease in PNV because timber yield 
tables show very little difference in yields. Species composition may 
change somewhat due to the treatment. Also, the $75 to $150 per acre 
investment must be discounted over the rotation length. Quality of the 
final crop trees and harvest efficiencies associated with larger-sized 
trees, coupled with shorter rotation periods, help compensate for this 
investment. 

Thinning can have beneficial results by controlling stocking levels beloW 
threshold levels for insect attack and may help to sanitize diseased 
stands, allowing for healthier growing conditions. Thinning allows 
selected trees to grow faster in diameter allowing for an earlier 
commercial or final harvest more efficiently. As management intensity 
increases, the investments in precammercia1 thinning also increase as 
displayed in Table IV-19. 
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Table IV-19: Average Annual Timber Stand Improvement by Decade, 
Acres per Year 

I Benchlliark 
I I AUernat.ive~ MAX MIN I 

:Decadel a b c I d I e f g PNV LEV I , 

Plan Period , 3998 3239 4659 113 1421 1493 923 2025 0 
----.-- - - - - ------ - - - - - - - - - - ------

3 3998 3239 4659 113 1421 1493 923 4103 0 

Projections 5 4618 5198 10451 819 1121 2931 3909 6919 0 

10 2252 3408 1095 144 923 6144 5012 125 0 

----

RPA 
RUN 

2416 

2476 

5871 

2916 

Commercial thinning has the same environmental effects as selection 
harvest. 

Short-term Use vs. Maintenance and Enhancement of Long-term Productivity 
- Thinning increases the productivity of wood fiber. One objective of 
thinning is that the final product be more useful and valuable. 

Irreversible and Irretrievable COmmitment of Resources - Thinning is 
costly and adds to the commitment to continue intensive management 
practices and final harvest. In only unique situations would final 
harvest not occur. Some of the funds expended in this costly process may 
not be completely retrievable. 

Adyerse Effects Which Cannot be Avoided - Temporary losses of hiding 
cover will affect big game use of the areas. The visual resource will be 
adversely affected for a short period of time. The slash created by 
thinning will likely not be treated. This will present a fire hazard for 
a few years after thinning. 

ConfUcts with the Objectives of Other Land Management Plans, Policies, 
and Controls - None identified. 

Energy ReQuirements - Most of the energy used in precommercial thinning 
will be used in transportation of crews to the sites and use of powered 
equipment for thinning. This is a small portion of the total Forest use. 
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O. Roads 

1. Road Construction 

Road construction and maintenance have a greater effect on other 
resources than any other Forest management activity. The primary effects 
are the displacement of large amounts of soil, increased-vehicle access, 
and decreased visual resource. 

About 5,440 miles of inventoried system roads, which are considered 
necessary for resource management activities, exist on or adjacent to the 
Forest. Of the 5,440 miles, about 420 miles are classed as Forest 
arterials, 3,000 miles as Forest collectors, and about 2,020 miles as 
local roads. Besides these inventoried road miles, about 1,800 miles of 
old logging spur-type roadways exist. These roads were built originally 
as "temporary" facilities, but half of these roads appear to have some 
value for future resource access and utilization needs. 

Table IV-20 projects the miles of road to be constructed by alternative 
for the next 50 years. Mileages include roads outside the Forest 
boundary which provide access to the Forest. Most local roads will be 
closed and stabilized. The mileage of open and maintained road at any 
one time will be much less than the total miles of road constructed. 

Table IV-2D; Average Annual Road Construction By Decade (Miles) 

Construction 
Local Collector 

Alternatiye Time Period Roads Roads 

Plan Period 1981-1990 108 64 
- - - - - - - - - - - - -1- - - - - - - - - - - - - -I 

a 1991-2000 I 138 29 I 
2001-2010 I 138 

Projections 2011-2020 I 13 
2021-2030 I 61 

Plan Period 1981-1990 I 125 36 I 

- - - - - - - - - - - - -1- - - - - - - - - - - - - -I 
b 1991-2000 I 99 49 I 

2001-2010 I 140 I 
Projections 2011-2020 81 

202]-2030 69 
Plan Period 1981-1990 I 99 67 
- - - - - - - - - - - - -1- - - - - - - - - - - - - -I 

c 1991-2000 I 125 26 I 
2001-2010 I 101 I 

Projections 2011-2020 I 128 I 
2021-2030 I 72 f 

Plan Period 1981-1990 I 75 65 I 
- - - - - - - - - - - - -1- - - - - - - - - - - - - -I 

d 1991-2000 I 107 21 I 
Projections 2001-2010 I 101 I 

2011-2020 I 113 
2021-2030 46 
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Table IV-20 (continued) 

I Construction 
I Local I Coll ector 

Alternative I Time Period Roads I Roads 
Plan Period 1981-1990 I 52 89 I 
- - - - - - - - - - - - -1- - - - - - - - - - - - - -I 

1991-2000 I 83 48 
e 2001-2010 I 178 

Projections 2011-2020 I 168 
2021-2030 38 

Plan Period 1981-1990 78 49 
- - - - - - - - - - - - -1- - - - - - - - - - - - - -I 

f 1991-2000 I 102 24 
Projections 2001-2010 140 

2011-2020 122 
2021-2030 70 

Plan Period 1981-1990 I 107 I 
- - - - - - - - - - - - -1- - - - - - - - - - - - - -I 

g 1991-2000 I 99 ! 
Projections 2001-2010 i 155 I 

Benchmark 
MAX 
PNV 

RPA 
RUN 

MIN 
LVL 

2011-2020 I 95 
2021-2030 I 72 

1981-1990 
1991-2000 
2001-2010 
2011-2020 
2021-2030 
1981-1990 
1991-2000 
2001-2010 
2011-2020 
2021-2030 

96 
94 

156 
42 

63 
117 
102 
46 
73 

-0- All Time Periods 

102 
55 

63 
39 

Roads provide access for motorized recreation, but eliminate primitive 
recreation and severely modify semiprimitive recreation. Wilderness 
attributes of roadless areas are foregone. People will either shift 
their recreation use to another roadless area or continue to use the same 
area and experience a change in the type of recreation available. 

People who prefer roaded recreation will find greater opportunities for 
this type of recreation. 

Road construction can affect the basic character of the landscape by 
changing its color, texture, or line. Roads across open areas on steep 
slopes are highly visible for many miles. Cuts and fills are often 
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visible even through a screen of vegetation. Where the visual resource 
is important, the impact can be reduced by leaving vegetative screens, 
seeding, treating cut and fill slopes with a darkening agent or reducing 
cuts and fills by changing road designs. The transportation system 
necessary to implement any alternative would result in an adverse, though 
not unacceptable, visual effect according to visual quality standards 
(USDA Forest Service, 1977). 

Road construction can result in adverse effects on cultural resources 
(see page IV-22)j however roads built for timber hauling can also 
facilitate exploration and development of locatable and leasable 
minerals. 

Road construction can provide an excellent seedbed for invader plant 
species including noxious weeds. Once established these plants provide a 
seed bank for escape into the surrounding plant communities. Noxious 
weeds, however, are spreading even without road construction and not 
building roads will not stop their spread. Recent studies of the 
relation of noxious weeds to road seedbed conditions suggest a number of 
management practices which can reduce or eliminate this risk. Additional 
information is provided in Section M, Chapter IV. 

Roads often cross game trails and may change animal movement patterns. 
Linear openings are cut through animal cover~ and the security an area 
is reduced by increased road access. Narrow roads built to follow the 
terrain with minimum cuts and fills reduce these impacts. Road closures 
can restore the security for big-game animals to acceptable levels even 
though the road provides a travelway for horseback riders and hikers. 

Road construction on big-game range causes few problems to the 
animals because construction activity normally occurs when few or no 
animals are present. These roads, however, do provide easier access for 
hunters. 

Road construction activity on big-game summer range displaces the 
animals. The displacement is usually a topographic barrier (Lyon, 
979) and will continue as long as heavy traffic is allowed. Road 

building in adjacent drainages can be scheduled to avoid simultaneous 
activity so displacement will be New roads increase the 
access for both hunters and other recreationists. Parts of the habitat 
for some small animals will be destroyed by road construction but other 
habitat rr~y be created for those animals who exist along the edge of the 
forest. 

Road construction and maintenance produce the greatest impacts of any 
activity on soil, water, and fisheries through erosion and 
sedimentation. Sediment can fill the spaces between gravels, smothering 
fish eggs, small fish, and fish food. Fry and fingerlings lose hiding 
cover and are more vulnerable to predators. In addition, roads tend to 
concentrate water runoff, further increasing surface erosion and sediment 
buildup in streams. Roads can behave like first-order drainages. They 
can intercept flow and can be efficient in carrying water to a stream 
channel thus increasing peak flows. Roads with deep cuts through the 
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soil mantle can interrupt the subsurface flow of water and increase the 
mass failure hazard In unstable solI types. . 

Because roads contribute approximately 80 percent of the erosion and 
sedimentation attributed to land management activities (Megaham and Kidd, 
1972), roads that are constructed through or adjacent to riparian areas 
may adversely affect stream channel stability, water quality, and fishery 
habitat. For this reason, in all alternatives road building and timber 
harvest activities are constrained to minimize effects on the stream 
environment. Culvert placement and bridge building, for example, cannOt 
take place at those times when fish are spawning or when the redds are 
vulnerable to sediment increases, and roads will be designed to cross 
rather than parallel riparian areas. 

Roads also can expose selected stream reaches to overfishing due to 
easier public access. Stream crossings can interrupt fish migration if 
the structure(s) is improperly designed or installed. 

As noted in Section F, Aquatic Enyironment/Fisheries Habitat 
ImproyementlWater Uses, sediment yield predictions on the Lolo Forest are 
Forest-wide estimates and lack precision for making individual stream 
evaluations. However, Table IV-21 displays relative levels of 
anticipated sediment yield produced in third-order watersheds on the 
Forest. High (H), Medium (M), and Low (L) values have been assigned to 
express sedimentation rate increases above the natural background 
sediment. There is a close correlation between these ratings and the 
amount of road construction by alternative. There is also a close 
correlation between these ratings and the amount of management activity 
portrayed by alternative in Table 11-33. These rankings reflect the risk 
of possible sediment impacts on fish, the risk being that sediment would 
adversely affect fish popUlations. These ratings do not include impacts 
from temporary roads that will be closed and reclaimed after use. Mass 
wasting is not reflected because road-related mass failures are not 
significant on the Forest. 

Potential 
Sediment 

Table 1V-21: Relative Sediment Yield Potential 
in Third Order Watersheds 

Bencbm2rk 
Alternative MAX RDA 

a b c d e f i PNV RUN 

H M H M M M L H M 

H = High, M = Moderate, L = Low 

MIN 
LEV. 

L 

In all alternatives, road building and timber harvest activities are. 
constrained to minimize effects on the stream environment. Forest-wid~: 

IV-57 



mitigation measures are applied by standards to all road construction 
activities to reduce the sediment delivered to streams. 

Every mile of road construction disturbs the soil on four to eight acres 
between the top of the cut and the bottom of the fill slope. This area 
can be considered a clearcut with special revegetation problems. No 
trees will grow on the road surface, but will grow on some portions of 
the cut and fill slopes. There will be a reduction in productivity along 
the sides of roads across steep slopes, but no yield table reductions 
were made because the loss is insignificant (Pfister and others, 1977). 

Roads built into roadless areas result in increased access and increased 
potential for man-caused fires. However, this same access makes fire 
suppression easier by quick delivery of fire fighters and provides fuel 
breaks for fire. 

Road construction is a major cost in all alternatives. While road costs 
initially reduce returns to the U.S. Treasury, later timber harvests 
generate increased income since roads can be used for multiple harvest 
entries over an extended period. A significant benefit to the local 
economy comes from local contractors who build many of Forest roads. 

Short-term Use vs. Maintenance and Enhancement of Lon~-term Productivity 
- Construction roads effect on ity. Even 
though efforts are made to a, the and cut/ fill 
slopes will not maintain the preconstruction potential. 
the roads remain open to use, this acreage is removed the vegetative 
production capacity of the area. Roads remove habitat of small 
animals and birds even though the edge of roads may create habitat for 
others. Roads facilitate timber harvest which can have a positive effect 
on future productivity of the area. Roads change the type of recreation 
experience which can be enjoyed in the area. Actively traveled roads can 
have an adverse effect on the movement of big-game animals. Roads have 
the potential to create severe and long-lasting impact on the visual 
resource. 

Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources - Road 
construction is an irrever'sible corumi tment of resources since roads are 
essentially permanent features of the landscape. If roads are not 
constructed to allow for the economical harvest of timber, then the value 
of the timber resource cannot be recovered and is lost. If roads are 
built, irretrievable losses occur in wilderness potential, primitive and 
semiprimitive recreation, and roadless wildlife habitat. 

Adverse Effects Wbich Cannot Be Avoided - Roads reduce the natural 
appearance of landscapes. Wildlife habitat and wildlife movement 
patterns are disturbed. Roadless recreation opportunities are lost. 
Wilderness potential is foregone. Road construction and maintenance 
cause the greatest amount of soil disturbance and erosion. Water quality 
of streams may be lowered by road building and fish habitat may be 
destroyed or lowered. 
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Conflicts with the Objectiyes of Other Land ManBement Plans, Policies, 
and Controls - The Forest works closely with other landowners to 
efficiently develop access required to manage the land. 

EPersy Regyirements - With the exception of timber harvest, road 
construction and maintenance requires the largest amount of energy use of 
any other Forest activity. 

The following table exhibits the average annual energy requirements 
projected for road construction on the Forest by alternative for the next 
50 years. 

Table IV-22: Enersy Requirements for Road Construction 

BenQbllilrK 
Alternative MAX RPA MIN 

a b Q d e f B PNV RUN LEV 

Average Annual 
Energy Use 
(billions of 76 74 91 78 83 85 88 87 77 0 

BTU's) 

2. Road Manasement 

The objective of road wanagement is to provide for public and commercial 
use of the road system while reducing adverse impacts on forest 
resources. 

Road management consists of road closures, use restrictions, and 
maintenance. Road closures are made for one or more of the following 
reasons: 

a. Protection of Wildlife Habitat - Many closure~; are made to protect 
habitat of big game, threatened or endangered species. Closures may 
be seasonal based on habitat use. Closures may also be made to reduce 
hunting pressure. The Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife, and Parks 
is a cooperator in this effort. 

b. Water Quality and Erosion Control - Roads may be closed when the road 
surface is very soft and wet to prevent rutting. This reduces erosion 
and the amount of sediment reaching streams. 

c. ReduQtiQn of MaintenanQe COpts - Reduction or elimination of road use, 
especially when the surface is wet, can substantially reduce 
maintenance costs. 

d. PubliQ Safety - Some types of traffic may be prohibited at certain 
times for user safety. 
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Seasonal or year-round road closures can be used to provide a wide 
variety of recreational opportunities, even though the environment is 
changed by the physical presence of the road. 

Table IV-23: Projected Road Access at the End of Decade 12 

Collector Roads I Collector Roads I 
Needed 10pen for Public Usel Local Roads 

Alternatiye (Miles) I (Miles) I (Miles) 

a 3925 2208 9250 
b 3405 1500 7164 
c 3925 1850 8667 
d 3852 1883 7257 
e 4371 1584 7217 
f 3727 1425 7136 
g 2996 1750 8112 

Benchmark 
MAX 4567 1440 5901 
PNV 

MIN -0- 1650· -0-
LEV 

RPA 4013 1650 7009 
RUN 

• This mileage will gradually decrease over time as weathering and 
revegetation occurs. 

Under most alternatives, the miles of open road increases slightly over 
time, but the majority of new roads constructed will be closed to public 
use. During the first decade, the mileage of open roads will remain 
almost unchanged. Most all roads constructed will have year-round or 
seasonal closures, except where closing is impractical or costs of 
closing are greater than the benefits. 

Road closures or restrictions in most cases are applied against motorized 
access by the public, plus administrative travel by Forest managers. 
Closures will have a positive effect upon wildlife species sensitive to 
human activities such as elk and grizzly bear. Road closures reduce the 
disturbance of their habitat (Lyon, 1979) and therefore, increase their 
usability of areas. These closures are essential in achieving the 
Forest's objectives for elk and grizzly bear. 

Road closures will reduce the opportunity for firewood gathering in 
specific areas at certain times of the year. However, where firewood 
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exists and there is demand for it, roads will be opened selectively for 
short periods for firewood gathering. 

Road closures reduce road-oriented recreation opportunities. However, 
there is no significant effect on energy use. 

Road status (open or closed) will be reviewed and revised approximately 
every 3 years with full public involvement when changes are being 
considered. 

Short-term Use vs. Maintenance and Enhancement of Long-term Productivity 
- Some roaded recreation opportunities are lost but wildlife habitat is 
enhanced. 

Irreversible and Irretrieyable Commitment of Resources - None identified. 

Adverse Effects That Cannot be Avoided - Some people do not agree with 
current and planned road closures. Some can be adversely affected by a 
closed road which they prefer to be open, and others if the road is open 
and they prefer it closed. Commercial interests may incur additional 
costs due to road closures or use restrictions. Recurrent maintenance 
costs will result from roads left open to use. 

QQnflicts with Objectives of Other Land Hanasewent Plans and ContrQls -
None identified. 

Energy Requirement~ - No significant requirements. 

P. Research Natural Areas 

The six selected areas proposed as Research Natural Areas comprise a total 
of 3,307 acres. The purpose of the RNA's is to reserve undisturbed 
ecosystems for future observation and same six areas were 
proposed for all alternatives. 1, acres suitable timber land 
included in the proposed RNA's could produce an estimated 100,000 board feet 

if they were assigned to management areas with regulated timber 
Because of the small acreage involved, other resource impacts are 

minimal, especially since the purpose the RNA prescription is to maintain 
areas in a natural state research purposes. In addition, much the 
area is at high elevation which is unsuitable for both timber and livestock 
forage. 

Short-term Use vs. Maintenance and Enhancement of Long-term Productiylty -
The few research projects deSigned for these areas will have minimal 
resource impacts with no impact on long-term productivity. 

Irreyersible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources - Timber products, 
livestock forage, and minerals are irretrievably lost as long as the areas 
remain in RNA status. 

Adverse Effects Which QannQt be Avoided - Control of insects, diseases, and 
noxiOUS weeds is generally restricted or extremely costly because of the 
techniques required to protect the natural condition of the area. 
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Conflicts with the Objectives of Other Land Management Plans, Policies and 
Controls - No conflicts with other land management plans are anticipated. 

Energy ReQuirements - Energy requirements associated with managing the 
Research Natural Areas are expected to be Bn insignificant portion of total 
Forest use. 
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CHAPTER v - LIST (f' P.B.EPABEBS. 

Robert tlBob" Meuchel - Supervisory Forester; B.S. Forestry 

Twenty-one years professional Forest Service experience on Ranger District, 
Supervisor Office, and Regional Office levels as District Ranger, in timber 
planning and management and long-range planning. Responsible for long-range 
planning on the Lolo National Forest. 

Responsible for completion of the Lolo Forest Plan including EIS preparation. 

Interdisciplinary Team 

Core Croup 

B. John "Jack" LosenskY - Planning Team Leader and Forest Ecologist; B.S. 
Forest Management; M.S. Forest Ecology 

Nine years general forest management; 3 years with Forest Research 
conducting fire effects studies on forest communities throughout the U .; 3 
years experience as biotic planning specialist and interdisciplinary tea~ 
leader in project and long-range planning; 7 years as interdisciplinary planner 
for long-range planning. 

Provided leadership and expertise in the development of all planning actions 
and procedures required by the NFMA; had overall responsibility for inter
disciplinary team functioning and participation; established necessary 
communications between the planning team and Lolo Forest management personnel; 
developed procedures for asseSSing diversity. 

Fred Stewart - Forest Economist; B.S. Wi ldli fe Biology; Ph.D. Resource 
Economics 

Graduate level course work in economics; member of planning staff for USDA 
Cooperati ve River Basin Studies in North and South Carolina v;i th t'eponsibility 
for preparing the economic sections. 

Seven years experience as forest economist. 

Developed cost coefficients for management prescriptions; assisted in the 
development and use of demand and supply analyses used in formulating and 
evaluating alternatives; analyzed economic impacts of alternatives using input
output modeling and other techniques. Coordinated preparation of final E.l.S. 

Cres Muntber - Fisheries Biologist; B.S. Forestry; M.S. Fisheries Management 

Seventeen years Forest Service experience with staff responsibilities in timber 
management, information and education, and fisheries management; interdisci
plinary team member of the Sawtooth National Recreation Area planning team. 
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Served as biological sciences representative on the planning team; provided 
technical expertise in the development of riparian management activities and 
coefficients for expressing the effects of management activities on aquatic 
habitats and fisheries; developed the procedure for addressing rronitoring 
requirements; participated in assessing alternatives for geographic, biological 
and philosophical reasonableness. 

Arne IISkip.!!_.R~Q.Uist - Hydrologist; B.S. Aerospace Engineering; M.S. Watershed 
Science 

Served 6 years as an aerospace engineer with the United States Air Force; 2 
years experience as an envit~nmental scientist, Atomic Energy Commission; 10 
years with the Forest Service with responsibilities in watershed management. 

Served as physical sciences representative on the planning team; had principal 
responsibility for the development of watershed management considerations and 
coefficients for all management activities; coordinated activities required to 
assess alternatives for implementation feasibility. 

Virginla_'!!Ginn~Ir~ - Public Information Officer; B.S. Secondary Education 

Public information and training and education specialist for 4 years with the 
Bureau of Land Management; post graduate training in environmental analysis 
procedures, planning systems, communications, environmental politics, and 
public involvement in resource management. 

Developed public information materials related to Forest planning; developed, 
implemented, and facilitated public participation activities; participated in 
assessing and evaluating alternatives for their social responsiveness; 
organized and drafted this Forest Plan EIS. 

John C. "Jack" Fisher - Planner; B.S. Forestry 

Twenty-seven years Forest Service experience in various aspects of management 
and planning. Forest liasion to Bonneville Power Administration during 
construction of the Dworshak-Hot Springs 500-kv transmission line; member of 
Colstrip Interagency Study Team; technical representative to the Bureau of land 
Management1s Northern Tier" Pipeline environmental study team; member of 
interagency EIS team. Garrison-Spokane 500-kv transmission project; and Forest 
Service Project Coordinator for construction of BPA's Garrision Spokane 500-kv 
transmission project. 

Participated in FS interdisciplinary team in evaluating Lolo Forest Plan 
alternatives and defined management activities related to power and pipe line 
corridors; responsible for identifying and qualifying energy-related effects 
and consequences; organized and drafted the Lolo National Forest Plan Revised 
Environmental Impact Statement and Forest Plan (1982); responsible for editing 
the Final Environmental Impact Statement. 

Defined the management activities related to powerline/pipeline corridor 
construction; participated on the interdisciplinary team in the evaluation of 
alternatives according to their energy-related effects and consequences. 
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~jk~_Bjllj~ - Wildlife Biologist; B.S. Wildlife Science 

Two years experience as a forestry technician; 13 years experience as a 
wildlife biologist in the Pacific Northwest and Northern Regions. 

Principal responsibility for developing wildlife management activities and 
coefficients for measuring the effects of management activities on all major 
species groups of animals represented on the Forest; participated in reviewing 
and evaluating alternatives for biological feasibility. 

'w ........ J .. elTY_D.e.ilJill. - Wildli fe Biologist, West Zone; B.S. Wildli fe Management; 
M.S. Range Science 

Seventeen years professional experience as a wildli fe biologist for the Forest 
Service in the Pacific Northwest and Northern Regions. 

Participated in the development of coefficients for nongame wildlife species; 
as a member of the interdisciplinary team, participated in all phases of 
alternative development and evaluation. 

Richard "Dick" Seitz - Budget and Accounting Officer; B.S. Business 
Administration (Accounting) 

Seventeen years Forest Service experience with responsibilities in budget 
pr'eparation, implementation, and accounting. 

Provided cost and output data for selected resource activities; provided the 
economist with budget data and information; assisted in testing financial data 
used in alternative development • 

.c-s-.Mil.,,- ~..c1f.Qd.. - Cultural Resources Specialist; B.A. Uni versi ty Studies; M.A,. 
Anthropology 

Fifteen years field and technical experience in ar'cheological and historic 
surveys, studies, and management guidance. 

Prepared the Forest's cultural resources overview and proposals for cultural 
resource assessments in Welcome Creek and the Scapegoat Wildernesses; 
participated as a member of the interdisciplinary team to define the cultural 
resource management activities. 

Ro.naJ...cLL..t-l~ - Landscape Architect; B.S. Fisheries Science; B.A. Landsca~ 
Architecture 

Four years experience as a landscape architect prior to current position on the 
Lolo Forest. 

Particjpated on the interdisciplinary team in evaluating alternatives for 
implementation feasibility. 
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Kenn frye - Mining Engineer; B.S. Geology; M.S. Economic Geology 

Served 2 years in Rock Springs, Wyoming, as an Area Geologist with the BLM and 
3 years as the District Geologist for the BLM Salt Lake District; served 4 
years as the Lolo Forest Mining Engineer. 

Participated on the interdisciplinary team and developed the oil and gas 
leasing evaluation and procedure; provided geologic information for the 
analysis of the management situation; assisted in writing Appendix C. 

Allen L..!-.cbristophers.fD. - Forester; Silvjculturist; B.S. Forestry, M.S. Forest 
Science - Silviculture 

Eleven years professional experience in timber sale preparation, post sale 
treatment forester, District silviculturist, and silvicultural program 
responsibilities on the Lolo National Forest. 

Participated in the development of timber management coefficients and provided 
timber management cost information. Participated in alternative evaluations. 

Gary E. Johnson - Lands Specialist; B.S. Forestry 

Twenty years Forest Service experience, with 11 years administrative 
responsibilities in lands and minerals. 

Participated as a member of the interdisciplinary team with primary 
responsibility for updating the land adjustment proposal and providing land use 
implications to the team. 

David Wear - Operations Research Analyst; B.A. Botany, M.S. Resource Systems 
Science 

Five years experience with the application of quantitative methods and systems 
analysis and design to forest management and planning. Research assistant: 
Duke University/USDA Integrated Pest Management Program and the University of 
Montana. 

Provided technical expertise in the reformulation and use of the forest 
planning model. 

Olleke R~ - Program/Statistical Assistant 

Assisted with the compilation of data used in the planning process, its 
organization and transmittal to the computer section, and its use in displaying 
working maps of alternatjve allocations. 

Carol ~~YeDS - Illustrator 

Provided illustrations, graphics, and visual aids for Forest planning brochures 
and public workshops; developed the design and layout for the Forest Plan EIS 
and Forest Plan document. Also designed and sketched the covers for the FEIS 
and Forest Plan. 
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Mar~aret "Mar~e" Johnson - Computer Specialist 

Assisted in the development of the Forest Plan data base, reports of capability 
and analysis areas, and modeling procedures. 

Mae L. Murphy - Computer Technician 

Entered and edited raw data; assisted in the entry and editing of Forest 
mathematical model data. 

Linda Benton - Support Services Supervisor 

Responsible for final review and format consistency of the Forest Plan ElS. 

Donna Gastineau - Secretary 

Assisted in day-to-day support in the revised draft. 

Nancy "Nanka" McMurray - Forestry Technician 

Assisted in day-to-day support and compilation 
displaying alternative management emphasis. 

Barbara Beauchan - Carto Aid/Data Transcriber 

planning data and maps 

Assisted in typing, entering data, table preparation, and format editing. 

Lorna McNay - Clerk-Typist 

Responsible for final typing and editing, and assisted in format consistency. 

Vicki Bennett - Editorial Assistant 

Responsible for writing, proofing, and format consistency of portions of the 
Forest Plan ElS. 

Me~ Henderson - Editorial Assistant 

Assisted with preparation of maps displaying management emphasis and with 
writing, proofing and format consistency of portions of the Final ElS. 

Patricia McLean - Forester 

Assisted in writing, proofing, and format consistency of portions of the Final 
ElS. 

Marcia Ho~an - Forester 

Assisted in writing and proofing of portions of the Final ElS. 
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Prepar~rs Associated With Previous Drafts 

ThomeS W. Stuart 
M. Kent Nelson 
Rita P. Thompson 
Margaret Shannon 
James H. Cross 
Tom J. Sheehy 
Robert L. Krepps 
Richard L. Carter 
Charles Fudge 
Wes Kellie 
Joel Marshik 
Richard L. Barnes 
Edward Vukelich 
Raymond Wallace 
James Rice 
Thomas Lowry 
Kay Zillich 
Carol Anderson 
Bill Gastineau 
K. Norman Johnson 
Daniel B. Jones 
Bob Boller 
Ralph E. Williams 
Mark McGregor 
Jane Schmoyer-Weber 
Linda Kildow 
Carol McClue 
Charles Tribe 
Robert "Bob" Willis 
Homer R. Bowles 
Robert "Bob" Mutch 
Garry Routledge 
Dwight Chambers 
Sheryl L. Pileggi 
Carol L. Sibert 
Julie L. Smith 
Pat Corts 
Mary Ann Bartsch 

Operations Research Analyst 
Forester/Planner 
Technical Publications Writer-Editor 
Natural Resource Sociologist 
Game Biologist 
Soils Scientist 
Resource Forester 
Lands Specialist 
Timber Management Specialist 
Forester/Silviculturist 
Logging Systems Specialist 
Landscape Architect 
Geologist 
Mining Engineer 
Civil Engineer 
Cartographic Aid 
Hydrologist 
Geologist 
Computer Specialist 
Assoc. Professor, Utah State University 
Operations Research Analyst 
Computer Specialist 
Plant Pathologist 
Entomologist 
Recreation Technician 
Clerk-Typist 
Clerk-Typist 
Supervisory Forester 
Planning and Operations Engineer 
Recreation/RangelWilderness Specialist 
Fire Staff Officer 
Operations Research Analyst 
Tint>er Planner 
Computer Technician 
Support Services Super'visor 
Supervisory Clerk 
Writer-Editor 
Cartographic Aid 
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CHAPTER n - COBSOLTAUON WITH OTHERS 

A. Introduction 

This chapter discusses efforts to involve and consult with a variety of 
publics during formulation of the Forest Plan and Final Environmental Impact 
Statement (FEIS). It also lists, and responds to comments received during 
the public comment period for the proposed Plan and Draft EIS. 

The Lolo Forest has conducted an active public involvement program throughout 
the Forest planning process. Federal, State, and local government agencies 
have been informed and consulted. Individual Forest users and interest 
groups have also had an opportunity to participate. 

Section B of this chapter, Slmrnuary of Public Participation Actiyities, 
summarizes public participation and highlights the points at which public 
involvement was formally conducted and the products resulting from these 
consul tations. 

Section C, Coordination with Other Aiencies. Governments, and Indian Tribes, 
discusses how the Forest fulfilled coordination requirements and objectives 
in the National Forest Management Act regulations. 

Section D is a Summary of Procedures to Comply with the American Indian 
Beliiious Freedom Act. 

Section E is a Summary of Comments Receiyed on the Draft EnvirOnmental Impact 
Statements and the Proposed Forest Plan. 

Section F is the List of Besponrlents to the Second Revised Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement and Proposed Forest Plan, followed by the 
Comments to Second Revised Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Proposed 
Forest Plan, and Forest Service Responses. 

B. $uumary of Public Participation Activities 

The following summary of public participation highlights the points at which 
public involvement was formally conducted and the products resulting from 
these consultations. 

Draft EIS 

QUESTION TO BESOLVE PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

What public concerns Issue Identification 
exist about Forest mao- Workshops aod Mailers 
agement activities? 

What Forest management 
activities and effects 
impact people's lives? 

Issue Identification 
Workshops and Mailers; 
Social Assessment Mail
Mailers 
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PBODUCTS 

Issues (Definitions of 
Forest resource manage
ment problems based on 
Commenters' values and 
realities) 

Socjal varjables (Effects 
of management as viewed 
through Commenters' person
al values and realities) 



QUESTION TO RESOLVE 

What public values 
and realities define 
the Forest in diff
erent ways? 

How are sets of public 
values and realities 
about Forest manage
ment activities trans
lated into outputs? 

What outputs best rep
resent alternative 
philosophies? 

What common ground 
esists among alterna
tive philosophies? 

PUBLIC INVOlVEMENT 

Alternative Development 
Workshops; PUBLIC (a 
computerized program 
used to determine 
people's attitudes 
about Forest resources 
and how they should be 
emphasized). 

Alternative Development 
Workshops; Social Asses
sment. 

Alternative Development 
Workshops 

all of the above. 

PRODUCTS 

Alternative Pbilosophies 
(Sets of comments repre
senting like value bases 
describing Forest manage
ment activities.) 

Social Criteria (Social 
variables as defined 
through alternative 
philosophies.) 

Alternative~ (Con
straints based on eco
nomic and environmental 
criteria and varying 
alternative philosophies 
applied to land base 
and available resources 
to achieve optimum 
solutions.) 

Proposed Aption (Alterna
tive that best met evalua
tion criteria discussed in 
the DEIS and shown as the 
Proposed Lolo Forest Plan.) 

What deficiencies exist 
in the draft package? 

Response Forms; Informa- Decision (Issue a revised 
tional Open Houses DElS.) 

Second Draft EIS 

What new public concerns Review of first Draft Two additional issues. 
exist about Forest EIS and Forest Plan; 
management activities mailer explaining reasons 
that should be addressed for the second Draft and 
in the second Draft? requesting additional 

concerns. 

What deficiencies exist 
in the second Draft 
package? 

Review of the second 
Draft EIS and Forest 
Plan; response forms. 
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Decision (Issue a 
second revised DElS.) 



QUESTION TO RESOLVE PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT PRODUCTS 

Third Draft EIS 

What new public concerns Issue Identification Two additional issues. 
exist about Forest mailers addressing 
management activities Wilderness in particular. 
that should be addressed 
in the third Draft? 

What outputs best re
present alternative 
scenarios considering 
the new issues? 

Issue Identification 
mailers addressing 
Wilderness. 

What deficiencies exist Review of the third 
in the third Draft Draft EIS and Forest 
package? Plan; response forms. 

Three additional Alter
natives. 

Final EIS and 
Lolo Forest Plan; 
Record of Decision 

Within the broad framework of Forest planning, public input is one of five 
considerations in the decision-making process. Forest Service decisions are 
based on five factors: 1) the law, 2) technical information, 3) resource 
capability, 4) professional judgement, and 5) public input. 

In accord with 40 CFR 1503.4, the comments about the proposed Plan or Draft 
EIS were treated in the following ways: 

1. Comments offering technical corrections or pointing out 
inconsistencies have been used to revised the final documents. 

2. Comments requesting clarification or comments resulting from 
misunderstanding of what was meant in the documents indicate areas where 
the proposed Plan or EIS needed clarification. Corrections were made, or 
the reason a correction was not made is explained in the response to the 
comment. 

3. Another type of comment questioned some part of the analysis. In some 
cases the analysis was clarified, supplemented, or modified. Where 
further analysis was not done, the reason was explained in the response to 
the comment. 

4. A majority of comments suggested changes in the proposed Forest Plan 
direction, outputs, and land use assignments. These comments expressing a 
differing preference for Forest Service management required careful 
consideration both from an individual standpoint as well as a collective 
one. Where feasible and appropriate, management area direction in 
specific areas was changed in response to comments. However, some 
comments requesting changes in the proposed Plan did not result in any 
change. Responses to individual comments are contained in this chapter. 

The Forest Service use of public comments is documented throughout the Final 
EIS and Forest Plan. A summary of this documentation is as follows: 
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1. The Forest Service responses to individual public comments are 
displayed in this Chapter, along with agencies, elected officials, and 
Indian Tribe comments. 

2. A summary of substantial changes between the Draft and Final statement 
is given in Chapter I. In Chapter II (Alternatives) and IV (Environmental 
Consequences), changes are summarized at the beginning of each chapter. A 
summary of changes to the affected environment, Chapter III, is discussed 
in the Introduction. 

3. The consideration of comments collectively are addressed in this 
Chapter and Chapter I. In this Chapter, a summary of public comments are 
discussed by major resource categories. In Chapter I, public comments are 
also summarized by the Forest issues, concerns, and opportunities. 

C. Coordination with Other Asencies, Governments, and Indian Tribes 

The NFMA regulations (36 CFR 219.8) outline coordination requirements, 
objectives of which ensure: 

recognition of the Objectives of other Federal, State, and local 
governments and owners intermingled and adjacent private lands as 
expressed in their plans and policies; 

an assessment of the interrelated impacts of these plans and policies; 

a determination of how the Forest Plan should deal with identified 
impacts; 

-- consideration of alternative ways of resolving any identified impacts. 

To fulfill this requirement, the team contacted county, State, Federal, and 
local agencies engaged in planning, the Indian Reservation, and 
requested copeis of their plans for review. The team documented its review 
of 15 plans received, indicating Objectives and policies stated, and prepared 
a list of items for evaluation. The only potential conflict between other 
plans' Objectives and those of the Forest involved a proposal for a reservoir 
in the Rattlesnake drainage, included in the Clark Fork of the Columbia River 
Basin - Cooperative Study. The team considers construction of such a 
reservoir undesirable since it would effect a major change in current use 
patterns and would not be compatible with maintaining the visual character of 
the area. Further, there has been no public expression of need or demand for 
a reservoir in the Rattlesnake. 

36 CFR 219.8 (g) requires the Forest to notify and coordinate planning 
activities with owners of lands that are intermingled with, or dependent for 
access upon, National Forest lands. Known landowners in these categories are 
on the Forest Plan mailing list. Additionally, however, the team prepa~ed a 
news release and legal notice, and sent letters to major adjacent and 
intermingled landowners requesting their participation during planning. 
District managers from one major landowner were the only respondents. The 
team concluded that concerns expressed duplicated earlier public comments and 
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were already included in the public issues and management concerns be1n~ 
addressed in the Forest planning process. 

The Forest Supervisor sent a notice of intent to prepare the Forest Plani 
along with the general schedule of planning actions, to the State 
Clearinghouse (OMB Circular A-95), affected Indian tribes, other Federal 
agencies, and Commissioners for the nine counties in the planning area~ The 
Forest Supervisor personally contacted theTribal Chairman for the 
Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes of the Flathead Indian Reservation. 
On the Tribal Chairman's request, further coordination was conducted thr~ugh 
the Bureau of Indian Affairs. Letters were sent to other agencies, State . 
bureaus, and County Commissioners. At their request, team members metwi,th 
interested individuals and groups. Meetings followed a standard flrmat;, that 
included an overview of the planning process, disucssion of areas of common 
interest, coordination needs perceived by both parites, other agencies' 
plans, and Forest public issues and management concerns. A followupletter 
was sent after each meeting stating general areas of concern and coordination 
needs. In several cases, additional meetings were held to further define 
information flow needs. An amendment to the study plan and an up-date. of 'the 
planning coordination with other public entities and Indian tribes were 
prepared for the first Revised DEIS and proposed Forest Plan. Other age~cy 
review occurred as part of the 3-month public review period following 
publication of each DEIS. 

Members of the Forest's interdisciplinary team met informally with persQnnel 
from area universities to discuss technical aspects of procedures develQped 
throughout the planning process and to identify research needs (36 CFR . 
219.8(h». 

The monitoring plan in the accompanying Proposed Forest Plan provides fQr. 
continuing evaluation of the effects of proposed Forest management onla,oos, 
resources, and communities adjacent to or near the Forest regardless of' . 
ownership (36 CFR 219.8(i». 

D. Surrinao of Procedures to Comply with the AIr,erican Indian Reli£ious freedom .Act. .' '.. . 

Team members met with members of the Flathead Cultural Committee, and w~th 
members of the Kootenai Cultural Committee of the Confederated Salish and 
Kootenai Tribes of the Flathead Indian Reservation. Flathead Cultural· . 
Committee members identified areas and sites important to their people.,. and 
indicated some sites on Forest maps. These maps were used by the 
interdisciplinary team during the alternative development process as 
described in Chapter II. Members of the Kootenai Cultural Committee did,not 
wish to identify specific sites and areas with religious significance, 
considering it a sacrilege to do so. They indicated a preference to r.e~lew 
the EIS and Forest Plan, at which time they will comment specifically Ol'l: any 
site or area that appears to be jeopardized by proposed management actJooo. 

Documents recording meetings, correspondence, contacts, and other 
coordination activities are in the planning records at the Supervisor's. 
Office. 
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E. Summary of Comments Received on the Draft Enyironmental Impact Statement and 
the Proposed Forest Plan 

Upon issuance of each of the Draft Environmental Impact Statements and 
Proposed Forest Plans, there was a 120-day review period. Responses to these 
drafts were solicited through: 

-- response forms mailed with the documents; 

-- informational open houses in Ranger District communities (Missoula, 
Frenchtown, Plains, Superior, Thompson Falls, Seeley Lake); 

-- presentations to interest groups. 

News releases featured by local newspapers, television, and radio stations 
encouraged participation from the general public. Responses were tablulated, 
indicating interest and concern about such things as the relationship of 
Forest planning to other Forest Service programs and planning efforts; the 
range of alternatives presented in the document with support or opposition 
registered; tools used in developing the plan; the adequacy or inadequacy of 
the display of impacts or effects from various alternatives; and the 
understandability of the documents. The content analysis of comments 
received on the DEIS, along with the Forest Service responses were published 
in the first RDEIS. Over 2,000 responses were received on the DEIS (1980) 
and approximately 200 on the first revised DEIS (1982). Table VI-l includes 
only those responses received after public review of the second revised DEIS 
(1985). The table is arranged to show numbers of responses from different 
geographical locations and the organizational affiliation of those 
responding. 

Table YI-l: Responses to the Second Reyised Draft Enyironmental Impact 
Statement and Proposed Forest Plan 

Pri-IEduca-llndus-/Environ-ICommu-1 IRecrea-IGovern-1 
y~tel tion try mental nity lMedl~1 tion I ment I IOTAL 

I 
Ranger District 315 2 9 4 2 1 1 I 334 
Communities I 
(Missoula, I 
Seeley Lake, I 
Superior, Plains, I 
Frenchtown, I 
Thompson Falls) I 

Other Western 96 4 2 1 2 5 110 
Montana 
Communities 

Eastern Montana 1 1 2 
Communities 

Out-of-State 17 6 3 1 8 35 
Responses 

IOTAL !t2!t 2 19 9 3 5 l!:l !t8l 
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A summary of those comments follows: 

Range: Public comments responding to the Revised Draft EIS were concerned 
with range improvements where necessary to manage riparian areas, improve 
water quality, minimize erosion, improve fisheries and wildlife habitat, and 
provide for healthy stands of timber within allotments. Some commenters 
also addressed the need for monitoring in allotments and within prescribed 
burns on range areas. Several commenters felt that the presence of 
expansion of noxious weeds, particularly knapweed, was a threatening 
situation for livestock producers. It was also requested that the Lolo 
display a range of alternatives addressing "range." 

Recreation: Public responses commenting on the Revised Draft EIS addressed 
the need for a variety of quality recreation experiences. People were 
concerned that future road-building and accelerated timber harvest in some 
areas would impact hunting recreation experiences. Willingness-to-Pay 
values in recreation were questioned, and it was felt that those displayed 
in the RDEIS were too low. A request was made that the EIS display a range 
of recreation options addressing quality, availability, and opportunites 
between alternatives, regardless of the supply/demand situation. It was 
felt that treatment of the Continental Divide National Scenic Trail in the 
RDEIS was inadequate. Responses also indicated that analysis did not 
adequately take into account the importance of National recreation to 
the tourism industry in Montana. 

Timber: People suggested that the Lolo should provide for needs of the 
local timber industry by displaying a return to a "historicn cut level of 
approximately 160 million board feet per year. Those comments were based 
principally on the acknowledgment that private lands will be depleted in 
this decade and the Forest should have the flexibility to increase the 
timber supply from the National Forest. It was also stated that the Forest 
should make available timber volumes to supply the capacity of local mills. 
Responses suggested that the Forest Service has a responsibility to assist 
local industry because mills were established and expanded in western 
Montana at the encouragement of the agency. 

Other people indicated that the Lolo Forest should initially make available 
an amount of timber that more closely matches the level of harvest on the 
Forest during the last few years; they requested that the Plan have the 
flexibility to expand timber volumes offered to meet potential increases. 

The inclusion of remote areas in the timber base was questioned because it 
may not be economically reasonable to harvest timber there, and it was also 
requested that the economics of timber sales be addressed. 

Water and Soils: Public comments on the Revised Draft EIS reflected a 
strong desire to protect water quality on the Lolo Forest and a fear that 
management activities might impact the high quality of water existing in 
certain drainages on the Forest. It was requested that the Forest Plan 
contain a basic policy statement on water quality. People cited the need 
for stong management commitment to do the monitoring called for in the 
Forest Plan as a way to insure water quality. The Forest was asked to state 
when, where, and how sediment data will be collected to calibrate and use 
yield models on the Lolo Forest. It was suggested that areas of the Forest 
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with granitics and other equally erosive soils be removed from the timber 
base. 

Wildlife: Public comments on the Revised Draft EIS addressed two major 
subjects about wildlife on the Lolo Forest. The first concerns the impacts 
of roads and timber management on big game populations. People requested 
that the Elk Logging Study guidelines <"Coordinating Elk and Timber 
Management," Final Report of the Montana Cooperative Elk-Logging Study, 
1970-1985, January 1985) be incorporated and visible in the Lolo Forest 
Plan. It was stated that project level analyses be done in cooperation with 
the Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife, and Parks to direct habitat 
manipulation and management emphasis for selected species. The other major 
concern had to do with threatened and endangered species, particularly the 
Grizzly bear, with responses addressing management activities related to 
Grizzly bears, augmentation, and the need for recovery to be a goal of 
Forest management related to the bear. 

Fisheries: Public comments received on the Revised Draft EIS included 
responses asking that budget priorities be adjusted to accomodate data 
collection and model calibration necessary to adequately do the monitoring 
items listed in this resource area. It was felt that it is not clear how 
the Forest intends to maintain or improve fish habitat, what levels of 
funding will be available, and who will be responsible for implementation. 
The Forest was asked to adjust budgets to accommodate collection of baseline 
fish model data. It was requested that the Forest display a nondegradation 
policy for fisheries. People asked that the Rock Creek agreement be 
displayed as part of the Forest Plan. Comments also suggested that the 
Forest address cumulative downstream impacts and recognize that several 
streams on the Forest such as Lolo Creek are at or near degradation 
thresholds. 

Lands: Public comments received on the Revised Draft EIS indicated a 
corporate concern about the Forest's position on management efficiency 
related to land adjustment. It was requested that the acquisition of key 
wildlife habitat in public ownership should be a high priority in the Land 
Adjustment Plan. The Forest was asked to evaluate energy transmission 
corridors between alternatives and display them on alternative maps; in 
addition, it was suggested that the Plan designate rights-of-ways, discuss 
site management, and address the potential for energy resources development. 

Minerals: Public comments received on the Revised Draft EIS suggested that 
minerals did not receive adequate treatment in the analysis or the Forest 
Plan. People stated that minerals should affect land assignments in areas 
of mineral potential. Some responses suggested that Wilderness designations 
"locked up" valuable national mineral resources. 

Fire: Public comments received on the Revised Draft EIS requested that the 
range of annual suppression costs be checked and that the Montana Airshed 
Group and Cooperative Smoke Management Plan should be referenced in the 
Final EIS. 

Roads: Public comments received on the Revised Draft EIS indicated concern 
that construction of projected miles of roads on the Forest will increase 
sediment, decrease the quality of wildlife habitat, and contribute to the 
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spread of noxious weeds. It was suggested that the present mileage of} roael 
was adequate and that old roads should be obliterated and resseeded prlo~ to 
further construction of new roads. People stated that the Lolo Forest could 
reduce future increases in road mileages by intensively managing timber. on 
the most suitable sites. The Forest was asked to provide more permanent 
road closures for wildlife protection. 

Social and Economic: Public comments received on the Revised Draft EIS 
reflected a major concern among local residents dependent on the timber 
industry that the Forest display an annual volume of timber that is similiar 
to historic cut level of the 1970's. It was also felt that the Forest 
Service has a responsibility to local communities dependent on the timber 
industry. It was felt that military maneuvers are not appropriate on 
National Forest lands near residental areas. 

A response questioned the cost effectiveness of the Proposed Action based on 
its comparison to other alternatives displayed. Values used for some 
resources were also questioned. 

Visual Quality: Public comments received on the Revised Draft EIS indicated 
that it is difficult to compare visual quality objectives among alternatives 
based on the information presented. It was suggested that acres of suitable 
timber assigned to each visual quality class would be more meaningful. 

Wilderness: Public comments received on the Revised Draft EIS were mixed. 
People felt that the Forest should not recommend additional Wildernes.s" 
Others suggested that the Forest recommend additional Wilderness to include 
areas listed in the Governor's May 10, 1984 recommendation to the Montana 
Congressional Delegation. This includes the Great Burn, the 
Clearwater/Monture additions to the Scapegoat Wilderness, Cube Iron/Siloox, 
the Lolo Creek addition to the Selway Bitterroot Wilderness, an additiemto 
the Weloome Creek Wilderness, and Stony Mountain. It was suggested that· the 
elimination of the Irish Basin/Cache Creek area from the Great Burn 
recommendation is reason to appeal the Plan. 
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F. List of Respondents to Second Revised Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
and Proposed Forest Plan 

The following responses have been assigned a code. The code is comprised of 
the geographic origin of the letter, the affiliation of the commenter, and 
the numeric order the letter was received within each affiliation group. 
The following example is the letter received from the Governor of Montana. 

WM-G-16 

WM = Helena, a western Montana town 
G = Government 

16 = 16th letter received under Government 

FIRST CODE - GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION SECOND CODE - AFFILIATION 

Each Ranger 
District Town 

Other Montana 
Towns 

Other States 

M - Missoula 
N - Ninemile @ Huson 
P - Plains 
S - Superior 
SL - Seeley Lake 
TF - Thompson Falls 

EM - Eastern Montana 
WM - Western Montana 

Use Post Office symbols 

THIRD CODE 

C - Community 
E - Environmental 
ED - Education 
G - Government 
I - Industry 
M - Media 
N - Private Individual 
R - Recreation 

Number in order of receipt of letter using affiliation as base. 
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COtMINITX 

K.E.E.P. COMMITTEE 
COO NTY OF Paw'ELL 
DEER LODGE MT 59722 

ID CODE PAGE NO 

WM-C-1 t..+ 

SUPERIOR-C~~ER-OF-C~RCE-----------S=C=2-----jt-!S---
SUPERIOR MT 59872 
-------------------------------------------------------WOODLAND HEIGHTS HOMEC1rINERS ASSN M-C-3 1.6 
7215 BERYL LANE 
MISSOOLA MT 59801 

EDUCATION 

RESPONDENT NAME 

CHESSIN, MEYER 
PROFESSOR OF BOTANY 
UNIVERSITY OF MONTANA 
MISSOULA MT 59812 

RESOPNDEHr NAME 

ID CODE PAGE NO 

M-ED-1/2 30 

ID CODE PAGE NO 

-------------------------------------------------------MONTANA WILDERNESS ASSOCIATION WM-E-5 +0 
P.O. BOX 635 
HELENA MT 59624 
-------------------------------------------------------NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION. 
ATTN: THOMAS FRANCE, ATTORNEY 
N. ROCKIES NAT. RESOURCE CLINIC 
240 N. HIGGINS 
MISSOULA MT 59801 

M-E-6 t6 

------------------------------------------------7------NATURE CONSERVANCY WM-E-9 00 
ATTN: CINDY MC ALLISTER 
P.O. BOX 258 
HELENA MT 59624 
-------------------------------------------------15----SIERRA CLUB WA-E-7 3.., 
BITTERROOT-MISSION GROUP 
P.O. BOX 7315 
MISSOOLA MT 59807 

GOYERtHllI 

RESPONDENT NAME ID CODE PAGE NO 

------------------------------------------------------------------USDA-SOIL CONSERVATION SERVo WM-G-4 i72S 
G. LOOMIS, STATE CONSERVATIONIST 
FEDERAL BUILDING, ROOM 443 
10 EAST BABCOCK STREET 
BOZEMAN MT 59715 
------------------------------------------------------------------DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 
BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINISTRATION 
ATTN: ANTHONY R. f1)RRELL 
P.O.BOX 3621 
PORTLAND OR 97208 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 
OFFICE OF ENV. PROJECT REVIEW 
RM 488, BLDG 67, DENVER FED.CNTR 
DENVER CO 80225 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
FEDERAL BUILDING 
301 S. PARK 
DRAWER 10096 
HELENA MT 59626 

OR-G-13 9~ 

CO-G-12 

FiSH-&-WiLDLiF~-sERVICE----------------WM_a=9----~~--------------
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
ENDANGERED SPECIES FIELD OFFICE 
P.O.BOX 10023 
HELENA MT 59626 
In-AHO-FISH-&-GAME----------------------In:G:8----~-------------
ATTN: JERRY M. CONLEY, DIRECTOR 
P.O. BOX 25 
BOISE ID 83707 

MONTANA DEPARTMENT OF FISH 
WILDLIFE & PARKS 
ATTN: W.F. THOMAS 
3201 SPURGIN ROAD 
MISSOULA MT 59801 

MONTANA HISTORICAL SOCIETY 
225 NORTH ROBERTS 
HELENA MT 59601 

WM-G-6 

STATE-OF-MONTANi----------------------WM:c=16----4t~-------------
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR 
HELENA MT 59620 

U~S~-DEPARTMENT-;-TRANsPORTATloN-------Dc:c=7----;ri--------------
COMMANDANT 
UNITED STATES COAST GUARD 
WASHINGTON DC 20593 

US-DEPT=HOUSING-&-URBAN-DVLPMNT--------CO:C:;---lf'---------------
DENVER RO 
REGION VIII, EXECUTIVE TOWER 
1405 CURTIS ST. 
DENVER CO 80202-2349 



INDUSTRY 

ID COOE PAGE NO 

ARcO-ExPLORATION-COMPANY---------------cO:I:ii---~()-
EXPLORATION OPERATIONS, WEST US 
707 17TH STREET 
P.O.BOX 5540 
DENVER CO 80217 

CHAMPION TIMBER LANDS 
ATTN: ANDY LUKES 
BOX 8 
MILLTOWN MT 59851 

WM-I-16 160 

D~W-FOREST-PRODUCTS-CO~-=--------------S=I=,3---jf~~-
ATTN: HERB NASH 
BOX 580 
SUPERIOR MT 59872 

-------------------------------------------------------
INLAND FOREST RESOURCE COUNCIL 
ATTN: WAYNE LUDEMAN 
110 E. BROADWAY, ROOM 320 
MISSOULA MT 59802 

INTERMOUNTAIN LOGGING CONFERENCE 
P.O.BOX 1177 
COEUR D'ALENE ID 83814 

M-I-14 11-5 

ID-I-6 125 

MARATHON-OIL-COMP~NY-------------------WY:I:5----,;~-
P.O. BOX 120 
CASPER WY 82602 

I-DNT ANA POWER COMPANY 
ATTN: WILLIAM HEADAPOHL 
P.O. BOX 4467 
MISSOULA MT 59806 

PLUM CREEK TIMBER CO., INC. 6 
CLEARWATER UNIT 
ATTN: DENNY SIGARS 
700 SOUTH AVENUE WEST 
MISSOULA MT 59801 

WM-I-3 II./ 

M-I-7 

pyRAMID-MOUNTAIN-LUMBER:-INC~----------SL:I:,2---j~~-
DRAWER J 
SEELEY LAKE MT 59868 

TEXACO, INC. 
ATTN: G. M. BARROW 
P.O. BOX 2100 
DENVER CO 80201 

CO-I-4 12.2. 

U~S~-BORAX-----------------------------W~:I:9---/:r~-· 
E. 5603 THIRD AVENUE 
SPOKANE WA 99212 

w:I-FOREsT-PRODUCTs:-INc~--------------WM:I:i8--J'4&Ji--
GARY N. CREMER, RESOURCE MANAGER 
THOMPSON FALLS DIVISION 
BOX 369 
THOMPSON FALLS MT 59873 
-----------------------------------------------------_. 

"DATE INDmDIJALS 

ID COOE PAGE NO 

-----------------------------------------------------------~-------ADDINGTON, HARLEY 
BOX 65 
SUPERIOR MT 59872 

S-N-65 11-% 

AHLENS~GER:-KATHY---------------------M:N=346-~jl--------------
2327 39TH STREET 
MISSOULA MT 59801 

--------------------------------------------------------------------
ALBIN, SIRI WM-N-301 ISO' 
P.O. BOX 161 
MILLTOWN MT 59851 
~N:-C~U~E--------------------------M=N=58---i1fjf--------------
9805 RUSTIC ROAD 
MISSOULA MT 59801 
-------------------------------------------------------------------
ALLISON, JANET R. 
128 S. 6TH W. 
MISSOULA MT 59801 

M-N-82 ,.,13 

~RSON:-JOHN-A~----------------------M:N=io4--J'j'~ -------------
BOX 325 
SUPERIOR MT 59872 
~-;RE::-p~TRICK------------------------M:N:235--I'~--------------
701 S. 2ND W. 
MISSOULA MT 5980 1 

ANGLiN:-P~-M~--------------------------WM:N=23--j'~~--------------
BOX 441 
BONNER MT 59823 

ARLAND, LINDA 
2323 CRESCENT 
MISSOULA MT 59801 

M-N-304 J80 

------------------------------------------------------------------, 
ATKINSON, JAMES O. M-N-350 2,rl 
9933 GRANT CREEK RD. 
MISSOULA MT 59802 

~USTIN:-BRIGGS:-~ICE:-&-DENNIS--------M:N=394--~----------
4741 SUNDOWN ROAD 
MISSOULA MT 59801 

BACON:-BUD-&-PAULINE-------------------WM:N=io~~;r~------------
BOX 32 
ALBERTON MT 59820 
BAliEY:-DONNA--------------------------M:N:66---i~~-------------
207 NEW MEADOW COURT 
MISSOULA MT 59801 

BAlLEY:-G~Ry---------------------------s:N=ii7--'~~-----------
BOX 514 
SUPERIOR MT 59872 

BAILEY:-MIC~EL-&-DANA-----------------S=N=io9--I-~:z:------------
BOX 352 
SUPERIOR MT 59872 
-----------------------------------------------_._----------------



PRIVATE INDIVIDUALS 

RESPONDENf NAME 

BAILEY, RON 
STAR ROUTE 
BOX 123 
BONNER 

BAKEBERG, BElL 
P.O. BOX 7631 

MT 59823 

MISSOULA MT 59807 

ID COOK PAGE NO 

WM-N-390 1~2. 

M-N-150 180 

-----------------------------------------------------~--
BANCO, NICHELLE M-N-255 /80 
775 MONROE 11106 
MISSOULA MT 59802 

BARDAL, JANE 
404 N. PATTEE 
MISSOULA MT 59801 

M-N-263 I eo 
-------------------------------------------------------
BARTZ, GARY 
533 BLAINE STREET 

M-N-61 PI+ 
MISSOULA MT 59801 
------------------------------------------------------. 
BASSLER, DAVID M-N-257 ISO 
2200 FAIRVIEW 
MISSOULA MT 59801 

BATHruKE~-STEVE-------------------------?=N=345---~)'-
-------------------------------------------------------
BECHARD, DIANE 
329 CONNELL 
MISSOULA 

BENTZ, HARRY, JR. 
BOX 42 

MT 59801 

FLORENCE MT 59833 

BIRCH, JOAN M. 
1956 S. 7TH W. 
MISSOULA MT 59801 

BISHOP, BILL 
SHORELINE ROUTE 
POLSON MT 59860 

BLACK, TAMARA R. 
BOX 953 
WHITEFISH MT 59937 

M-N-211 180 

WM-N-47 1":/1. 

M-N-73 /18 

WM-N-398 I~ 

WM-N-414 180 

BOHANNEN:-jEANlNE----------------------M=N:239----jiErCi 
17245 HWY. 93 N. 
MISSOULA MT 59802 

BONDER, KEN 
BOX 373 
FRENCHTCMN MT 59834 

WM-N-154 /80 

PRIVATE INPIDOOAI.s 

RESPONDENf NAME 

BOSSERT, LISA 
BOX 466 
STEVENSVILLE 

BRADSHAW, MERRILL 
520 AGENCY ROAD 

MT 59870 

ARLEE MT 59821 

BRADWAY, JANINE 
516 UNIVERSITY 
MISSOULA MT 59801 

BREUM, TOM 
5950 N. MEADOWOOD 
MISSOULA MT 59801 

ID COOE PAGE NO 

WM-N-368 I T8 

M-N-i76. 180 

M-N-21 '-'" 
BREWER~-GLENN--------------------------SL=N:383---i~~-----------
350 HIWAY 83 N. 
SEELEY LAKE MT 59868 
------------------------------------------------------------------
BROWNELL, TERRI 
223 HELENA CT. 
MISOULA MT 59801 

BRYAN, SUSAN MILES 
613 HOLLINS 
HELENA MT 59601 

M-N-422 ISO 

WM-N-391 180 

--------------------------------------------~---------------------
BUCHERT, LARRY 
BOX 391 
SUPERIOR 

BURKHARDT, CINDY 

MT 59872 

10242 UPPER MILLER CR. RD. 
MISSOULA MT 59806 

S-N-130 I ::if t 

M-N-342 

BURKHART:-KATHy------------------------WM:N=i38---iC1-~----------
SWAN LAKE MT 59911 

BURNS:-~Ry-ANN------------------------M=N=1i-----i~~-----------
P.O. BOX 8343 
MISSOULA MT 59807 

BURRINGTON, RON 
BOX 88 
VICTOR MT 59875 

BUTLER, CHEYE ANN 
102 DALY 
APT. 3 
MISSOULA MT 59801 

WM-N-63 

M-N-187 1'00 

------------------------------------------------------------------
CAMPBELL, SCOTT 
684 DRY GULCH ROAD 
STEVENSVILLE MT 59870 

WM-N-48 11'2. 

~AN~~~:~~~~~:::----------------------M=N=27-----i~-----------. 

MISSOULA MT 5980 1 

-----------------------------------------------~------------------, 



PRIVATE INDmD!!ALS 

RESPONDENT NAME ID COOE PAGE NO 

-------------------------------------------------------
M-N-15 Ill. CHAPPELL, GENE 

1024 WHITAKER STREET 
MISSOULA HT 59801 

-------------------------------------------------------
CLUBB, ROBERT G. 
BOX 726 
BONNER 

WM-N-16 J12 
MT 59823 

-------------------------------------------------------
COWORT, JEFFREY G. 
P.O. BOX 149 
FRENCHTClJN HT 59639 

COMPTON, GLENN 
5808 NUT~1EG AVENUE 
SARASOTA FL 33581 

COOMBS, ROBERT H. 
416 PLAZA FESTIVAL 
SAN CLEMENTE CA 97672 

WM-N-40 11-4 

FL-N-1J4 111 

CA-N-96 ITS 

PRIVATE INDIYIDI.!A1's 

RESPONDENT NAME 

CRAWFORD, TWILA & ALONZO R. 
BOX 203 
SUPERIOR HT 59872 

ID COOE PAGE NO 

S-N-11I! r'ft.. 

--------------------------------------------------------------
CUNNINGHAM, BILL WM-N-127 18 Z 
1027 N. JACKSON 
HELENA HT 59601 

CURTis:-jAMEs-F~-----------------------M=N=141---iC1-8i-------
9650 GRANT CREEK ROAD 
MISSOULA HT 59802 

DAHLBERG:-jON-A:-----------------------WM:N:42---/~jE--------
BOX 312 
FRENCHTOWN HT 59834 

DAVAZ:-DENNIS-M:-----------------------WM:I=2----i-~~-------
P.O.BOX 537 
LINCOLN HT 9639 

DAVIS:-CRAIG-T:------------------------WM:N=1o----it;~-------
947 FLETCHER LANE 
STEVENSVILLE HT 59870 
--------------------------------------------------------------
DAVIS, DON & DONNA WM-N-142 I T l. 
P.O. BOX 151 
DEBORGIA MT 59830 

DAVIS, ERIC 
244 WOODFORD 
MISSOULA 

DAVIS, JIM 
STAR ROOTE 
BOX 309 
BONNER 

MT 59801 

MT 59823 

M-N-102 JeO 

WM-N-146 1.,2. 



PRIVATE TNDImJIAI's 

DEBS, EUGENE 
831 RCUlNS 
MISSOOLA 

DEPEE, MIKE 

MT 59801 

WEST ACRES TRAILER COURT 
LOLO MT 59847 

M-N-218 /80 

WM-N-50 1ft. 

OICKINSON:-SHARON----------------------M:N:163---jEjC;--
118 NORTH 2ND EAST 
MISSOULA MT'59801 

OICKMAN;-OEo-SOE------------------------M:N:91----j-;;li-
1711 RIVER ROAD 
MISSOULA MT 59801 

------------------------------------------------------_. 
DIETIERT, G. A. H-N-13 l'ff. 
515 W. FRONT STREET 
P.O. BOX 7609 
MISSOULA MT 59807 

DOUCETH:-oIAN;~----------------------M:N=4i6----i~()' 
1025 HELEN AVENUE #4 
MISSOULA MT 59801 

iiOOcm:-ooN"--------------------------SL:N:3Sii"'-''1t-' 
BOX 5 
SEELEY LAKE MT 59868 

oRiTSHULAR:-~RGARITA------------------M:N:168----1~-· 
655 ABER 
HISSOULA MT 59801 

DUGAN:IFR~--------------------------M:N:2ii2---jrEl(j-· 
515 E. PINE #4 
MISSOULA MT 59802 

ECK, LYNN D. 
316 SOUTH AVENUE W. 

M-N-232 ISo 
MISSOULA MT 59801 

ELFELT:-STEPHEN-M~---------------------M:N~-;1----J~Ci· 
147 DUNIWAY HALL 
UNIVERSITY OF HONTANA 
MISSOULA MT 59812 
------------------------------------------------------_. 
ERICKSON, KIRBY & PAMELA 
N.W. 370 BLODGETI CAMP RD. 
HAMILTON MT 59840 

WM-N-363 '1, 

VI,,6 



PRIVATE INDIVIDUAlS 

RESPONDENT IW£ ID COOE PO NO 

-------------------------------------------------------

PRIVATE INDIUPI!A!!! 

--------------------------------------------------------------------
GULLETTE, LILA & JIM 
BOX 360 
SUPERIOR MIT 59872 

S-N-l06 !1r~ 

GUY:-CHUCK-----------------------------M=N=280----i~c;_------------

730 EVANS 
MISSOOLA MT 59801 
HAc:KLEi:-C:-M:-------------------------WM:N:;37---/C1~------------
17100 ROMAN CREEK RD. 
FRENCHTOWN MIT 59834 

--------------------------------------------------------------------
HAl..I.., KAREN L. 
101 CRESTWOOO LANE 

WM-N-237 m. 
HAMILTON MIT 59840 
--------------------------------------------------------------------



PRIVATE IN/)M1l!IAIS 

HOSEA, PATTY 

HOWARD, MR & MRS WILLIAM D 
RT " BOX 514 
SUPERIOR MT 59807 

ID COOE PAGE NO 

M-N-332 211 
S-N-120 /''12 

HOWE:-STEVE----------------------------M:N:297---j'~()-

2933 B WEST CENTRAL 
MISSOULA MT 59801 

PRIVATE INDIlIID!IAlS 

RESPOIIlEIT IW£ ID COOE PO II) 
----------------------------------------------------------------_. 
HOWELL, STUART M-N-193 180 
228 S. 3RD W. 
NO. 2 
MISSOULA MT 59801 

HOYT:-ro-NY-----------------------------WM:N-~57--~-~---------
BOX 51 
ARLEE MT 59821 

Hua-sARo-:-CONNIE------------------------WM:N:j56----42'" ---------
BOX H 
PHILIPSBURG MT 59858 

HUMMER:-JAC~L~------------------------WM:N:387--,-~if-----------
BOX 592 
BONNER MT 59823 

HU-NT:-HEIDI----------------------------M:N:265---i-~Ci-----------
11950 HWY. 10 EAST 
MISSOULA MT 59802 

HUNTER:-LAURIE-------------------------M:N:a7----1:;r~------------
213 W. BECKWITH 
MISSOULA MT 59801 

HURD:-BETSEY---------------------------M:N:21~--~-------------
838 NORTH 5TH WEST 
MISSOULA MT 59802 

iBEY:-DAVio-H~-------------------------WM:N:62--/"j(-------------
N.E. 271 HIDDEN VALLEY RD. 
FLORENCE MT 59833 

JACKSOu:-DolN-~------------------------WM:N:l34-,-fi(f-------------
P.O.BOX 845 
BOZEMAN MT 59715 

JAKUB:-LARRY---------------------------M:N:326~~-------------
4885 SPURGIN RD. 
MISSOULA MT 59801 

JAMESON:-BRiAN-------------------------sL:N:6--J'~~-------------
BOX 136 
SEELEY LAKE MT 59868 

~SON:-REUEL-G~-----------------------M:N:a5--jijtjj"-------------· 
1625 BEL AIR PL. 
MISSOULA MT 59801 

jOHN:~RRY----------------------------M:N:293--i-~C;-------------. 

114 DEARBORN 
MISSOULA MT 59801 

jOHN:SON:-DEL---------------------------WM:N:31--1~~-------------· 
BOX 528 
BONNER MT 59823 

JOHNSON, HARDY 
BOX 141 
MILLTGIN MT 59851 
------------------------------------------------------------------~ 
JOHNSON, LORI M-N-228 1St) 
511 E. PINE 
MISSOULA MT 59802 

jOHNSON:-NORHAN------------------------CA:N:;33--Jrji~------------
315 WEST THIRD '509 
LONG BEACH CA 90802 

jo-NE-S:-LINDA-C~------------------------WM:N:258---i"EiC)------------
STAR ROUTE 
DIXON MT 59831 

jONES:-SARA-TOU~Y--------------------WM:N:94----i"~Ef------------
STAR RTE. 1 
BOX 8 
HERON MT 59844 
-------------------------------------------------------------------
JONES, TERRILL C. 
410 BANNACK COURT 
MISSOULA MT 59801 

M-N-79 118 



PBIVATE INIlmIl!!IIS 

RESPONDENT IW£ 

KARUZA, DANA 

KEIM, CHARLES P. 
2400 OLD FORT ROAD 
MISSOULA MT 59801 

In ewE PAGE NO 

?-N-340 21/ 
M-N-224 I S() 

-------------------------------------------------------
KIRK, HOWARD G. WM-N-385 112 
P.o. BOX 4 
CLINTON MT 59825 

KNAPP, RAY 
BOX 732 
SUPERIOR 

LA BRIE, !.DRRIE 
P.O. BOX 469 

MT 59872 

BONNER MT 59823 

LAMLEY, BOB 
4685 MULl..A.N ROAD 
MISSOULA MT 59801 

LAM)REAUX, ROBYN 
1107 GERALD AVENUE 
MISSOULA MT 59801 

LANFEUR, LAURA 
245 WOOOFORD 
MISSOULA MT 59801 

S-N-130 112 

M-N-33 112 

M-N-281 180 

M-N-264 180 

LANGLEY~-MiRGARET----------------------M:N:337---~ii--
536 CO!.DRADO AVENUE 
E. MISSOULA MT 59802 

LAY, REBECCA 
329 S. 1ST W. 
MISSOULA MT 59801 

M-N-159 180 

------------------------------------------------------. 
LEASH, STEVEN M-N 251 160 
319 E. SPRUCE #2 -
MISSOULA MT 59802 
-------------------------------------------------------. 
LEWIS, KENTON R. 
ROUTE 2 BOX 7540 
SUPERIOR MT 59872 

LEWIS, ROGER W. 
308 DORAN LANE 
HAMILTON MT 59840 

S-N-130 112 

WM-N-69. '''8 

PBIVATE INDIVlD\JAIS 

RESPONDENT IW£ In ewE PAGE NO 

-------------------------------------------------------------------
LINCOLN, REX WM-N-128 ,~~ 
BOXW 
HAUGAN MT 59842 
-----------------------------------------------------------------_. 
LINE, DAVID M-N-373 2.2b 
1135 WHITAKER DRIVE 
MISSOULA MT 59803 

LIRF, roNNIE R. 
300 BROOKS 
MISSOULA MT 59801 

M-N-77 118 

LiTTLE~-WARREN-&-P~T-------------------M:N:;06---i~-~-------------. 
2350 LITTLE LANE 
MISSOULA MT 59802 

-----------------------------------------------------------------_. 
LOUCKS, PATRICE WM-N-140 191 
984 SKALKAHO ROAD 
HAMILTON MT 59840 

LUCURZ~-MiRK---------------------------M:N:339---JiJi-------------. 
633 MINNESOTA 
E. MISSOULA MT 59802 

LUIB~ND~-JON--------------------------WM:N:38---j-;;-~------------. 

392 CAMAS DRIVE 
STEVENSVILLE MT 590870 
-----------------------------------------------------------------_. 
LYAN, RICK M-N-286 ISO 
538 N. 3RD W. 
MISSOULA MT 59802 

LYDIG, DEAN A. 
RTE. 5 
BOX 450 
SPOKANE WA 99208 

LYNCH~-CAROL---------------------------M:N:269----ii9(5i-----------. 

580 3 SKYVIE'tI 
MISSOULA MT 59803 

LYONS:-PAM-----------------------------WA:N:399--~Cf------------. 

W. 731 INDIANA 
SPOKANE WA 99205 

M-N-34 1'1'2.. MAAHS, WAYNE 
3480 TIMBER EDGE DRIVE 
MISSOULA MT 59801 

MicKIN~-CAROLE-------------------------wM:N:i4----~ji1S----------. 

ROUTE 2 
BOX 2184 
WHITEHALL MT 59759 

MAGNUSSON, A.B. 
BOX 347 
FRENCHTOWN MT 59834 

WM-R-l 

MiGONE~-josEPH-M~---------------------s:N:130-----i=1~-----------
ROUTE 1. BOX 5 
SUPERIOR MT 59872 



PRIVATE INDmD!!AI's 

RESPONDEJIT JW£ 

MATTHEWS, JERRY 
1175 REGENCY DRIVE 
PITTSBURGH PA 15237 

ID COO! P.IIGE NO 

PA-N-180 180 

MCCAFfE-;Y:-OAN-------------------------M:N:407---i~1J-
202 SOOTH 3RD WEST 
MISSOOLA MT 59801 

-------------------------------------------------------MCCLELLAN, SARA L. M-N-213 180 
225 ADAMS 11 
MISSOOLA MT 59802 

MCCOLLUM:-RODNEY-L:--------------------S:N:118---j~~-
DIAI-()ND ROAD 
SUPERIOR MT 59872 

-------------------------------------------------------
MCCORMICK, PATRICK J. M-N-299 180 
721 COTTONWOOD 
MISSOULA MT 59801 

MCCOy:-STEVE-&-PAT---------------------M:N:412---,Eic;-
610 PIONEER CT. 
MISSOULA MT 59801 

MCCREADY, R. G. 
520 S. ORANGE 
MISSOOLA MT 5980 1 

MC DONOOGH. JIM 
442 STEPHENS 
MISSOOLA MT 59801 

M-N-278 180 

M-N-266 /80 

MC-KINLEY:-jIH-C:----------------------WM:N:53~--~--
14155 HELLGATE LANE 
CLINTON MT 59825 

MC LAMEY, MARC 
420 E. FRONT 
MISSOOLA MT 59802 

M-N-165 180 

-------------------------------------------------------MC LEES, MR. & MRS. WILLIAM 
BOX 219 
SUPERIOR 

MEEKS, AL 
RTE. 2 
BOX 6215 
SUPERIOR 

MT 59872 

MT 59872 

S-N-125 Iff 

S-N-130 l!ft. 

PRIVATE INDIVIDUALS 

RESPONDENT NAME ID COO! P.IIGE NO 

~~~~~:-~~~~-----------------------~~:;;;--~----------. 
FRAN-DAN RANCH 
ROCK CREEK ROAD 
ROOTE 1 - BOX 1450 
CLINTON MT 59825 

MILLER:-juLIE--------------------------S:N:112---/~~------------. 

BOX 278 
SUPERIOR MT 59872 

MILLER:-KEN----------------------------WM:N:29---}:;~------------. 

247 ESSEX 
LOLO MT 59847 

Mr~LER:-LARRY-&-MARGARET---------------M:N:243---j~-C;-------------. 
938 RIMINI CT. 327 
MISSOULA MT 59801 

-----------------------------------------------------------------_. 
MILNER, DORIS WM-N-322 180 
NW 75 RICKETIE RD. 
MAMILTON MT 59840 

MITCHELL:-OAVIO-W:---------------------M:N:415---,-E\(5------------. 
4022 SOUTH AVENUE W. #76 
MISSOULA MT 59801 

~FFEiT:-~i~~-------------------------?:N:333---~I-f-----------. 

-----------------------------------------------------------------~ I-()NCURE, PEYTON 
300 JOHNSON 
MISSOOLA MT 59801 

M-N-74 I, e 

------------------------------------------------------------------MOORE, TINA 
329 S. 1ST W. 
MISSOOLA MT 59801 

M-N-158 ISO 

MOORE:-TRACY---------------------------M:N:259---/~-------------
1035 STODDARD 
MISSOULA MT 59801 

~RAlRRE:-TOM---------------------------WM:N:303---1erc;------------
BOX 305 
LOLO MT 59847 

MORGAN:-OANIEL-M:----------------------M:N:12-----~~------------
5 VIRGINIA DRIVE 
MISSOULA MT 59803 

Mo-;sE:!ED------------------------------H:N:50----,-:;~------------. 

736 MONTANA 
E. MISSOULA MT 59802 

MUNDS, GLEN S. 
BOX 635 
BONNER MT 59823 

WM-N-26 ''''12 

MUSLIS:-ROBERT-S:----------------------IL:N:223---j~------------. 
840 W. PARK AVE. 
HIGHLAND PARK IL 60035 

MYERS:-SHARON-A:-----------------------H:N:291----iBic;-----------.. 
214 S. 5TH W. 
MISSOULA MT 59801 

MYLLyMAKI:-MELANIE---------------------M=N:217---I-~(;------------. 
6440 MULLAN RD. 
MISSOULA MT 59802 

~~L~~:;~~~--------------------------M:N:348----jfii-----------.. 
MISSOOLA MT 59802 



t:BlVAIE INPIVI!J!lA!.S 

RESPONDENT JWIE 

NASH, HERB H. 
ROUTE 1 
BOX 3040 
SUPERIOR 

NELSON, CHARLENE 
BOX 52 

MT 59812 

FLOWEREE MT 59440 

ID COOE PAGE NO 

S-N-311 ,,,,2 

WM-N-221 180 

NELSON~-MI~---------------------------WM:N:;88---j49-o-
1304 400 CONIFER DRIVE 
HUSON MT 59846 

NISEWAI«iER, DON 
1611 RONALD 
MISSOULA MT 59801 

NONNENMACHER, MARK 
BOX 942 
BONNER MT 59823 

M-N-15 ffS 

WM-N-24 112. 

NORRIS:-AB~L:-~-jACKY--------------M:N:315---i'~c)-
1545 S. 4TH W. 
MISSOULA MT 59801 

O'CONNOR, K. 
232 HASTII«iS 
t:!.I~S9I:l~ _____ 'if _52801 

ODEGARD, PETER B. 
1385 BERYL LANE 
MISSOULA MT 59801 

M-N-253 180 

--- - - ~------ ----~-

M-N-318 2~=1 

OLHOEFT:-;IANE-------------------------M:N:,52---j~--
1505 SHERWOOD, APT. 1 
MISSOULA MT 59802 

-------------------------------------------------------
ORALLE, JOHN M-N-318 180 
518 S. 2ND W. 
MISSOULA MT 59801 

~~i~OBERT---------------------------WM:N:,29--,-~4&-

LOS!' HORSE ROAD 
HAMILTON MT 59840 

-------------------------------------------------------
WM-N-51 '12,. OSTER, ALLEN L. 

1M 5420 KLEMENTS LANE 
FLORENCE MT 59833 

-------------------------------------------------------

PRIVAIE INDMllUAlS 

ID cooE' PAGE 10 

MNS~-DUSTiN-R:-----------------------;::N=376--""i"i8,..------. 
P.O. BOX 106 
HAMILTON MT 59840 

PALMATiER~-MS:-DiANE-------------------NY:N:4~~.~~----------
ROUTE 1 
BOX 1658 
GALWAY NY 12014 

p~RiIN:-BOBBI-------------------------s:N:136---/:;it------------

BOX 134 
SUPERIOR MT 59812 

PEARSON~-C:-B:-------------------------M:N:285~--/lB(i----------
523 E. FRONI' 1/2 
MISSOULA MT 59801 

p~RiINS:-MELODy------------------------M:N:26o---i~()-----------. 
1531 S. 10TH W. 
MISSOULA MT 59801 

PESANTE:-STEVE-------------------------WM:N:;O;~~~jZ-~---------
BOX 366 . 
MILLTOWN MT 59851 

PETERS:-jOHN-A::-JR:-------------------WM:N:2a~~-~----------. 
P.O. BOX 466 
BONNER MT 59823 
PHELPS:-jAMES--------------------------EM=N:1ij4:-$lC;~---------. 
2110 BRADBROOK COURT .. 
BILLINGS MT 59102 

PILSKALNs:-ANDREW----------------------;:N:34r .. ..;.2tf-----------
PINSKI:-LOREN--------------------------M:N:210~~i-Erl)~~---------
802 PRINCE 
MISSOULA MT 59801 

PLENGER:-TIM--------------------------M:ii:20;--J'8iJ=-"--------
10100 GRANT CREEK 
MISSOULA HT 59802 

;~;;;;:-~~~~~-~~----------------------~=~=;;6:-T8~~---:--.. -----
528 DALY. 1/4 
MISSOllLA MT 59801 

roLISAii:-jooN--------------------------M:N:21s----18&-----------
340 JEFFERSON 
APT. 6 
MISSOULA MT 59802 

PRICE~-LyiiN-M:-----~-------------------M=N:321--~iSl(J--~-~-------
618 SOUTH 2ND 
MISSOULA MT 59801 

PRivETT~-EARL-F~-----------------------M:N:67----/~----------. 
4641 CHANDLER 
MISSOULA MT 59801 

PRUITT~-c:-----------------------------M:N:419--~iifC;~--------. 
510 S. 5TH E. 
MISSOULA MT 59801 

puRiNTON:-DONALD-----------------------TX:N:8----~4;l9~---------. 
1312 APACHE 
RICHARDSON TX 15080 

----------------------------------------------------~----~------
QUINN, DAVID R. M-N-30 r12, 
6150 MULLAN RD. . . 
MISSOULA MT 59802 

RANsIER:-ALLEN-------------------------M:N:46----,-~jC~---------
8645 MOURNING DOVE 
MISSOULA MT 59801 

RAY:-GARY------------------------------M=N:31'-~--i~~(;~-----.. ---
DEPARTMENT OF BOTANY 
UNIVERSITY OF MONTANA 
MISSOULA MT 59812 

----------------------------------------------~~~~~-----------



PmAIE INDIVIDIJAlS 

RESPONDENT fW£ ID COOE PAGE NO 

~~:~~~~~~-~~~-:~---------------------M:N:220---i~--
MISSOULA MT 59802 

RAYMOND~-MICHAEL-L~--------------------WM:N:377---f~--
P.O. BOX 3546 
BOZEMAN MT 59772 

REED:-MRS~-PAULA-----------------------S=N=i24---;-~j!---
SUPERIOR MT 59872 

REID:-SAMUEL-A~------------------------M=N=336---jfil---
1627 SOOTH 13TH WEST API' A 
MISSOULA MT 59801 

iEIi):-suZANNE--------------------------M:N=301---;j!()--
1135 MCDONALD AVENUE '105 
MISSOULA MT 59801 

REYNOLDS:-j~-R~------------------------M=N=ii--J'1l--·-
MONTANA GENERAL INSURANCE AGENCY 
P.O. BOX 7725 
MISSOULA MT 59807 

RHODES:-jACQUELINE---------------------M=N=i74---jfj(i--
45 GREENLAND 
ROUTE 4 
MISSOULA MT 59802 

RICE:-CHRIS----------------------------WM:N=22--i~~--
BOX 437 
BONNER MT 59823 

RICKERTi:-RON--------------------------S=N=i30---i~~--
BOX H3 
SUPERIOR MT 59872 

:~~~:-DONALD-W~---------------------S=N=i2i---j~~--

BOX 513 
SUPERIOR MT 59872 

RIC-KETT:-MR-:-;-MRs:-joE----------------s:N:i26--~~--
SUPERIOR MT 59872 

RISTER:-CARLA--------------------------M:N=355---i~--
10355 GRANT CREEK RD. 
MISSOULA MT 59802 

~g~~~Si:~~~E~:~::-------------------M=N=379--i~~--
MISSOULA MT 59801 

ROBlSON:-ROGER------------------------WM:N:i~-Jiifif-
1426 HAMILTON HEIGHTS ROAD 
CORVALLIS MT 59828 

ROTAR:-MARK-F~-------------------------M:N=70---,-~~--
700 W. KENT 
MISSOULA MT 59801 

Ry-AN:-DAvID-j~-------------------------M:N=83-----i~--
519 WHITNEY LAND 
MISSOULA MT 59802 

~~r~~R~~-~.- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -r-t:N:325- - 1D'if-
MISSOULA MT 59802 

SAGMILLER:-ELOISE----------------------WM:N:i64---,~--
BOX 752 
RONAN MT 59864 

SARGENT:-MRS~-LEONARD-R~---------------WM:N:393---~· 
SARGENT RANCH 
CORWIN SPRINGS MT 59021 

PRIVATE INDIYInIJALS 

ID CODE PAGE NO 

scHiFER:-MARILyN-----------------------M:N:l56--~lijC)~----------.-. 
501 NORTH 2ND WEST . 
MISSOULA MT 59801 

sc-~RFE:-PAT---------------------------M:N:225-- I~------------' 
9325 WOODWIND TR. . . 
MISSOULA MT 59802 

SCHMITT:-DAVID-M~-----------------------?=N=33~-~~~------------

SCHOLES:-jENNlFER----------------------WM:N:23i~/tj(i---~-----· 
1902 WHITMAN 
BUTTE MT 59701 

SCHOONOVER:-ADRIAN---------------------s:N:;30~ I~~-----------

SCOTT:-jOHN----------------------------OR=N:qO;-~~--------· 
250 N E TOMAHAWK IS. DR. . . 
PORTLAND OR 97217 

~:-~y--------------------------M:N=i96--1ifif-----------· 

MISSOULA MT 59802 

SECCOMB:-MARGIE------------------------M:N:248~ij---------· 
1197 ROLLINS . 
MISSOULA MT 59801 

~~~~~C~::-----------------------M:N-32--T.,% --------
MISSOULA MT 59803 

SEPT:-DONALo--;~------------------------s:N-130-,·~~------------
BOX 5700 . . 

SUPERIOR MT 59872 

SEWELL:-rOM-a~------------------------w;:N:;~jfe.t-,-----------
5131 KOCH LANE 
FLORENCE MT 59833 

SEXTON:-RAY-L~-----------------------M:N:25----;-~---------
3125 TERRACE DRIVE 
MISSOULA HT 59803 

SEXTON:-ROBERT-L~--------------------WM:N=3i2--~~~-----------
8770 DOUGLAS CIRCLE . - . 
HELENA MT 59601 
SHAPLEY--MARK------------------------------------~-----------------

333 FAIRvIEW M-N-369 2.Z5 
MISSOULA MT 59801 

SHERMAN--FRANK-----------------------------------~----------------
2307 Pr..EASANT M-N-35 112-
MISSOULA MT 59801 

SHERWOOD:-KIM--------------------------M:N:347----~jtj"------------. 
815 CLEVELAND 
MISSOULA MT 5980 1 

SHEiZiE:-jEFF---------------------------------·----·---.,-----------. 
1403 1/2 VAN BUREN M-N-190 /80 
MISSOULA MT 59802 

~~~I~-i~~~~-!~:--------------------M:N:i7i----llj~--~---------. 
MISSOULA MT 59801 

~~~f:~~UU-----------------------M:N:353---27r-----------. 

MISSOULA MT 59801 

SILVERTHORN--SAMUEL-C--------------------------~------~----------
P.O. BOX 24" P-N-5 l.il 
PLAINS MT 59859 

--------------------------------------------------------------------



PIID'AIE INPl]TQ!!AI's 

RESPONDEtn' IW£ 

SIHKlNS, JOON L. 
RWfE 3 
BOX 137 . 
CHA'ITARoY WA 99003 

ID COOE PAGE NO 

WA-N-411 ZFI 

SLESERT:-~iCHAEL-L~--------------------WM:N=281--i~-
BOX 930 
TROY MT 59935 

SLOTNicK:-JOSH-------------------------~=N=212---1i3(;--
3811 STEPHENS #7 
MISSOULA MT 59806 

SMEDERSON:-GEORGE-R~-------------------~N:205---j~Ci-
1612 TAMARACK 
MISSOOLA MT 59802 

SHITH:-ANDy----------7-----------------~N=89---j~~--

1715 9TH STREET 
MISSOULA MT 59801 

SHITH:~UDY----------------------------~=N=238--i~C)--
224 CROSBY 
MISSOOLA MT 59801 

8M-rTH:-KATHLEEN-F~---------------------~=N=113--/~C;--
1802 27TH AVENUE 
MISSOULA MT 59801 
SMlrH,-uND'A - - - - - - - - - - - - -~N:328- ~jf' 
315 S. 4TH E. 
MISSOOLA MT 59801 

SHITH:-PAUL-;~-------------------------~=N=112--T~---
831 ReUINS 
MISSOOLA MT 59801 

SHITH:-THOMAS-c:-----------------------WM:N:386--I~--
P.O. BOX 401 
MILLTOWN MT 59851 

SMITH:-wiiLiAM-G~----------------------M:N:68---1ifj[--
2948 W. CENTRAL 
MISSOOLA MT 5980 1 

S;r-oER:-C~OL--------------------------~=N:230--,ljCi--
506 EDDY 
MISSOOLA MT 59801 

SNYDER:-PAUL---------------------------WM=N:91--/~Ef--
P.O. BOX 370 
STEVENSVILLE MT 59870 

SPANGLER, MIKE & CONNIE 
BOX 268 
SUPERIOR MT 59872 

S-N-1'9 1"12. 

SPEYER:-Ti~HY------------------------WM:N:l0o--i~-
613 HOLLINS 
HELENA MT 59601 

PRIVATE INDMD!!AI's 

RESPONDEHI' NAME ID COOE PAGE NO 

STEi>HAii,-KEN---------------------------M:N:56---i:;~-------------

7105 DEVONSHIRE LANE 
MISSOULA MT 59801 

STiRTlus:-RON--------------------------~:N=283--i~c;-------------
BOX 8862 
MISSOULA MT 59807 

STOLi:-R:-KENNETH----------------------M:N:359--i~~------------
5220 ELK RIDGE 
MISSOULA MT 59802 

STRACK:-JON----------------------------~=N=64---/:jl~-------------

104 GOLD NUGGET DRIVE 
MISSOULA MT 59801 

STRONG:-TONI-R~------------------------~N=312---~iT-------------
3603 PAXSON 
MISSOULA MT 59801 

SULLIVAN, MRS. JAMES 
BOX 447 
SEELEY LAKE MT 59868 

SL-N-72 ITS 

suLTON:-JOAN-;~~~----------------------~N=186---/~(5------------
515 E. PINE 
MISSOOLA MT 59802 

SUNTE:-BARRY---------------------------M:N:272---i-~------------. 
737 S. 1ST W. 
MISSOOLA MT 59801 

SWANSON:-JOHN-R~-----------------------CA:N:1----7~Ci------------. 
P.O. BOX 922 
BERKELEY CA 94701 

TEETERs:-~Ry-L~----------------------~N=103---j~~------------. 
207 NEW MEADOW CT. 
MISSOULA MT 59801 

TERRA~N:-~ICHAEL-&-NANCy--------------~N:36o---jfiii-------------
2502 GLEASON 
MISSOULA MT 59801 

------------------------------------------------------------------~ TEVESQUE, RICHARD 
BOX 3882 
MISSOULA 

M-N-296 leo 
MT 59806 

-----------------------------------------------------------------_. THEUCHEL, WAYNE 
635 UTAH 
E. MISSOOLA 

M-N-267 I~ 

MT 59802 

THOMiS~-~TT---------------------------~=N=324---~()~------------
517 N. 3RD ST. W. 
MISSOULA MT 59802 

-----------------------------------------------------------------_. 
THORNELL, ROBIN WM--N-178 180 
1101 W. GOLD 
BUTTE MT 59701 

TiMBERMAN:-SCOTT-----------------------~:N:195---j-~C)-----------. 
624 GERALD 
MISSOULA MT 59801 

TIPPLESON, DR. HIGBY WM--N-313 180 
FT. HARRISON MT 59636 

TODD:-HEATHER--------------------------M=N=349---~/-'J------------. 
119 CRAIG HALL 
U OF M 
MISSOULA MT 59812 

TORRE~-RICHARD-------------------------WM:N:249---i~-----------. 
321 POPHAM LANE 
CORVALLIS MT 59828 



PRIVATE INDIVIDUALS 

ID COOE PAGE 

M-N-200 180 TRACY, ANN 
1633 5TH AVENUE WEST 
MISSOULA MT 59801 

TR~USCHT~-JOH;-~-SALLY-----------------M:N:81---j~----
1420 RONALD 
MISSOULA MT 59801 

TRUDEAU, J. EDM:lND 
RTE. 1 
BOX 753 
SUPERIOR MT 59872 

TUHOLSKE, JACK 
224 E. SPRUCE 
MISSOULA MT 59802 

S-N-111 1-:r2. 

M-N-403 2i~ 

--------------------------------------------------------TWETEN, MARLEN M-N-2 163 
610 E. SUSSEX AVENUE 
MISSOULA MT 59801 

VAN-ROOY~-SUS~N------------------------SL:N:l---A6-~----
P.O. BOX 120 
SEELEY LAKE MT 59860 

M-N-204 180 

PRIVATE INDlVIDlJALS 

ID COOE PAGE II) 

-------------------------------------------------------------------WILLIAMS, CARYL 
P.O. BOX 7381 
MISSOULA MT 59807 

M-N-364 215 

WINGO~-GENE-R:-------------------------WM:N:388--~~-------------
14020 HAMPTON DRIVE 
TURAH MT 59825 

wOLFF~-joE-R:--------------------------s:N:130-~:;i2C-------------
STAR ROUTE BOX 411 
ST. REGIS MT 59866 

WOOD~-PATRlcK-j:-----------------------M:N:192--/~(5--------------
9520 BUTLER CREEK 
MISSOULA MT 5980 1 

WOODGARD~-WES--------------------------WM:N:;24--/~-------------
81 LOO CABIN LANE 
STEVENSVILLE MT 59870 

WOODS~-jOHN----------------------------WM:N:4,_-i=1~-------------
P.O. BOX 438 
LINCOLN MT 59639 

yODER:-TENNIE--------------------------M:N:gO----fife;--------------
1853 S. 11TH W. 
MISSOULA MT 59801 

YOUNGGREN~-RODNEY----------------------WM:N:5,-~~~-------------
13555 CRYSTAL CREEK RD. 
CLINTON MT 59825 

Z~~ZNY~-jOHN-------------------------]M:N:33a---jz-'1i---------------
UNIVERSITY OF M:lNTANA 
MISSOULA MT 59812 

ZENK~-PAUL-M:---------------------~~362--T:ffi---------
508 EVAN KELLY RD. 
MISSOULA MT 59801 

RECREAIIOtI 

RESPONDENl' NAME ID COOE PAGE II) 

-------------------------------------------------------------------AMERICAN FISHERIES SOCIETY WM-R-4 :lbO 
370 3RD AVENUE N W 
KALISPELL MT 59901 

CONTINENTAL DIVIDE TRAIL SOCIETY 
JAMES R. WOLF, DIRECTOR 
P.O. BOX 30002 
BETHESDA MD 20814 

-------------------------------------------------------------------I-YJNTANA roIHUNTERS ASSOC. EM-R-3 ~q 
R.R. 1, BOX 1702 
LEWISTCMN MT 59457 

WOLFF, ROBERT J. 
P.O.BOX 221 
CLINTON MT 59825 

WM-R-5 2b:5 



WfJ1-C-/ 

Ar>ril 22. 1985 

To whom it may concern: 

Enclosed is the transcript of the meetinp" held April Jrd .• 19H5 
at the Granite High School in Philipsburr:. vt .• re/<ardinp: the 
Lol0 National Forest Plan - Chapter IV, Rock creek, and the 
proposed logging in the Rock Creek Draina~~. 

There were one hundred seventy eip;ht proponents for the continu
ation for logginp; and timber sales on the Rock Creek Prainar:e. 
There were no~onents. Two hundred and twenty five people 
attended the meeting. 

K.E.E.P. Cnmmittee 
Chairman; 

FOREST SEHVl C£ RESl'O[,SE 

WM-C-1 

Refer to M-I-1~ Forest Service Re:;ponse to Iniand Forest Hesource Counc::. 



May 28,1985 

Orville Daniels, Forest Supervisor 
Lolc National Forest 
Building 24, Fort Missoula 
Missoula, Mt. 59807 

5- G-2. 

P.O. BOX 483 

MAY 291985 

RECEIVED 

The Board of Directors of the Superior Area Chamber of 
Commerce, representing over forty active business member
ships, stand emphatically opposed to the adoption of the 
Preferred Alternative to the most recent Lolc National 
Forest Plan. 

~conomiCdll'l Western Mont~na cannot afford such a negative 
impact upon its most visible and viable economic base. 
The compounding effects of the loss of forest revenue] 
loss of related employment, and the loss of generally 
expendable dollars into the economy can only precipitate 
devastating increases in local tax levies. 

The Preferred Alternative Plan represents a regressive 
dpproach counter to current national economic and so~ial 
political climates. Forest management practices must 
recognize an obligation to such elements as the current 
national budget deficit, the GNP, and the balance of trade 
deficits. 

We urge the Lolc Forest to permit economically viable 
timber sales consistant with levels characteristic of 
the last fifteen years. 

Your consideration of our concerns and your commitment 
to them will be anticipated. 

Thank you. 

Super lor Area Chamber of Commerce 

A 

A 

FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE 

S-C-2 

In the Proposed Action, annual volume in the first decade is expected to be 
122 million board feet (MMBF) , including 15 M~~ unregulated. That is 
projected to increase to 146 ~mF (including 15 ~ unregulated) in the second 
decade. From 1979 to 1985, the Lolo offered about 100 M~F annually; however, 
it sold only an average of 60 ~ per year. The Forest presently has a number 
of timber sales prepared, including some offered but unsold. Under present 
poor market conditions, this unsold volume continues to accumulate, providing 
the Forest the flexibility to adjust to short-term increases if more timber is 
demanded. If market conditions demand volumes beyond the Forest Plan 
projections, the Forest would be required to address the problem through a 
Forest Plan revision. National Forest Management Act regulations outline the 
revision process, which includes full public involvement. 

The Lolo Forest Plan responds to the existing social and economic structure of 
local communities. It represents a response to varied public expressions of 
those social and economic needs derived from public involvement. The Forest 
Plan is intended to offer levels of timber volume that support rather than 
impact base employment, income and job distribution in local communities. The 
Forest will attempt to respond to local community needs for timber regardless 
of the larger market issue. Yearly timber sale programs will be designed to 
accommodate local small mills to the extent possible and by offering species 
and volumes where they will sellon the Forest. In addition, the Forest is 
attempting to identify where costs can be reduced in preparing and 
administering sales. 

The ability of the Lolo Forest to project a higher volume of timber than that 
displayed in the Forest Plan is limited by the nature of the resources 
available, utilization and technology, and public attitudes about management of 
other forest resources. The biological capability of the Forest to support a 
yearly volume such as 160 ~F would mean a significant reduction in other 
resource outputs, as shown in alternatives analyzed in .the Final EIS. If other 
resources are to be maintained at levels suggested by the public, increased 
timber volume would have to come from marginal lands where timber harvest may 
not be cost effective. 

In response to the national budget defiCit, the Lolo Forest is attempting to 
assure that the greatest return possible is generated through the timber sales 
program while protecting other resource values. Balance-of-trade deficits are 
largely beyond the scope and responsibility of the Lolo Forest. 

B To evaluate long-term economic implications, Forestwide Standard No. 11 
requir'es an economic analysis of all timber sales larger than 1 ~F and all 
transportation systems for unroaded areas. In salle cases, particularly during 
the ~nti<l). sale entry. into fin unro.adeda·rel;l, the timber sale revenues frOlll the 
fir,s~ !}ale}o ./Jot c~~~r,ther,of;l!l ,cOllts. flOWlll!~l",th~ roaQ~p~nt for t~e.first 
~e w,ill btl \:I,sed .:tb, 'apces~se,veral future· '$!I,les. 'The.t'ce(ore, '8 J!lOre' accurs.te 
,apprajsal ?of, sale re~erl\les and cOlltsrequirea-,\;he cOHsid'l'!'rabiop ·of. ·reven~s 
fl':On1. I;i};l t;imbj{~· saleF'iThe, fot'e:lt )li1:1, r9~ ~ly, t,11?$e'.ilr:eas ·wh,erea.~oo(>~ted 
revenues· from ·lill: sales cover disCO\lllted costs, unl.ess het publi'c benefit·s 
jusj;ify ·a timber loss. Examples ofnej; public benefits are improved wildlife 
forageE!nd community stability~ The economic analysis in the Forest Plan also 
considers long-term management fOJ;" the ent.ire forest rather than individual 
~p1eq~ 



Or c ' I I e Dan i el s 
Supervisor 
Lola National Forest 
USD~ For •• t Service 
Fort Missoula 

FOP,r-~-r ~~ ~.:"'1\1: ~I= lr! :. 
JUN -11005 

RECE!VED 

May 28, 1985 
7215 Seryl Lane 
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:::r ~:::d::::e::: the IAoodland Heights am, locateo. immediately adjacent to ]A 
the olue Mounta,n Recreat,on Area, are deeply concerned about Forest Service 
management of the are., particularly as called for ,n the propose Lolo 
Forest PI an, 

"e are par t i eu 1 ar I y concerned about the Memorandum of Agreemen t wi th the ] 
U.S. Army governing m,litarY training exercises at Blue Mountain. In light 
of the r.ecent increase in mil itary activity, reduced Forest Service budgets, B 
the ,ssue of coordination in the Forest Plan, and existing significant 
safety 'ssues not covered in the Forest Plan, we offer the enclosed 
statement as our comment on the Foret Plan. 

Several of us also feel that a meeting between residents of this area, ] 
yourself, and the local district ranger would help more specifically and 
clearly communicate our concerns about the area and maintain channels of 
corr.munication in general. Please take this under advisement. "e would 1 ike C 
to ·show you in the field the nature of several of OUr concerns. 

1
i erely, 

.~ CLt~ ~ e~ M~Co~l, ~Sident 
Woodland Heights Homeowners Association 

A 

B 

C 

FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE 

M-C-3 

National FOl"est administration of the Blue Mountain at"ea began in 1952 with 
President Harry S. Truman's Executive Order 10403 assigning a 4,869-acl"e 
pOI'tion of the Fort Mlssoula Military Reservation to the Lolo National Forest 
to administer. The Executive Order provided "that such lands shall I"ernain 
subject to the unhampered use of the Department of the Army for pUt'poses of 
national defense." The area has been used for local military tt"aining 
maneuvers since that. time. 

A Memorandum of Understanding facilitates the coordination of activities 
between the Forest Service and the Army. Until this year, Army operations were 
occasional, involving small numbers of personnel and equipment. Tank training 
was infrequent and usually confined to existing roads. Under those conditions, 
conflicts were minimal. This year, however, activities have accelerated to 
i.nclude extensive tank use and expanded areas for weapon firing on Blue 
Mountain. A recent letter from the Department of the Army identifies 
additional facilities planned for 1988. The Memorandum of Understanding 
requires the Army to prepal"e an enVironmental assessment of proposed 
improvements or alterations, and they have agreed to do so. 

Public use in and around the Blue Mountain Recreation Area has changed since 
the Executive Order was issued. Today there are residential subdiVisions 
immediately adjaoent to the Area, and public recreational use has increased 
considerably during the past 30 years. While other pOl"tions of the area have 
been closed to target shooting for safety reasons, the Army has stepped up its 
weapons firing. The expanded public recreational use and the intensified 
military activities have resulted in concern by local sub division residents. 
The Forest is, therefore, initiating action with all concerned parties to 
alleviate the conflict. 
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STATEMENT OF CONCERNS ABOUT tll LITAR't USE OF BLUE MOUNTAli' RECREATJ ON AREA 

WOOOLHND HEl GHTS Hot-1EOWNERS ASSOClAT 1 ON 

As residents of tho Woodland Heights area, immediately adjacent to the 
Blue Hountain Recreation Are. and mil itary re.trvation, we would like to 
expr •• s our concerns .bout the rapIdly acceler.tlng level and change in 
tnaracter of mIl It.ry use of the 'rea. We 'ecognize that the Blue Mountain 
area has been is t abl i shpo .as a m 11 i tary reser-va t i on for a.n ex tended per i od 
0+ time. We al.o r •• l ize that the management of the area IS conducted under 
.; memor.r,d"", of undorstandlng betweon tn. Ll.S. "'rmy and the Forest Servico. 

1: is our understanding that the nature of the mi 1 i tary operat ions 
planned for Blue Mountain will undergo SIgnificant Change from past 
?ractic •• 1n the past, the ar •• was used prJmarily for training of units 
WIth only SNaIl .rms capabil ities on an occasional basis. The current plans 
call for use Of tho arfa for up to 29 tank crews, by unils using a number oi 
medium size weapons, and by other units for oth.r training .xercises. 

As individuals I iving in~.diately adjacent to the propos.d firing 
rang.s. we are alarmed at the possible safety issues resulting from the 
chang. in freQu.ncy and type of us •• For exampl., while signs have been 
posted on the .xt.rior of the are. indicat,ng that it may b. dangerous for 
on. to enter the Blu. Mountain and to telephon. a number for more 
information, no telephon. number is 1 isttd, making it impossible for one to 
determine if military operations art in progress, planned, or the size of 
the endangered area. We are also concern.d about the size of the surfac. 
danger zones for various operations and training exercises as shown in 
Appendices D-G of the Blue Mountain Range Regulation. At l.ast one of these 
is outside the formally designat.d military reservation. Since the Blu. 
Mountain Recreation Area is largo with multiple accesses, th.re is a clearly 
establish.d safety issue of adequate notification of dangorous military· 
activity. W. feel that this size of danger ar.a is unacc.ptabl. in an urban 
area. W. find the possibility of night firing particularly dang.rous. W. are 
also concerned about the possibility of ammunition accidentally l.ft in the 
aru and being discov.red or accid.ntally being fir.d by local childr.n and 
recreatlonists. We are particularly dismayed that the Blue Mountain Rang. 
Regulation do.s not addr.ss th.se conc.rns and that apparently car.less 
military activity has tak.n place. 

R.pr.s,ntativ.s of the Army Its.lf have acknowl.dged saf.ty 
violations. While th.y have stat.d a will ingness to corr.ct them, w. ar. 
concerned about the.r appar.nt lack of awar.ness of private lands n.ar the 
firing anc dang.r :one, the location of these lands, and th.ir us.s. Wt art 
Cltlrl, concernfd about tnt competency to manage saf.ty wh.n Army 
r.pr.s.ntatiu.5 are unaware of long .stabllshtd onsite Ind ntarby land us. 
patt.rns. 



/r/-C-3 

( g 1 ot) 

imoacts Df the proposed aclivit,. Th. ext.nsive ule of tracked uehicles in 
this Aru will, without quntlon, rnul t in lon9 luting and pOUlbly 
irrtve~sible damage to the resource. This il particularly important in 1 ight 
of tne Forti' Strvic,' •• fforts over the last decide to rehabil itat. 
Clvi 1111\ iMuced damage. Wt not. thlt tht Slut Mountain Rang. Regulation 
proniblts whttltd or tracked vehlcl. travel o;f roads or .feded art.l. Yet, 
we have observed considerable activit, of th'lt .fhiel.s in 
!lud.c areal, that is, th. opened ... ded forage lands of lower f1.vatlon 
artal. In addition, W.'Vf .etn conllderabl. damage to young growing tree •• 
Tht mtBOrandum o' agreem.nt belw.n the Fortlt Service and U.S. Army require, 
luch oam'g' to b. r'palr,d. W. have not oottrv.d any .440rtl to m •• t this 
r'QUir ... nt. With Increas.d us. Of the arta, ano rtduc.d For.lt Service 
budg.tl 'or supervision, w. art cone.rntd thlt luch violations will 
contln8 •• 

Tht proposed ligftl,lcant chang. In ule and upgrade o. the military 
faCll,tlU have, we bel,fve, the potential 'or ligni4icant, irretrievable, 
Impacts on tht loeial and natural ,nvlronment. SUCh pot.ntial impactl should 
bt idelliitled, and mitigating actions dev.lop.d, Wlor to initiation of 
this program. HowfV.r, no environmental Impact statlm.nt hal bun prepared 
to me.t this Qoal. W. art dismayed that the U.S. Army hal n'ol.ct,d to mett 
the provl,Ions Of the National Environmental Policy Act 04 1979, and requist 
that It Initial. the ElS proc.s. prior to compl.tlng tht remaining lumm.r 
Ichedul. and prior to, 41nal d.cltlon on tht suitability Of th. 81ut 
Mountain Recreation Ar.a for the increased military activity. 

A third ilIU' concerns UI' at the Slul Mountain Recreation Arta as a 
slgni',cant local recreation area. Many Of our famillt. have UI.d the arta 
extensively for the last I.v.ral years, whil. the mil Ita~y activit, was at 
Its nomal and customary hv.l. tlurlng that time, lilt did not view the 
mil liar, activity al dllruptlve or inapproprlal •• This arta is allo an 
l~rportlJlt community recreation retourCf. Apparently, the U.S. Army falls to 
understand the leuel and type of recreational actiuity ongoing here, nor il 
Inert ,vidence Ot actionl taK.n to protect that the availability 04 this 
recreation resource. We 't.1 that the closure of the area during mOlt 0+ the 
avallUlI, tim. for recreation. i •••• tn. summer, comn at great cost to the 
Misioula community. A911n. w. art deeply troubled that Army decilion makers 
display luch a lack Ot awaren •• s of the current and long tltabllshtd ule of 
the area. 

WI art concerned about til, approprlaten.ss Of tuch larg. Icale. 
Int.nli,,', and IntrinSically dang.rous actlvlt)( in a IInvlly ult,d r.crntion 
area I/lfOrtlnt to the communi ty Ind c I Ott to a numb.r 0>/ homes. Tanl<l 
POI it il!llltd and 4 I ring 19& ift t 4rom homn, dan9.r%on,s till t ex tend 4ar 
,berondtht boundar I U' 04 the arU', andgrtnad. I.vnehers ,Inlpl Y don' ,f' btl ono 
h.r •• ~ ",.lllu.' that'exlstlngl)ll'Jltarr r.n~.s, wh(¢~"hllV~ bun utirlllv.'y 
uno 'I .. the puFf tuth II a~, TQi4nttnd! art ,f~r, mor,"'IIPPrr.o,P~,I'~te,. ,1~4.r. 
mort IIIIllable ihl! lUI dllr'uptfllt' +01' Iftil typ~ d4Irainl,np.Th'~ ,~pparen,tl, 
w,r. _quat.inth. put. Tht Army ItltH Ind'lcUtda!,:' met:! I"; with local 
Indlvldllah ,that the 81u. Mountain rang. IS I 'Iu~ilr~', IlIgoullllO thllt' Ih 
curr.nl and ~11~n.~ Ultl artn~t thlt n.c.slar,. ' 



Unfortunately, the individuals I iving in this area learned about the 
change in use only when it occurred. No attempt was made to inform the 
public, or discuss with local landowners these plans, the potential social 
and environmental consequences, or mitigating actions. A meeting was held 
only after landowners requested information. We f.el that the Army has 
reinforced the publ ic image of it as a large, insensitive, and unresponsive 
federal bureaucracy. 

We clearly feel that these issues must be evaluated prior to additional 
training and use of the area. We know that new facilities, such as a 
hel iport, are planned. We f.el that a full evaluation of the consequences of 
of the e.isting program must be subject to the NEPA process prior to 
continuing with the current program. 

3 
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Department of Botany (406) 243-5222 ..... BECEJVr;Q J 
Harch 1985 

Forest Supervisor 
Lolo National Forest 
Building 24, Fort Missoula 
Missoula. MT 59801 

Dear Mr. Daniels: 

I have before me the Revised Statement of January 1985 for the Lolo 
National Forest. 

My particular interest is in the relationship between roading and the 
invasion of noxious weeds. In the Summary Statement, I found one state
ment concerning the possible use of herbicides for control ling noxious 
weeds on rangeland and one which mentioned herbicide maintenance of 
roadsides. 

However, there seems no systematic consideration of the larger question 
of roading and invasion of noxious weeds. I would very much appreciate 
your perspective on this question. 

Me/he 

Sincerely, 

~,(J!~ 
11eyer Chessin 
Professor of Botany 

Equal ()flpnrtunil~ in rduralilln and Fmplmmt'nt 

FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE 

M-ED-1&2 

Roads do provide a suitable seedbed for noxious weeds. There is evidence, 
however, to indicate that road construction in itself does not assure the 
establishment of noxious weeds. Recent observations of spotted knapweed 
suggest that even with a good seedbed and seedsour'ce, tr'ee canopy shacing can 
prevent its establishment. At the same time, noxious weeds are being found in 
Wildernesses or other undistur'bed sites. The basic pr'obJ.em in noxious weed 
management is a lack of a good understanding of the autecological attributes of 
them or the synecological relations in the forest environment. A recent review 
of the literature found almost no references to noxious weeds in a forest 
environment. Research work done todate has been related to cereal crop and 
range or pasture land control with limited emphasis on under'standing the basic 
life cycle of the plant. 

While herbicide use may occur under special conditions, the topography and 
vegetation cover on the Lolc make invader plant control extremely difficult 
with present techniques. Biological control. using agents such as insects 
rusts, molds and other parasites on host plants, appears to provide a ' 
compatible, long-range approach to this problem. 

A situation paper prepared in June 1983 provides the basis for a systematic 
evaluation of each weed species. An evaluation is currently underway to assess 
the risk of noxious weed spread in the vegetative communities found on the 
Lolo, Bitterroot and Flathead forests. Preliminary results of the study 
suggest a number of management practices that may be used to prevent or reduce 
the threat of noxious weeds on forest roads. The study has also identified 
high risk as well as low risk plant communities to the invasion of noxious 
weeds. These studies will help in the development of alternatives for control 
strategies. 

Continued efforts to pr'omote research on the ecological characteristics as well 
as in the development of biological controls will be pr'omoted. To facilitate 
thi~ effort a statement of need has been added to the Research Needs section of 
the Lolo Forest Plan. 
The noxious weed problem is identified in Range Hanagement Concern No.3. 
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(ro, ~p~e~~iilnlt 
Department of Botany 

Supervisor 
Lolo National Forest 
U.S. Forest Service 
Fort Missoula 
Mis,ouJa, MT 59801 

Dear Sir: 

(406) 243-5222 

Please consider this a formal comment on the 
most recently promulgated Forest Management 
Plan. I would like to know how the plan addresses 
the question of noxious weed invasion of roads 
to be built in previously roadless areas. 

Sincerely, 

Meyer Chessin 
Professor of Botany 

[qual OppurlUnif~ in J-:ducalion and tmplo, mfnl 
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101 0 "''ltio'l"l '··ore<:t 
Jl~p' '~'24t ""o~t '1 ~.~o'~lq, 
.j ,",co"l", "": 50 POl 

.sen!' (:!:'vil1e: 

/»- £-/ /:hA- /it Dtelc tI 
410 . :oorl"orth 
.:1I'sovln, :.:r. 59801 
Aorll 22, 1985 

r>-.e Lol0 ?oreflt Je-iievised ;:;,;;r3 over e'".ohas1zes the ti"'.'oer v"lues, 
~j"ll"'1:o:es C01't o~ 10n:sr1"1" il1'p",cts 0"1 ottuer forest values, "nd 
'lSSU'l'es o"e~tion>'fhle fri"lP:e 1:>e'lif1 ts fro'll 101'1'11'11". 

I "0 'lot th1'1k "'e c".n hAve i"lcre",sen timber harvests, 1.ncrelOu'Ied 
no"\e,,;;I.c n:r"'z1n~ n'ld increAsen ro",cinl!' nn(l. expect to improve 
M\l~]i!e ~qb'tnt, to e'1~q"lce d1sDersed recrentlo'1, or to even 
~."i."It"i'l exi"ti"l~ ~ll"lter op-port1)'1itl.es. 

ii'1:,~ ~'1c:rt:?!'1_8e t"1 si1t~Gion or 't;R.ter tel"f'l.per~t'prgs 1'!ill hFtve ~!1. 

"dver"1e tJ'1P"lct on :f'i shery v'llues t'l"t ,,-re nlrendy in orouble. 
Gr"~ln". pernlts th"l.t Denit access to riperian zones should be 
,,-voie'eA• 

It Is ",l<tnintr to thi'lk thAt we nre '"'01'11>' to ope'1 "Ie~l <treas to 
rO"l"inn: ftnn ot'ler nctions that creqte a seed bed for noxioul' 
",ee~ S ;"h1ch 1"e h",ve not ShOWl the determinAtion or abili ty to 
s"pores" once they 'lre i"ltr0011Ced, 

Eho",-h cO'1cer"len, I l·:j 11 "lot q<"dress t"le eCO"l0"1iC9 of 10;,-",inl"; 
0'1 t'~e 1,010 'C·orest. ethers more cApqble I am sllre 1-1111 be 
com~entt~~ on it. 

I ~- ",ore co!!',fortphle cisc1Jsstnll' the roadless areRS as I have 
tr'lcks 1"1 ne~rly 1111 of them an<' hnve a stronl!' feelinl" for them. 
,'y C01'l'llents are ,,-ddre"Rer1 to A.lternatlYe D. 

o 1220 and 0 1799 "0 ~ot need ll1",nRn:ement to Accomplish the object-
1 ves stA.ted i~ ~ "-'1<1 ~rould be mllch 'lore seCllre under::. l'hey 
offer hunters, hikers A'll' f1s"lerme~ nnd opportunity to escllpe 
the mAze of 10P'l"i"lP' rOR<1S that surrou"lo these units. 

o 1301, ~'nfort1)n"'te1y the remov,,-l of Schley i-lr and t'1e rOl\d to 
K1rl Lake 1l'I\keA this unit very n'lrrON. 1'he boundary reco'l'll'ended 
by ::;he ":O'1tR"lA 1-111dl"-'10s Coalition would be "lore accep:;able, 
.:.'he !"s Ilno:;s thl\t h"-ve hee"! ri e1eterl could be left as ~,s '11thout 
cO'llmodity loss, Identifying these smHl1 units on t1-!e p:round 
Nlll<!enerJ\te confl1slon and dissension', 

APR 301985 
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FOREST SERVICE RESPOllSE 

M-E-1 

The preferred alternative, Alternative d, allows for a timber har've~,t level 
lower than the amounts hal'vested between 1962 and 1970 but hieher it.an the 
amounts currently beine harvested. The potenti a1 increase in domestic grazing 
comes from the foraee incn·ase followine timber harvest. Forestwide Standard 
No. 52 states that Forest roads will be Glana£,ed ".,. to provide reer'cation, 
wildlife, f::'rewood and oth~r uses." This managenlent will invcl ve " ... leaving 
some t'oads open, closi ng scme roads seasonally, and closing other roads on a 
permanent basis." 

The Forest Plan provides direction designed to reduce conflicts of grazing in 
riparian areas where grazing currently exists. The Plan does not allow 
additional grazing in riparian areas not already within a grazing allotment. 

Forestwide Standard Nos. 17 and 28 provide for analyses and project designs to 
protect watersheds and the aquatic ecosystem. 

Roads do provide a su:table !Oeectbed for noxious weeds. There is evidence, 
however', to indicate that road construction in itself does not assure the 
establishment of noxious weeds. Recent observations of spotted knapweed 
suggest that even with a good seedbed and seed source , tree canopy shading can 
prevent its establishment. At the same time, noxious weeds are being found in 
Wildernesses or other undisturbed sites. The basic problem in noxious weed 
management is a lack of a good understanding of the autecological attributes of 
them or the synecological relations in the forest environment. A recent review 
of the literature found altrost no references to noxious weeds in a forest 
environment. Research work done todate has been related to cereal crop and 
range or pasture land control with Jimited emphasis on understanding the basic 
life cycle of the plant. 

While herbicide use may occur under spec:al conditions, the topography and 
vegetation cover on the Lolo make invader plant control extremely difficult 
with present techniques. Biological control, usine agents such as insects, 
rusts, molds and other' pal'asites on host plants, appears to pl'Ovide a 
compatible, long-range appr-oach to this problem. 

A situation paper prepared in June 1983 provides the basis for a systematic 
evaluation of each weed species. An evaluation is currently under'way to assess 
the risk of noxious weed spread in tt!e vegetative communities found on the 
Lolo, Bitterroot and Flathead forests. Preliminary results of the study 
suggest a number of management practices that may be used to prEvent. or reduce 
the threat of noxious weedf. on for'est roads. The study has also identified 
high risk as well as low risk plant communities to the invasion of noxious 
weeds. These studie~; will help in the development of al ternati ves for control 
strategies. 

Continued efforts to promot.e research on the ecological characteriRtics as well 
as in the development of biological controls will be pr'omoted. To facilitate 
this effort a'statement of need has been added to the Research Needs section of 
th~ Lolc Forest Plan. 
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') 130.2 shot'ld :,e cl'lssl :'iee' " r", C"er th",n !". l'he obviollS value I]F 
of' tlois ''''lit is !"ilr'life a'1.n hip''1 quall.t;y recreA,v10"l. !\. road 
cO"lnecti!1P the he'1.a of CrelTon Creek l-'ith Gold Creek on the Iaaho 
1"1";e is 11'1.excent",ble. It is aifficll1t to think of a'1.other reason 
"'or "lot clqs"'.fylnlT thiR 1)"11 t l'111aernesR. 

~lR03 n'1.cl 0 1809. ~o ~rotect ~'Idlife vnlves ",ny ronds eAsent!",l 
:'0 0 c~11 eve ..... An(-l&!"e"ne'1.t object1 ver: s~o111f! ~eve!' be op.gned to public 
UR". ':::x'.Rtl'1.I:' ",ccess 1s Adeot.",t". 

o 1790 R.nn 0 1791 are hot" l"r.,." e1k '-'lC :orl es of lona sta"lc1ng 
"'1 t'1 Aceauate acces~. All unro",<:'ecl portions should be 1n 
cate!":"ory ::. 

o 170 2/ If thiR unit 1s ro",ded and lo;:ro:ed all penetra;;ln;:r roads 
should be clORe". '\'1 soon as they R.re not neede<1 for harvesting 
a.nd ree:enerntion. ~ey should not be opened to the public. 

r 17R41 "cana,inp:: this lmit 
i~ j.~~o ~~~y s~Rl1 l'~1~s of 
C011~ron t~t1ons. 

as "'ilderness instel'tn of cuttin". 
'S, C, ::l a.na :" I'ould avoid pote'ltlal 

o 17RL.1 l'he (lo!"1nnnt value in this unit precludes any roading. 
It "\:01'1.0.. be classif1en '" or H. 

o 18051 ItllOC"ltions of F l1.'ld 'j ,I'tre a >rood corr.promise for the 
Lolo Creek I'tnc.ltion to the SelNay 31tterroot ':11derness. 

o 1PO<> 1 :'hts unl.t shO'uldhe ar'r.ed to the ',':ildernesR. F 
reco".n1?:"s the v"l,lues r,ut ;: 1<111 increAse the secur1 ty of 
these v'\lues. 

JG 

JH 

} 
} 
]K 
JL 
JM 

X ];>0;> 'lni1 j~ IPli} , 1s " sl'ttisf.'1.ctory cl".ssificat10'1 for these ] 
"'11tR. '!ildlife valveI': Q"l<1 h'J:1.tln'" opport;1)nities "'ill be nrotectecl. N 

() 11,.Q~ I 2he1"e "l110cnt 1 o!1s a.re frood recoltn1 tion of the V"'.lues 
,",,:t 1 t '·'ouln he bett"r 1 f t~ose "!'Ii ts c1"8s1f1 ed 3, F. and G 
~0'lti.P'110l1~ to the 30b ,~rshall >;ere cha.nl"'ed to H. All 
possPllUty of r08.Qs r,einl'" extended 1'lto these un1 ts should be 
R.v01n.eel • 

rh<vI1: yo" for the opport'1ni ty to pa.rt1cipate in the plR.nnlng 
n:roc..=;ss. 

Sincerely, o C'-t.Uj!~.r? .,.(,,2£:a,<....d-
Donl'tld Aldrich 

} 
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o Ward Eagle (x1220) [c 373] and Sheep Hountain-Sl.at,e Line (01799) could be 
manaeed under f (w hi however, the Forest Service will continue to recommend 
roadless management in the Final EIS (FEIS). 

E In response to the Great Burn (01301 J, the Irish Ba5in-Lowel' Cache Creek area 
is recommended for wilderness. 

F Meadow Creek-lippeI" Nor'th Fork (01302), wit.h it.s wild~ife and recl'eation values, 
can best be managed for these resources undel' Management Empha~is r. 

G The Burdette Creek area (01803) management direction would allow road 
construction only to serve a fire or prescribed wildlife habitat burn. Any 
such road would be closed to public use. 

The Garden Point area (01809) management direction allows road construction. 
Road access from Deer Peak to Garden Point has exist.ed for many years; it is 
planned that this will remain open. New I'oads on other locations will be 
closed. 

H Cherry Peak (01791) and Mount Bushnell (01790) are important wildlife habitat 
areas. Cherry Peak is proposed largely for road less management which gives 
protection and flexibility in Wildlife habitat management. A variety of 
management directions are proposed for the Mount Bushnell area, with the key 
wildlife areas being managed for that resource. Wilderness designation is not 
necessarily the best long-term management for wildlife habitat. 

Gilt Edge-Silver Creek (01792) - As part of the Forest Plan, new roads will be 
closed except for those periods of time when they are being used for their 
intended purpose, i.e., during the term of a timber harvest contract. 

J The FEIS does not recommend wilderness deSignation for the Cube Iron-Silcox 
area (01784); 9,464 acres are designated for grizzly beal' habitat and 14,136 
acres for road1ess management. Most. of the area (about 36,000 acres) will 
remain roadless within the next 10 years. 

K Teepee-Spring CI'eek (01786) will not be recOIl'Jnended for wilderness or I'oadles:; 
management because of its history of mining activity, indefinit.e boundaries and 
moderate value for recreation or wilderness. 

L A portion of Lo10 Creek (01805) is recommended for wilderness in the FEIS. 
This is a change from the draft statement. 

M In the Stony Mountain area (01808), 30,900 acres will be managed in a roadless 
cond'it,ion during the Plan period. In the nearby Quigg roadle:;s area, 60,830 
acres have been recommended for wilderness. 

N Petty Mountain {x1202) and Deep Cree\( (xH1l4) - The preferred alternetive 081.18 
for M!!nllgement Elnph'asis r.' '. , 

o In 5ear-Mar'shall-Scapegoat..swan, the Forest Service feels the minor ar'eas 
designated for Management Emphasis b, f and g are appropriat~. 
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Mr. Orville Daniels 
Forest Sunervisor 
Lola Nati~nal Forest 
Bldg. 24, Fort Missoula 
Missoula, MT 59801 

Missoula, MT 59806 
(406) 271-3009 

May 29, 1985 

RE: Lola Forest Revised Draft Plan and DEIS 

Dear Orville: 

Of the alternatives displayed for public review, Alternative B would best promote 
the conservation of black bears and grizzly bears, because of the (relative) moder
ation in roadbuilding under this alternative. The continued security of black bears 
and grizzly bears would be improved if you recommended Cube Iron/Silcox, Stony 
Mountain and Lolo Peak as wilderness and if you recommended for wilderness designa
tion the Swan Front, Monture and Great Burn areas recommended by~e Montana Wild
lands Coalition. 

Wilderness is indispensible and irreplaceable for grizzly bears because it is about 
the only place where they can be assurred long-term security; Where roads exist, 
grizzlies become increasingly vulnerable to gunfire from hunters, poachers and van
dals who shoot at anything in sight. 

J
A: 

You should explicitly state in the Final Plan and EIS that road construction and tim- B 
ber removal may affect the grizzly to the extent that road construction and timber 
removal heighten the bear's vulnerability to disturbance, harassment and killing. 
You should refer to Bonnie Blanchard's data on grizzly use of timber, and you should 
refer also to information presented by Jon AImac, Bruce McClelland a~d Dave Mattson, 
et al at the recent Grizzly Bear Habitat Symposium; The high importance of timber 
was well demonstrated in each case. The Final Plan/EIS should explicity acknowledge 
the importance of timber to grizzlies, and the jeopardy to grizzlies when roads and 
timber removal modify the bear's habitat. 

The Lolo National Forest's cooperation in management of the Swan Valley Grizzly 
Bear Travel Corridor is an example of agency-corporate cooperation with potential to Jo 
minimize adverse affects onfue grizzly and its environment. You and the industry 
deserve commendation for this effort. This effort nevertheless Can and should be 
improved by widening the existing corridor management boundary, and by managing other 
areas of the Swan Valley as grizzly travel corridors. To do so would help prevent 
fragmentation of the Northern Continental Divide Grizzly Bear Ecosystem that would 
occur if the Mission Mountains were to become isolated from~e rest of NCDGBE. Your 
plan for management of the Swan Valley is thus extremely important because it may 
affect the NCDGBE population as a whole and not "just a few bears." 

------------------- &"Mrdot[)lteClon -------------------

Arnold Boil£> • WiIIldm CAllaghan ... CraIg (amplx'/! • Lane€' Ol'<'n • frank Ponlkvar • PM TawfWY • Marl Will,ams 
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FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE 
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Alternative b minimizes human-caused mortality, which is a significant problem 
for grizzly bears. However, the selected alternative, Alternative d, provides 
comparable emphasis on protection for the bears while also allowing habitat 
enhancement when it can be dennnstrated that such enhancement would be 
desirable for the bear. 

Road building and other development can constitute significant risks to the 
grizzly bear. That single fact has driven the rewording of much of the Final 
EIS (FEIS) and Forest Plan to clearly direct that other Forest uses will be 
subservient to the needs of the grizzly bear within essential habitat. This 
increased emphasis is stated in Management Areas (MA's) 20 and 20a in the 
Forest Plan and in the FEIS. The references mentioned regarding grizzly use of 
timber are included in research and data files and are used in project level 
planning to insure that cover, as well as security, food components and other 
facets of grizzly bear management are considered. 

The Draft EIS reviewed 776,190 acres of road less land. The Forest Plan 
recommends 223,600 roadless acres for wilderness. They are Quigg, Great 
Burn/Hoodoo and wilderness additions to the Selway/Bitterroot and Scapegoat. 
In addition, 180,700 acres are deSignated for roadless management. 

The FEIS does not recommend wilderness designation for the Cube Iron-Silcox 
area; 9,464 acres are designated for grizzly bear habitat and 14,136 acres for 
roadless management. Most of the area (about 36,000 acres) will remain 
roadless within the next 10 years. 

In the Stony Mountain area, 30,900 acres will be managed in a roadless 
condition during the Plan period. In the nearby Quigg roadless area, 60,830 
acres have been recommended for wilderness. 

The FEIS reconmends a portion of Lolo Creek for wilderness designation. This 
is a change from the draft statement. 

On the Swan Front and Monture areas, recommendations for wilderness are for 
3,690 and 65,:~0 acres, respectively, for the Lolo Forest. 

Biologically, a wider travel corridor would be very desirable for the grizzly 
bear. Unfortunately, subdivisions and large blocks of private land preclude 
that option on the Lolo. 
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Because subdivision of private land is a limiting factor for the grizzly bear, 
subdivision can force the bear to greater reliance on national forest land. The 
consequence is that subdivision thus becomes a limiting factor for the Forest 
Service, because the agency's own management options may be restricted in order to 
protect water, soils, range, fish and wildlife. Land exchanges, conservation ease
ments or other arrangements that preclude subdivision are thus very important in 
conservation of the grizzly bear and will be an essential part of your duty in the 
Swan Valley and other areas where privately owned grizzly habitat abuts or is 
intermi:J.gled with public land managed by the Lola National Forest. 

Mitigation and monitoring procedures need to be more articulated and less vaguely 
defined in lile Final Plan/EIS than they are in the Revised Draft Plan/DEIS. Further, 
mitigation and monitoring funds should be in hand prior to your taking any action 
that requires either mitigation or monitoring or both. As things stand now, you 
could t~e an action only to find later that Congress· will not appropriate the 
funds required for mitigation and monitoring. As you know, Congress is in a cost
cuttir., mood and uncertainty exists about future funds. Further, the President 
evidently intends to continue his efforts to cut the federal work force, which raises 
uncertai~ty about your future ability to monitor the e:fects of actions that may 
affect the grizzly. Given these significant uncertainties, it would be risky to 
proceed with actions that require mitigation and/or monitoring until and unless the 
funds for monitoring ~,d mitigating were already available for those purposes. 

Similarly, it will be essential that your actions can be moderated or halted prior 
to completion, if mitigation fails its purpose or if monitoring reveals unacceptable 
damage. To do otherwise would probably be a circumvention of the intent of miti
gation and monitoring. The Final Plan/EIS should describe the feedback link, from 
mitigation and monitoring, to the action itselfj Provisions for modifying an action 
or, if necessary, halting it, should be spelled out. 

E 

F 

} 
out of that part of your budget (e.g., timber) that is the impetus for the action 
requiring them. For, without actions such as road construction or timber sales, 

As a final comment on mitigation and monitoring, these measures should be financed } 

there would not be nee~he monitoring and/or mitiga~ion, and thus ~o,cos~ incurred 
Of course, prevention of adverse effects 's always super,or to merely m2t'gatLng 

t~m. ], As you know, the Fish and Wildlife Service is revising the Grizzly Bear Recovery 
Plan. At the same time, the State of Montana is preparing a management plan, and 
both agencies will be looking at revised boundaries for management toward the 
grizzly's recovery from threatened status. You should avoid reliance on the dated 
management boundaries in the current Recovery Plan and utilize boundaries suggested 
by Montana, and by FWS revisions, as you plan actions in the Cabinet-Yaak Grizzly 
Bear Ecosystem, and Northern Continental Divide Grizzly Bear Ecosystem. 

In roadless areas within the new ecosystem management boundaries, NSO stipulations 
should be included in new and re-issued minerals leases. 

I want to close with discussion of two factors, at some length and in some detail. 
First, I want to discuss the "environment vs. economy" fallacy as it applies to the 
Lolo National Forest timber program. Second, I will discuss a possible link between 
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FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE CONTINUED 

The Forest Service is required by law to consult formally on all land exchanges 
that involve grizzly bears and other Threatened and Endangered species. It is 
also the intent of the Forest to take an active role with other agencies to 
work together to resolve allocation, subdivision and other land use conflicts 
in grizzly bear habitat. 

The use of the wcrd "mitigation" is interpreted by the Forest to ntean the 
requiring of contractual restrictions (seasonal logging restrictions, road 
closures, etc.) needed to avoid adverse impacts on the grizzly bear. Thus, 
projects have "built-in mitigation." The management objectives in.areas 
occurring within MA 20 preclude intentionally creating an adverse :mpact on the 
grizzly bear. Regarding monitoring, the Forest agrees that the fundlng for 
projects and monitoring should be interrelated, and that one shou:d not be 
funded without the other. The Forest's funding process is based on that 
concept. 

The Forest conducts extensive vegetative monitoring at the project level to 
insure that vegetative objectives to protect or benefit the grizzly bear are 
indeed accomplish~d. In addition, a wildlife biologist establishes the 
vegetation manipulative objectives for all projects within essential habitat, 
as required in Forestwide Standard No. 24. 

Mitigation and monitoring are funded from that activity necessitating the need, 
and budgets planned accordingly. Also, the Forest Plan monltorl~g pla~ 
(Chapter V, Section D) states: "If monitorlng can not be accompllshed 1n 
accordance with this plan, management activities will be redesigned, 
rescheduled or dropped and an amendment will be issued. If any event causes a 
significant change in expected output, a revision will be completed." 

The Threatened and Endangered essential habitat boundaries, including those for 
the grizzly, have remained relatively dynamic. Boundaries are,changed as soon 
as inventory and research results indicate the need. A slgnlflcant change 
could result in an amendment to the Forest Plan. 

In Mountain States Legal Foundation y. Watt (1980), Federal Judge Bremmer 
declared that the Forest Service may not arbitrarily put blanket No Surface 
Occupancy (NSO) stipulations on roadless lands. During the formulation of the 
Forestwide environmental assessment for oil and gas leasing, the Lola resource 
specialists identified a nl.lllbet' of special stipulations ~hich would be adde~ to 
leases issued in roadless areas to protect/mitigate any lmpacts. ThlS listlng 
of stipulations is included in MA 11 as part of the direction for managing the 
Forest's roadless lands. 

National direction prohibits NSO deSignations unless that is the only way to 
resolve a conflict between the grizzly bear and minerals development. In,~ny 
of the Management Situation 1 and 2 areas, conflicts can be resolved b~ tlmlng 
and other restrictions. Hence, in many situations the needs of the grlzzly 
bear are met, while still allowing limited mining and oil and gas activity. 
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timber removal and droud:t. Both factors may have direct and indirect importance 
to [rizzly bear conserv~tion. 

First, the Crizzly bear is sometimes perceived as inimical to forest industry 
jobs; Tbber that is not available for cuttinr; because of need to protect the bear 
can creste local resentment. However, jobs in the timber industry are 1) not 
t!1reatenea by the bear and are 2) not necessarily linked to availability of timber. 
You should include in the Final Pllin and EIS the information in Keegan, C.E. and 
JacKsor.. l\.P. "The Future of Nontana I s Forest PrOCiucts Industry, It Hontana Business 
QU8rte!"'lv·, Autumn 1984, '/01. 22, No.3" pp 2-5. 

Past management of the Lolo National Forest has depleted the majority of old growth 
timber, leavi!1g skimpier timber available for cutting; Past management ,:ill now 
cause the loss of 1000 to 3000 forest industry jobs, and v.i1l cause loss of $20 
million to $60 millior. from the state's economy, according to Keegan and Jacksor .• 

Keegan and Jackson state that "declining forest industry employment brought about 
, by a c!1an[inc industry structure necessary to process smaller diameter trees" could 

have a "large impact" on the economic health of the state. It certainly could, for, 
as the authors point out, the forest products industry accounts for half the economic 
base of the western portion of the state. 

Keegan and Jackson say "If an industry comprises a large portion of the earnings in 
basic industries and there is a large change in labor income in that industry, there 
will be substantial impact on the area economy, including the derivative sector." 
It is ironic that the Forest Service has so often justified its timber sales on the 
grounds of safeguarding the stability of local communities, when a $20 million to 
a60 million economic shortfall looms as a result. It is doubly ironic that the 
bear should be perceived as inimical to economic opportunity, when the problem runs 
much deeper, in what appears to be a boom-bust approach to forest economics. This 
approach can be summarized in a single word: deforestation. 

Keegan and Jackson say "There is a diminishing supply of large-diameter trees ••• 
Because there are fewer large-diameter trees available, Montana's forest products 
industry must shift to an emphasis on small-diameter timber ••• If the large-log mills 
are replaced it will likely be by small-log facilities ••• This shoft could have a 
major impact on >lester Montana's economy ••• The impact of this shift on employment 
cDuld be very large." 

This economic impact is due to "the >Jay timber is processed." The declining.lstands 
of old growth and the shift to skimpier timber means that mechanization will replace 
manpo"er. This shift 'Iill affect the economy whether or not timber cutting is 
moderated in protection of the grizzly and other wildlife. 

Keeran and Jackson say, "From 1960 to 1980" the timber economy enjoyed an increase 
"in excess of 1000 additional production jobs in Montana with no increase in timber 
harvest" (emphasis added). Again, the charge was related to technology: how timber 
is processed. 

Past Forest Service actions have led to a declining supply of old growth timber 
and have cont~ibuted to conditions that appear about to precipitat a $20 million 
to S60 ~illion impact on the Montana economy. At the same time, Forest Service 
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FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE CONTINUED 

As wild forest lands are converted to regulated management, rotation periods 
are shorter and average diameters are smaller than in old growth stands. 
Shorter rotations based on the culmination of mean annual increment have a 
greater positive impact on jobs and income because there is a greater total 
volume of timber available in shorter periods of time. This greater volume is 
derived from harvesting two or more rotations of faster growing trees per 
single rotation of old growth, and producing greater volumes per acre as a 
result of intensive management such as commercial thinning. The conversion of 
old growth to managed stands is projected to take approximately 70 year's under 
the proposed Forest.P~an. 

The proposed alternative projects an annual increase in local employment and 
income of 344 jobs and $5.6 million, respectively. This increase is pr'imarily 
due to changes in timber outputs and Forest expenditures. The employment and 
income values inclUde direct, indirect and induced effects. The Lolo's 
responsibility towards maintaining community stability relative to the timber 
industry is limited to supplying raw material needed by the mills to maintain 
operations, and not tc prescribing how the industry elects to process that 
material and with what mix of labor and machinery. 
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actions adversely affected wildlife including grizzly bear". 'lS evidenced by grizzlies 
shot from roads built into grizzly habitat; Five grizzlies ,«ere shot from roads in 
the spring of 1983. All of this was made possible courtesy of the American taxpayer. 
Is this the mission of the Forest Service? Had vast Forest Service actions been more 
moderate, the future would be more bright for th~ Monta.."la economy as viell as for the 
grizzly bear. Now, unfortunately, the economy and the bear are both backed into a 
corner. 

7here's no sense crying over spilt milk; The best timber from the most accessible 
land is gone and will not be able to serve today's needs; But where does your plan 
for the Lolo National Forest put us in the future? 

To an appreciable extent, your plan is a plan for management geared to production 
of small-diameter trees. Your plan thus will, to that same extent, promote unem
ployment for a long time to come. It is not a plan to promote recovery of an old 
growth forest or recovery of the economic opportulli ty an old growth forest can pro
vide. Further, it involves additional road building into wildlife habitat. In 
sum, it repeats adverse consequences of the past and puts the Forest Service in a 
role SOme\1hat unlike the role of a "good neighbor." To the extent that these impres
sions are correct. violations of NFMA may be implicit or explicit to this trend. 
It would be ironic indeed if it proves to be the Forest Service which has been 
inimical to the economy and the environment when the economy and the environment 
could have been compatible: 

The second matter I 'Iill discuss in some detail is the possible relation between 
timber removal and drought. This relation has only been recognized in recent years. 
In sum, forests seed the clouds. 

See. for example. Natural History (a publication of the American Museum of Natural 
History) April 1985, Vol. 94, No.4. This issue includes a "State of the Earth 
1985" report of several unnumbered pages. See "Is human activity causing global 
climate change?" for discussion of deforestation (i.e., timber removal) and drought. 

The report cites research evidence that three fourths of the rainfall on Brazilian 
forests is returned to the atmosphere via evaporation and transpiration of plants. 
The remainder is runoff. Of the total amount returned to the atmosphere, only one
fourth is returned directly. via evaporation. The remaining three-fourths of the 
moisture returned to the atmosphere is returned via transpiration of plants. This 
distribution of moisture changes radically after deforestation. 

When the land is deforested, three-fourths of the rainfall becomes runoff. Only 
one-fourth is returned to the atmosphere. The net effect is lower average rainfall. 
The same general scenario is now recognized as a contributor to drought in North 
Africa. 

Such effects are believed to be more evident at points dictant from seacoasts. The 
report says '~ainfall in the region is accordinGly reduced, as the atmosphere holds 
less returned moisture that'can become rain later in the cycle. The more distant 
from the coast, the more an are" depends on evaporation for, the recharge of rain 
clouds." The author concludes that "knowing what we do about the extent of 
deforestation, overgrazing, and soil degradation during the past generation and ahout 
the way the hydrologic cycle works, \4e should not b<; surprised by changing climate.-



1'11-£-2..-
!-fr. O!'ville Daniels -5-1 5 Hay 29, 1985 

I n;ention this nossible relation between timber removal and drought because I 
thin;'; you should seek information on it. It is fairly clear that increased runoff 
can occur from timber removal, and that soil erosion, heightened flood risk, 
strea'" siltation and decli::ine: fish populations result from that increase; These 
efoects are well kno'm a::d documented. The additional risk of notential for 
shuttin~ o:f the rain raises sihnificant uncertainty and thereby raises specific L 
responsibilities assiGned to you under NEPA. Tr'ees act as pumps; cuttinr; dO\>ffi the 
pu~.rs \-:od; certair.ly alter the hydrologic cycle to some extent and that alte!'ation 
may have- r:-.·-I,:o!' e:tfect t!:at should be evaluated and displayed for public review in 
the EIS. ~rOufht conditions are adverse for acriculture, fire control, fish, and 
wildlife i!:cluding bears. 

In review, the Great Bear Foundation is very concerned about road access and timber JM 
removal nronosed for grizzly habitat and is most interested in seeing the Forest 
Service ~mpioy measures to p!'otect privately o"med grizzly habitat from subdivision. 
These problems raise sif~ifica~t uncertainty, as do questions about mitigation and 
monitorinr. It \'Jill also be ver:; important :tor the Forest Service to keep a1breast 
of ;':or:tana 8.!'ld Reeo'lery Plan bOU!1'iaries for £!'i;:.~ly ecosystems, and to ensure that 
t::1? ~ri~zl'; bear is !lot fals'22-y 't'lercei vea as ini::;ical to employment opportunity 
\·!ten to en~ourage such a vie',,: \'JO~ld jeopardiz.e the beer as \'le11 as the public 1 S 

Dotential for awareness of what actually is and is not the seat of projected unem
ployment. The potential relation between timber removal and drought appears to be 
well-studieci enough 50 that you could find out more about it, and could give it due 
consideration in the EIS. NEPA also requires a "YlOrst-case scenario" where signi-
ficant uncertainty exists. Several such uncertainties are described above. 

Thank you for this opportunity to study and comment on the Revised Draft Lola Plan 
and DEIS. You've put a lot of work and thought into them. We look forward to 
revie,·:ing the Final Plan and EIS. 

Sincerely, 

.--/ z.'L: 
\.::. .C1(C(? r....::::;-,--

Lance Olsen 
President 

cc: Senato:' Hax Baucus (for information only) 
Congressman Pat Williams (for information only) 
Tom C(.ston 

sc 

IGBC 
Arnold Bolle 
John Gatchall 
Tom France 
,layne Brewster 
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FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE CONTINUED 

For 75 years, Forest Service research has studied the effect of vegetation 
reuoval on the hydrologic cycle. The relationship between forests and water 
has been recognized for an even longer period of time. The founding 
legislation that established the Forest Service cited "providing favorpble 
conditions of water flow" as a primary purpose for reserving National Forests. 

Historically, wildfires consumed thousands of acres of trees annually, which 
really is no different than harvesting thousands of acres of trees today. 
Since areas are reforested very rapidly, there may not be any "change" over 
time to a large geographic ar·ea. On the Lolo, a Water Yield Analysis utilizing 
the Forest's Vegetation Manipulation Guidelines is performed for all tImber 
harvest projects. 

All timber harvest projects are evaluated for their effect on runoff increases 
and sediment yield to streams. Refer to Forestwide Standard Nos. 15, 16, 17 
and 19. 

The Lolo Forest is responsible for all resources associated with the National 
Forest. Timber will be harvested in wildlife areas, requiring additional 
roads. However, timber harvest in wildlife areas is beneficial when properly 
carried out, and road management will protect the wildlife resource. Refer to 
Forestwide Standard Nos. 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 28 and 52, WhICh protect 
wildlife from road and timber harvest impacts. 



COMPOSITE PUBLIC COMMENT 

WA-E-3-Spokane Audubon Society 
OR-N-402-John Scott 
WA-E-8-Inland Empire Big-game 
WA-N-399-Pam Lyons 
WA-N-411-John Simmons 

M-E-4-Great Burn Study Group 
WA-E-7-Sierra Club 

Council 
WA-N-400-John Napiar 

The individuals and groups above expressed similar thoughts in that they 
support a wilderness status classification for the 15.000 acres of Cache Creek 
and the Irish Basin area in the Great Burn/Hoodoo as proposed. 

The habitat is important for big game and the area contains one of the most 
sensitive fisheries. Kelly Creek. in the inland Northwest, as well as other 
area waters. 

FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE 

WA-E-3 M-E-4 OR-N-402 WA-E-7 WA-E-B WA-N-399 WA-N-400 WA-N-411 

The Great Burn/Hoodoo. including the Irish Basin-lower Cache Creek area, is 
recommended for wilder'ness in the Final EIS. 



MONTANA WILDERNESS ASSOCIATION 

.. June 1, 1985 

Orv ille Daniels 
Supervisor, Lola National Forest 
Building 24 
Ft. Hissoula 
Hissoula, HT 59801 

Dear Mr. Daniels: 

JUI'4 - 3 1985 

RECEIVED J 
Please accept the follm<ing comments on the Lolo Forest Draft and Environmental 
Hanagement Plan. 

~lembers of the Nontana Wilderness Association are very concerned with various 
aspects of the Lolo Plan. He applaud the reconunendations for wilderness in 
the Clearwater-Honture and Quigg Peak areas. The Forest recommendations are 
well founded in the merits of these lands. 

He also support the Forest Service's reconunendations for the Great Burn prop
osed wilderness with one important exception: The Cache Creek - Irish Basin 
area must be included as wilderness to keep the Great Burn from being fragmented. 
The Cache Creek - Irish Basin region has high wild values and intrusions are 
minor. 

Hm,ever, the proposed plan would severely impac t the existing wild resources 
of the Cube Iron-Silcox near Thompson Falls. This wild enclave presently in
cludes a tremendous diversity of biological zones from pockets of red cedar 
and western hemlock and beadlily to mountain grasslands, scree, and glaciated 
cirque basins. Important habitat for a variety of security sensitive species 
occurs here, including mountain goat, big horn sheep and elk (winter and summer 
ranges) • 

The area is essential grizzly habitat. It is the southernmost part of the 
Cabinet Hountains grizzly bear ecosystem. The tenuous state of the silver tip 
in the Cabinets, and potential mining activity inside the Cabinet Mountains 
Hilderness make conservation of ~ areas of grizzly habitat most urgent 
here. The uniquely diverse biosystems of Cube Iron-Silcox also include habitat 
for old growth dependent species such as the pine martin, flying squirrel 
and many species of cavity-nesting birds, including several species of owls 
and pileated woodpeckers. 

The integrity and diversity of this wild area, in contrast to the heavily impacted 
lands around it, remains very excellent. 

The naturalness, and opportunities for solitude, as stated in the DE's (0-163) 
are excellent: 

P.O. Box 635 • Helena, Montana 59624 • (406) 443·7350 
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The Draft EIS reviewed 776,190 aCI'es of roadless Jand. The FC!'eSl Plan 
l'ecommends 223,600 l"oadles[. acr'es for wilderness. They are QL<igg, Great 
Burn/Hoodoo (which includes [,he Irish Basin/Cache Creek area) and additions to 
the Selway/Bitterroot Wilderne!js and the Scapegoat Wilderness. :n addition, 
180,700 acres continue under roadless management. 

The HIS does not l'ecommend wIlderness des~gnation for the Cube Iron-SEcox 
area; 9,464 act'€s at'e designated f(>I' gr:'zzly bear habi:at and 1~, 136 acres for 
roadless management. Most of the area (about 36,000 acreD) will ten'2>in 
road~ess within the nett 10 years. 

It is agreed that solitude and security are essential to the grizzly bear. 
Much of the grizzly bear's decline has come about because of a loss of these 
attributes. All Management Areas (MA's) occurring within essential habitat are 
based on maintaining high levels of cover and security, with a minimum of human 
harrassment. However, many grizzly bear foods occur only in early succeSSional 
stages. In the past, these foods were readily available, due to abundant 
wildfires. With the absence of wildfires, it has become apparent that SOOle 
type of vegetaLve mar.ipulation will be needed on some acres. For example, a 
grizzly bear habitat inventory conducted by Debra A. Tirnlenstein :n the 
Rattlesnake drainage in 1982, demonstrated that approximately 25 percent of ale 
available feeding components occurred in at'eas logged in the early 1960' s. 
Evidence of a female grizzly bear and cub were observed in this same area in 
1984 indicating that use was being made of the area. Hence, a Managen~nt Area 
was designed (MA 20 and 20a) to manipulate vegetation by fire and/or logging. 
Only certain sites have the potential to produce grizzly bear foods. By 
analyzing potential vegetative responses within essential grizzly bear habitat, 
it was determined that roughly 64,000 acres out of the total of 321,000 acres 
of essential habitat might benefit from vegetative manipulation, fl'Om the bear 
food standpoint. Manipulation done within this 64,000 acres must be designed 
to be beneficial to the bear, including the maintenance of security and 
minimization of human-caused mortality. While in SOOle cases, timber harvest 
may occur, it is clear in the Forest Plan, objectives 1 & 2, that this product 
is of secondary value and i~, subservient to the needs of the bear. 

To evaluate long-term econanic implications, Forestwide Standard No. 11 
requires an economic analysis of all timber' sales lar'ger than 1 BMBF and all 
transportation systems for unroaded areas. The Forest will road on::'y those 
areas where discounted I'evenues from all sales cover discounted costs, unless 
net public benefits justify a timber loss. Examples of net public benefits are 
improved wildli.fe forage and community stability. The economic analysis in the 
Forest Plan also considers long-term management for the entire Forest rather 
than individual sales. 

He~icopter' logging is a specialized form of harvesting that is Llsed only in 
ar'eas with high value timber than cannot be harvested by conventional systems, 
due to topographic constraints or especially sensitive t'esources. The same 
economic analysis is required for helicopter sales as for all other sales 9n 
the 1..010. 
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"There has been little human influence on 
the natural integrity of the area ••• 

The size of the area offers visitors the 
opportunity to experience a sense of being 
alone ... Primitive recreation opportunities 
are high due to the long distance from the 
perimeter to the core area. 1f 

/(/1'7-£-5 

The Cube Iron-Silcox is today used as wilderness, according to the DEIS: 

tlCurrent recreational act.ivities in the area 
include fishing the many lakes and streams , 
hiking, camping, mountain climbing, big game 
and grouse hunting, and berrypicking." 

Yet the proposed plan would severaly damage these existing attributes. 
Prescriptions for grizzly habitat "enhancement",logging and helicopter 
logging planned for the area threaten this outstanding wild enclave. The 
popularity of this area will likely make these actions very controversial. 

Helicopter sales in western Hontana typically produce only one bidder as 
small outfits cannot bid. Stumpage receipts are generally very low due to 
lack of competition and high cost of he Ii-logging on such steep fragile 
terrain. 

However, the costs of preparing and administering such sales can be quite 
hihg, reforestation problems are common and very expensive to correct. 

It is likely that the proposed logging is not economically sound, would result 
in a one-shot timber mining operation due to the difficulty of terrain and 
difficult reforestation problems. 

o 

The Lola Forest has sold, on the average, only about half of the timber it ] 
has offered for sale in recent years. There is no need to push these steep. E 
difficult lands with outstanding wilderness attributes into the timber base. 

The theory that grizzlies need logging to enhance existing habitat is simply 
not founded in fact. On the contrary, one point most recognized authorities on 
grizzlies do agree on is that the critters need security: 

"Space and solitude are essential for maintaining grizzly 
bears in perpetuity ••• Critical non-wilderness habitat ••• 
must be typemapped and where feasible, reclassified as 
wilderness. In non-wilderness areas, grizzlies have but 
short-term security; intensified resource use eventually 
will displace them." 

Dr. John Craighead 
Western Wildlands, 1982 

It is difficult to understand what solid basis the Lola Forest has for proposed 
logging to improve grizzly habitat. Please explain how this area of essential 

c 
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grizzly habitat would benefit from the proposed logging and subsequent decrease 
in existing cover and security. 

The !·lontana Department of Health and Environmental Sciences Water Quality Bureau 
also takes note of serious water quality problems in the West Fork of the Thompson 
River, downstream from previous logging activities: In their t10ntana Water Quality 
Report, 1982, the Bureau notes the presence of "heavy total suspended solids 
problems caused by Forest practict:;!s . n The Thompson River t as you are aware, is F 
one of the most important trout waters in northwestern Nontana. The proposed log
ging, yet further up the headwaters of the Ilest Fork would take place in much 
steeper ground with unstable soils. This would likely add more sediments to al
ready-existing water quality problems in the forest for which the Forest is re
sponsible. 

The plan proposes uneconomic logging with no demonstrated need for either wild- Jo 
life or market. The proposed activities would severly damage the biological 
integrity and security of this wild area, degrade existing wilderness, wildlife 
and recreational resources and aggravate rather than correct existing water 
qualit? problems. 

Hore sensible opportunities for timber harvest exist else\.J"here. 

I,e ask you to consider the existing values in the wild Cube Iron-Silcox and 
re-examine whether there is really a need to manage this tough country for 
timber that could not otherwise be satisfied. 

Members of the Montana Wilderness Association wholeheartedly support this unique 
area for wilderness and believe a closer inspection of existing values and trade
offs will lead the staff of the Lolo Forest to the same conclusion. We urge you 
to recommend the wild Cube Iron-Silcox for wilderness. 

lie also ask that you recommend the Stony Mountain (Lolo side), or Dome Shaped 
l!ountain, for wilderness. The draft plan verifies the lack of conflicts with 
this area, and it is difficult to understand why the agency would not recommend 
it, to fully protect the wildlife and Rock Creek watershed. 

Two other concerns have been brought forth by members of ~~A: 

} 
} 

The draft plan should fully endorse the Rock Creek agreement and fund complete JH 
up-to-date water quality monitoring for Rock Creek and the entire watershed of 
the Lolo Forest. 

The Lolo Forest already has too many roads in many areas. Spotted knapweed ] 
and leafy spurge thrive on the disturbed new roadbeds and }~A joins other I 
groups in expressing our deep concern for ac tions which would aid the spread 
of these noxious foreign weeds. 

Damage to wildlife habitat 'especially elk, grizzly and goat, from excess roading 
is documented in many studies (Lyon, Chadwick, Craighead, ~!artinka, et.al). 

Roads also become a major nonpoint source of sediments that are carried int~ 
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FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE COIIT1NUED 

The Forest Plan has established a Forest-wide maximum allowable timber sc:e 
quantity of 1220 MMBF for the next 10 years. It is possibJ.e to adjust the 
volume offered each year to meet current demands. Beginning in 1980, the 
timber market collapsed as a result of the recession in the national economy. 
The five-year average volume sold on the Forest from 1980-1984 was about 60 
MMBF/year, (60'; of the offer'ed volume). As a result of the r'ecent low demand, 
the Forest has reduced its offered volume by 20 percent, to 80 MMBF per year. 
The inability of the Forest to sell sales in recent years is considered to be a 
result of recession in the notional economy r'ather than ar, indication of 
long-term market demand. 

The data reported by the \vater Quali ty Bureau in their 1982 report was provided 
by the Lolo Nationa~ Forest. Any projects proposed in the West Fork of the 
Thompson River w111 be evaluated thoroughly for their possible impact, on the 
main Thompson River' as well as the West Fork itself. Forestwide Standal'd No. 
28 commits the Forest to conducting only those land management practices that 
will result in "far from permanent or long-term unnatural imposed stress." 

Sensitive soil areas in the West Fork of t.he Thompson River' are well known. 
Such ar'eas, if not developed pr'operly, can be major contr:butors of sedimer.t to 
stream courses and can reduce the productivity of the land. Because of the 
nature of these ar'eas, productivity is very high and they ar'e ~ome of tr,e 
better gr-owing sites on the Forest. Due t.o this situation, ar'eas with 
sensitive soils are treated "i,th a set of mitigatl.on measw'es that considers 
the characteristics of each soil and attempts to minimize the particular hazard 
of each soil [Best Management Pr'actices (BMP' s) J. By using this kind of 
approach, these sensitive ar'eas can be developed with a minimum amount of 
sediment production, thus allowing us to manage the highly productive sites 
within their capability. This kind of management provides a better' economic 
payback in the long run and still protects the environment. The Land System 
Inventory (LSI) is an important part of the project plannine process and is 
presently in use. 

In the Stony Mountain area, 30,900 acres will be managed in a roadless 
condition during the Plan period. In the near'by Quigg roadJess area, 60,830 
acres have been recommended for wilder'ness. 

The Forest is committed to mon~toring each sale or r'oad proposed for Rock Creek 
prior to, during and after activity with state-of-the-art sediment-related 
monitoring procedures. The Rock Creek Agreement is inclUded in Chapter IV of 
the Forest Plan. 

Meeting public resource demands for timber production, recreation opportunities 
and protection from fire, insects and disease requires an increase in road 
mileage for access. This necessitates that roads be built into some areas 
identified as roadless, and that more roads be constructed into developed areas 
to reach timber which has not. yet been accessed. The amount of roads proposed 
is necessary to provide the timber outputs projected in the Plan. The Plan 
requir'es a number of actions, such as road closures and minimum road standards, 
to mitigate the adverse consequences associated with r'oad building (see 
Forestwide Standard Nos. 16 and 49-51). The Plan also outlines an active 
monitoring program to ensur'e the protection of other resources. 
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streams and rivers. lie ask that the final LoloForest Plan consider these in
controvertible aspects of roading and balance these considerations with need 
for access. The proposed increases in roading are clearly out of line with 
conserving wildlife habitat, water quality, checking the spread of noxious weeds 
and public sentiment. It is time for a new policy on roads; we believe 5100 
miles of roads should be more than enough . 

hTe recognize access roads \.;111 be needed to cut timber and suggest not a 
moratbriun on timber cutting,but suggest a freeze on total road mileage at 
approximately present levels. \\te suggest there may be existing roads that 
can be outsloped and reveger-ated, and that minimum access to timber stands 
become a new rule of thumb. 

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the Lolc Plan. 

Sincerely, 
.~ 

L 9{;j11JIJC~ 
Dick Tenney (I 
Presiden t, rfl\"A 

cc: Regional Forest, Tom Coston 
Senator Max Baucus 
Senator John Melcher 
Rep. Pat l<illiams 
Rep. Ron Marlenee 

FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE CONTINUED 

Roads do provide a suitable seedbed for noxious weeds. There is evidence, 
however, to indicate that road construction in itsecf does not assure the 
establishment of noxious weeds. Recent observations of spOtted knapweed 
suggest t.hat even with a good seedbed and seedsource, tree canopy shading can 
prevent i\.5 establishment. At the same time, noxious weeds are being found in 
Wildernesses or other undisturbed sites. The basic problem in noxious weed 
management is a lack of a good understanding of the autecological attributes of 
them or the synecological relations in the forest envjonment. A recent review 
of the literatur'e found almost, no I·eferences to noxious weeds in a fore~t 
envir'onment. Research work done todate has been related to cel'eal crop and 
r·ange or pasture land control with limited empbasis on understanding the basic 
life cycle of the plant. 

While herbicide use may occur under special conditions, the topography and 
vegetation cover on the Lolo make invader plant control extremely difficult 
with present techniques. Biological control, using agents such as insects, 
rusts, molds and other parasites on host plants, appears to provide a 
compatible, long-range approach to this problem. 

A situation paper prepared in June 1983 provides the basis for a systematic 
evaluation of each weed species. An evaluation is currently underway to a~.sess 
the risk of noxious weed Spl ead in the vegetaL ve conrrnun: ties found on the 
Lolo, Bitterroot and Flathead fOI'ests. Preliminary results of the study 
suggest a number of management practices that may be used to pl'event or reduce 
the threat of noxious weeds on forest roads. The study has also identified 
high risk as well as low risk plant communities to the invasion of noxious 
weeds. These studies will help in the development of alternatives for control 
strategies. 

Continued efforts to promote research on the ecological characteristics as well 
as in the development of biological controls will be promoted. To facilitate 
this effort a statement of need has been added to the Resear'ch Needs section of 
the Lolo Forest Plan. 

J Future technology may allow for reducing projected road mileage. There i~ a 
concern tbat road construction not be excessive to the needs of Forest 
management. Most new roads access areas that ar'e not, har'vested in the fi rst 
sale, and therefor'e must be perpetuated for futUl'e use. Access to timber 
stands wiL be the minimum necessary for economical harvest and management. 
Existing ,'oad" that ar'e no J oneer needed will be revegetated. 

K Existing roads are closed when not needed, and many have grass, brush and trees 
growing :ll1 them now. However, due to type of cutting and limitations on the 
size of cutting units, periodic re-entries al'e needed on many roads. This 
requires retaining the road prism, and pr'events est.ab} ishment of sizabJe 
vegetation. 
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L The Forest recognizes the fact that recreational demand is 
tourism i$ important to the economy of western Yontsna. Besides wUOPr""''''''' 
experiences, the Forest provides a Wide range of roadles:;, motorized and 
developed recreation. The current capacity of developed sites exceeds expected 
demand for the first decadej therefore, no adoStjona} construction of 
f"acilities is planned. The Forest will enocul'8ge other agencies and private 
conceSSionaires to meet future demand .. 

M The Forest is cOOl!T;itted \·e maintaining Viable ".or,,' "," ,n" 
dependent species througb all ocation of ~jfl 21 
designations. 

N On the Swan Front and Honture areas, recOll1lrendations fOt' wilderness are for 
3,690 and 65, 560 acres, respectjvely, on the Lolo Forest. 

The Marshall Peak roadless area will have 2,776 acres allocated for grizzly 
bear habitat and 587 acres for roadless management .. 
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NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION 
Northern Rockies Natural Resource Center (406) 721-6705 
240 N. Higgins, Missoula, Montana 59801 

May 31, 1985 

Orville Daniels 
Forest Supervisor 
Lolo National Forest 
Fort Missoula 
Missoula, MT 59801 

Dear Orville: 

Jut-: -11985 

RECEIVED 
Enclosed are comments for the Lolo forest:" plan; 

These represent the combined efforts of the following 
organizations: 

National Wildlife Federation 
Montana Wildlife Federation 
Montana Audobon Society 
Westslope Chapter Trout Unlimited 
Montana State Council Trout Unlimited 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the forest 
plan. As you know, we have serious reservations about the 
ambitious road building program envisioned by the plan. In 
addition, we support more extensive recommendations for 
wilderness than those reflected under the preferred alterna
tive. 

It is important that a continuing dialogue is main
tained between the Forest Service and conservation organiza
tions. We look forward to seeing the final plan and hope to 
see our 
plan. 

recommendations and comments reflected in the final 

Sincerely, 

T~ 
NWF 



WW NATIONAL FOREST 

REVISED ENVIroNMENTAL IMPACl' STATEMENT 

AND FOREST PIAN 

Suhnitted by: 

West Slope Chapter Trout Unlmu ted 

Montana Wildlife Federation 

National Wildlife Federation 

~bntana Audulx:m Oouncil 



II\ "I'RODUCTION 

We have found the IDlo Forest Plan to be the best in Region One. We 

realize the inrnense task facing the Forest Service in drafting rranagement 

plans, but we think that the planning process represents an opportunity for the 

Forest Service to redirect its priorities to reflect the value of its aquatic 

resources. The IDlo Forest appears to be a leader in this respect. 

We encourage the Forest Service to pursue this management direction, and 

to determine the effects of logging and grazing on fisheries and water quality. 

The concern we express in our conments is designed to support such a management 

direction in the forest plan, which we believe does not go far enough in its 

re~cnition of aquatic resources. 

Our 0-0 main concerns are the increase in roads and the dearth of data on 

which the plan was based. We are pleased to see the develo];lllel1t and use of 

r.-o:1els because of the ability to predict effects rather than only rronitoring 

damage after it has conrnenced. As the Forest Service is well aware, sufficient 

data collection and field testing is necessary before rrodels can be trusted 

to produce precise, accurate results. 

The following are re=nnendations which we \..ould like to see incorporated 

into the forest plan: 

1. We want the Forest Service to adopt a non-degradation policy regarding 
water quality and fish habitat. Currently, the only situation in 
which this occurs is under wilderness deSignation. 

2. Budget priorities srould be shifted to data collection and nodel 
calibration regarding fisheries and ",ater quality. We are amazed 
at the lack of data and \o.Onder row the Forest Service can rranage a 
resource it knows so little about. This is a region-wide problem. 

3. The Forest Service srould fund a study to determine the ef=ects of its 
grazing allotment program on fish habitat and trout populations. 

4. Granitics and equally erosive soils srould be taken out of the timber 
base. 

5. Use the Rock Creek rronitoring and evaluation guidelines, and.riparian ] 
prescriptions on a forest-l,ide basis. They are the best in the Region. E 

FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE 

Your concerns are addressed according to the categories outlined in your 
letter. 

A INTRODUCTION 
1. One Forestwide goal and seven Forestwide Standards address water quality and 
fish habitat. Water quality will be maintained at the higher of the following 
·t"o levels: 1) Federal and State water quality standards, or 2) existing water 
quality. Some temporary degradation is unavoidable during initial development 
activIties. Therefore; absolute application of the non-degradation policY is 
unfeasible. 

B 2. Monitoring budgets for water quality and fish habitat emphasize data 
collection and model calibration. Local data will produce a stronger data base 
and a more accurate model for predicting the consequences of proposed 
activities. If monitoring results indicate a significant error in Forest Plan 
predictions, the Plan will be modified. Modifications will follow the process 
outlined in Figure V.1, Decision Flow Diagram for Evaluating Variablility of 
Monitored Activities, found in Chapter V, Section D, of the Plan. 

Drainages where sediment problems have been identified receive priority for 
project monitoring. When projects require monitoring and funds are not 
available, the proj~ct will be stopped or delayed. 

C 3. The effects of poor grazing practices on riparian vegetation ar'e well 
known. During the next 10 years the Forest will reevaluate all Range Allotment 
Management Plans. first priority for reevaluation will be given to the 
allotment with riparian/grazing problems. The new plans will address how to 
reduce or eliminate the problems. 

o 4. Erosive soils can contribute excessive sediment to streams. However, some 
of these soils, such as granitics, are also very productive. Thus the Forest's 
approach 'is to develop productive sites while limiting sediment increase 
through project constraints, such as road surfacing. 

Some erosive soil areas are already logged and roaded. Here, previous 
investments and road cost-share agr'eements may have committed the area to 
timber management. When projects occur in drainages where a sediment problem 
has been identified, constraints are desi~led to prevent increases in or reduce 
sediment. 

E In the Rock Creek chapter under "Monitoring and Evaluation, It the monitoring 
program is described in detail. The same program requirements apply to other 
drainages on the Forest and are described in a more abbreviated form in Forest 
Plan Table V.l, Table of Forest Monitoring Requirements. 

The riparian prescriptions, as defined in the Rock Creek chapter, have been 
applied to all Forest riparian areas. The application is accomplished through 
the forestwide management standards and the management goals and standards of 
Management Areas (MA's) 13 and 14. 



The Lolo National Forest's two million acres harbor many resources that 

are valued by M::>ntanans: big game hunting, grizzly bears and other endangered 

species, opp:>rtunities for hiking, backpacking, and cross-country skiing. 

The forest also supp:::>rts a valuable cold water fishery of national significance -

96 lakes and 3,500 miles of streams including Rock Creek. The forest is an 

irrp:Jrtant contributor of clean water to several rivers, including the Clark 

Fork, Bitterroot and Blackfoot. 

The DEIS and forest plan make a good faith effort to deal with trout and the 

effects of road construction and timber harvest on aquatic resources. However, 

as with other plans released thus far in Region One, the Lolo Forest has an 

unacceptably high level of road construction. In addition, the data on ",mch 

the plans and its effects are based are insufficient. In light of the p:::>tentially 

serious problars caused by management acitivities, and the lack of data, we 

feel that the Lolo Forest stould proceed cautiously with road construction. 

Forest planners Imlst seek to collect baseline data and at the same time 

establish nonitoring programs before damage occurs. The concern for Rock Creek 

sh::>uld be extended to. all-riparian areas. 

The Forest Service takes a p:::>sition of mitigating damage rather than 

preventing it. This problem stems mainly from the road bulding program. 

This Il'.anagement approach inherently :implies that timber on the Lolo Forest 

has priority over aquatic resources, a p:::>sition that we find indefensible. 

Aesthics of fishing are not discussed in the plan or DEIS. Increased 

sedimentation, runoff, fishing pressure, roading and grazing will degrade or 

decrease fishing opp:>rtunities. 

The National Environmental Policy Act. requires analysis of all the :impacts 

that reasonably and proximately flow from a prop:::>sed. action. A clear connection 
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FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE CONTINUED 

GENERAL CONCERNS 

Management of commodity resources, such as timber', requires road develoj:¥lient, 
and pristine conditions are disrupted. Although the miles of road needed to 
manage the Forest may appear to be great, major reductions in needs have 
been accomplished in the past several years, and further reductiollS may corne 
with new technology. Whereas 15 to 20 miles of road section Wel'e requir'ed 
under the older jammer harvest systems, now 4 to 7 per section are 
required with the long line systems. Approximately 5440 miles of road are 
currently in place. 

Resource considerations, such as those incorporated for water and riparian 
protection, tend to add to the miles of road needed for management. The 
natural systems are capable of absorbing some degree of change from the 
natural. In addition, through mitigation of impacts, many resources can be 
used while maintaining a high quality environment and not causing degradation 
to biological communities. 

The Forest's road planning includes incorporation of Best Management Practices 
(BMP). Pr'evention of impacts, which is the single most successful BMP, 
receives first priority in impact mitigation. It is only when conditions 
preclude the application of prevention that measures are taken to limit the 
negative effects of roads. Mitigation measures can be applied to road building 
to minimize the amount of sediment produced to levels that can be safely 
absorbed by the aquatic systenl. The mitigation involves: 1) making decisions 
based on the most reliable data and models available, 2) collecting data and 
improving models with coefficients calibrated for local conditions, 3) 
monitoring sensitive areas, and 4) modifying plans and activities when results 
are different from what was predicted and desired. 

The preceding is a general response to general concerns. There are many 
specifics involved in land management designations and in the when, where and 
how of data collection. The Forest Plan is designed to meet many resource 
demands in a way that does not sacrifice one demand for another. To avoid 
resource damage the Forest exercizes caution through planning with the best 
available data and monitoring to determine if the planned and appropriate 
direction is being carried out.' 

Timber does not have priority over aquatic resources or vice versa, The 
National Forests are operated under a series of laws requiring land management 
for multiple uses. Since each piece of land cannot meet all needs, land is 
designated so different areas emphasize different uses. For example, the 
waters and fish in Rock Creek receive special attention because the creek has 
been recognized as an important cold water fishery that is both productive and 
popular. 

Aesthetics of fishing and riparian areas are considered in Management Areas 13 
and 14 of the Plan, which provides for meeting Visual Quality Objectives in 
riparian areas. There is further discussion in the Visual Quality section in 
Chapter II of the FEIS. 



exists between Forest Service management activities and off-forest effects. 

Given the significance of rivers and streams dependent on National Forest land, 

the Forest Service should attanpt to determine downstream effects. In the event 

effects are serious, the preferred alternative might require alte=ation. 

T.,e Forest Service and the Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks 

should develop a rronitoring program to measure possible downstream effects. 

The forest plan calls for a tripling of road mileage over the next twelve 

decades, fran 4,200 miles to over 12,000 miles (DEIS, p. II-69). The soope of 

the Forest Serivce's ambitious road ruilding program is set forth in Table IV-

15, where the mileage ronstructed in each decade is identified. Of special 

roncem is the 90 miles per year of roads to be built with appropriated funds 

in the first decade (the capital Investment P:!:ogram). These roads are fre

quently used to access timber below cost sales. Considering the substantial 

backlog of unsold timber and depressed timber prices, we question why the Forest 

Service is undertaking such a major a:mnitment to road building. We also 

question whether the Forest service will effectively "control 90 to 95% of 

potential sediment" tlnough "speci.idized techniques in project design, layout, 

construction, and maintenance." (DEIS, p. IV-42). Such eh-pE<-tations are very 

optimistic given rudget limitations. 

The plan netes that "increasing sediment in streams has an adverse effect 

on trout popualtions" (DEIS, p. IV-43), rut then states that the effects of 

sediment on overall populations is limited. The difference in trout populations 

betweel1 alternatives c and d do net support this contention. In Table IV-l6, 

the preferred alternative (d) shows a population of 964,000 catchable trout for 

the first decade. Under Alternative c, 823,000 catchable trout are projected 

to exist at the end of the first decade. This is a substantial difference, 

especially in view of the fact that under Alternative c, 333 miles or road 
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FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE CONTINUED 

Just as one resource activity affects another resource activity, so do 
on-Forest activites have effects off-Forest. However, it is difficult to 
determine the off-Forest effects because private and other agency activities 
also contribute to these effects. The Forest will continue to encourage data 
collection Off-Forest and work with the other agencies and adjacent landowners 
to maintain water quality. The Division of Forestry, Department of State 
Lands; the Water Quality Bureau, Department of Health and Environmental 
Sciences, and the Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks are the State 
responsible for data collection and evaluation of waters downstream from 
Lolo National Forest. Off-Forest analysis is dependent on a strong data base 
related to private land activities and off-Forest stream conditions. Where 
downstream data is available, the impact of management activities on the 
off-Forest aquatic environment will be evaluated at the project level, as 
required by Forestwide Standard No. 28. 

ROADS 

Most roads Which could Significantly impact the aquatic system have been 
built. These are the arterials and collector roads often located in the 
riparian zones. Most new construction will occur away from streams. Any roads 
located within riparian zones will have stringent construction standards. 

During the next 10 years, the Forest will potentially build 1400 miles of new 
road and access 175,842 road less acres. Approximately one-third of these will 
be constructed with appropriated funds. The remainder will be constructed 
through timber sale contracts. The table has been modified to eliminate 
confusion and now only displays the amount of road to be constructed. 

During the last 10 years the Forest did not harvest roadless areas being 
studied in the RARE and RARE II. This meant other areas of the forest were 
harvested at heavier rates. For the roadless areas released to timber 
management, accelerated construction of collector roads will be necessary to 
space harvesting activities more evenly across the entire forest. Most of 
these will be located outside of riparian areas. However, accelerated roading 
does not mean the Forest will offer timber that does not provide a net public 
benefit. 

Roads funded through the Capital Investment Program often provide initial 
access into roadless areas. A first entry timber sale may be "below cost" 
because the road costs are not covered by the timber sale revenues from the 
first sale. However, the roads will also access future timber sales and are a 
long-term investment that has value well beyond the first entry timber sale. 
Therefore, a more accurate appraisal of -sale revenues and costs r-equll'es the 
consideration of all benefits, present and future. 

The Forest will road only those areas where discounted revenues from all sales 
cover discounted costs, unless net public benefits justify a timber revenue 
loss. Examples of net public benefits outweighing timber revenue losses are 
improved wildlife forage and community stability. To evaluate long-term 
economic implications, Forestwide Standard No. 11 requires an economic analysis 
of: 1) timber sales larger than 1 million board feet (MMBF) , and 2) 
transportation syst.ems for unroaded areas where timber harvest is scheduled. 



\-,QuId be wilt per year CXl!1;>ared to 254 miles under alternative d, wrJ.ch 

projects 15% !!Ore trout. l'Oould s:iJnilar reductions in road const.ruction result 

in further increases in trout populations? 

Another problem associated with increased roading on fish populations is 

described in the DElS - "rrost roads in riparian areas rerrein open to vehicle use 

curing fishing season. Available literature docu'Uents decline in fisheries with 

parClllel road access due to over fishing." (DElS, p. lII-27). Considering the 

large number of riparian areas that are currently roaded, it \-,QuId sean prudent 

to avoid any road construction or increased access ul'ltil the wlo forest .. 

plarmers are able to gain a better understanding of the effects qf management 

activities on trout. 

The plan states that "management practices will be used to carry out these 

activities to assure that they will accomplish forest plan goals, one of which 

is to meet and/or exceed state water quality standards." (DElS, p. II-66). 

~bntana law provides that: 

Non degradation policy. The Board shall require: (1) that any State 
waters whose existing water quality is higher t.lmn established water quality 
standards be maintained at that high quality unless it has been affirTratively 
deronstrated to the Board that a change is justifiable as a result of 
necessary economic or social development and will not preclude present 
and anitcipated us of water ... " M.e.A. 75-5-303J 

Thus, it is the policy of the State of ~ntana that water should not be degraded 

belol' ambient quality. As the plan recognizes, much of the water quality on the 

Lolo National Forest is very high. In fact, in a number of areas that are 

either unroaded or have not had any road construction or timber harvest in 

a decade or !!Ore, water quality is probably close to pristine. Thus, any road 

construction or timber harvest in these areas will degrade water quality. 

Tne DEIS states that "projects that will not meet State water quality standards 

will be redisigned, rescheduled, or dropped." (DEIS, p. II-66). Under this 
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FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE CONTINUED 

From 1979 to 1984, the Forest offered an annual average of 100 MMBf and sold an 
annual average of 60 MMBF. In response to these demand levels, the 1985 sale 
program was adjusted to 80 MMBF. The Forest made this reduction in order to 
provide a more cost-effective program. If market demand increases, the 
"backlog of unsold timber" provides the Forest the fleXIbIlIty to agaIn 
respond. If market conditions demand volumes beyond the decade Allowable Sale 
Quantity, the Forest would address the problem through a Forest Plan revision 
(see Figure V.l, Forest Plan). National Forest Management Act regulatIons 
outline the reVision process which inclUdes full publIC Involvement. 

The amount of road construction is only one of the activities that influences 
the fish populations projected for each alternative. Expected livestock use, 
percent of riparian areas roaded and the amount of habitat improven~nt planned 
are examples of other activities influencing population,numbers. Thus reduced 
road construction alone will not increase trout populatlOns. 

The management of riparian areas is addressed in Management Areas 13 and 14 of 
the Forest Plan. Under MA 13 standard no. 12, new road construction will be 
minimized and access will be constrained in riparian zones. 

WATER QUALITY 

The Forest will meet the intent of Montana's non-degradation policy with 
Fon:stwide Standard Nos. 15 and 28. Forestwide Standard No. 28 statE'S in 
brief: "Land management practices shall be designed to have a minirrRlffi impact 
on the aquatic ecosystem, free from permanent or long-term unnatural ImpoSed 
stress. (A long-term stress is defined as a downward trend of lotilcators ~uch 
as aquatic insect density or diversity, fish populations, intragravel sedIment 
accumulations or channel structure changes that continue for more than one 
hYdrologic ye~r ••• ).11 This latter standard requires a quantitative asses~ment 
of changes in stream quality based on existing condition. The one-year tIme 
period is a reasonable interval to evaluate effects. 



in order to comply with 
staOOard, the Forest Service, in non-degradation !=Olicy enacted by the State 

of ~bntana, sh::luld simply not construct roads i11 roadless drainages. COlnpoiance 

"'ith the clear letter of the law requires that the Forest Service refrain from 

rranagement activities unless they can ensure that no degradation (i.e., increased 

sediment yields) will result. 

EXXl])K14ICS OF FISHING 

The bias in the IDlo plan toward managing timber is nowhere better reflected 

than in its underestimation of the values of fishing and other recreational 

activities. The plan places a value of $15.75 po-r angling visitor day, increasing 

tc $22.05 by the year 2025, Such a figure reflects a g:::-oss un::lerestimation 

of the value of fishing to the local econany, particularly for a blue ribbon 

stream like Rock Creek. A recent study conducted by the Forest Service in Idam 

placed the value of a fishing day at 63.87. 

DATA ProBLEMS 

We applaud the efforts of the fisheries biologist to determine affects of 

development on fisheries, but he is so severely handicapped by a lack of 

appropriate data that his job is impossible. Forest managers Trn.lst decide to 

develop an adequate data base corrmensurate with the im!=Ortance of fisheries 

resources. The public sh::luld be made aware of the sh::lrUall in data. The EIS 

sh::luld oontain explanations of how estimates of trout !=Opulations and predicted 

effects were developed. The discussion sh::luld include fish !=Opulations, 

sediment yields and livestock utilization levels. Currently, the public Trn.lst 

faithfully accept scenarios presented in the DEIS. 

The basis for predicting effects of sedil'llentation on fish !=OPUlations are 
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FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE CONTINUED 

ECONOMICS OF FISHING 

The value of an angler visitor day is based on willi.ngness to pay (WTP) 
values. These values were determined through studies contracted by the 
Washington Office of the Forest Service for use in Forest Plans and RPA. An 
explanation of why the WTP values appear low and what they is 
warranted. WTP values estimate what the recreationist would willing to pay 
at the point of use. Point of use is on the stream, ready to fish. Money 
spent elsewhere for fishing, such as for travel, lodging and fishing gear, is 
not included in the WTP values. 

The value of fishing to the local economy is calculated in a different 
analysis, called an impact analysis. Input-output coefficients are used to 
determine the impact of recreation activities on the local economy in terms of 
jobs and income. This analysis was also used in the preparation of the Forest 
Plan. To directly compare the fishing values for Idaho and the Lolo, the 
assumptions and bases would have to be the same. 

As an aside, the Lolo's management activities are designed to protect the 
resource regardless of the monetary value assigned that resource, be it fish or 
timber. The protective measures are more important than the monetary values 
because they guarantee a viable level of the resource, unencumbered by 
fluctuating monetary values. If the value of fishing was based on its monetary 
worth, then depressed conditions could impair the maintenance of a Viable, 
healthy fish population. The discussion of the Forest's inability to meet the 
1980 RPA Revised Statement of Policy (FEIS Chapter IV, Section N) is one 
example of the committment to resource protection. 

DATA PROBLEMS 

Q The Forest chose not to use the R-1/R-4 sediment model and the fish response 
model because not enough site-specific baseline data has been collected. The 
fisheries habitat and water quality coefficients used are detailed in the 
planning records which are available upon request. Although Forest-wide 
averages do not reflect specific on-site conditions, monitoring will emphasize: 
1) the collection of local sediment and stream flow data and 2) streams with 
important fish habitat and/or potential sediment problems. 



0..0 nodels, a sediment yield rrodel and a fish resp::>nse nodel. Both of 

rrodels were developed in the ldah::> Batholith Basin, an area of highly erosive 

granitic soils. These soils are rot representative of watersheds in M::mtana 

p:lrticulary in the arrount of fine sediments. 

The sediment yield rrodel requires a variety of data including soil types, 

and natural and presnet sediment yields. Predictions sh::>uld be made on a 

watershed basis using site-specific data. As the authors of the sediment rrodel 

state, "The :imp:>rtance of using better local data, and estimates if available, 

in place of supplied values can rot be over~hasized." (Cline, et all, 1981). 

The authors of the fish response rrodel rea:xrmend that "The sediment yield over 

the natural rate that occurs before substantial changes in habitat quality would 

take place (tbxesh::>ld effect) sh::>uld be aetermined for the individual channel 

types of each forest." (Platts, et al., 1983). These data have rot been collected. 

Recent information fran Horse and Sil-uer creeks (Idah::» indicates that the sediment 

yield nodel tends to underestimate yields. 

Based on sediment yield data, the fish response rrodel predicts the effects 

of sediment on trout spawning success, sumner rearing capacity and overwintering 

habitat. At a minimum, data from substrate cores, !3urface cmbeddedness, or 

percent surface fines are needed to use the nodel. These reseline data are 

necessary to determine present conditions and detect change resulting from 

developnent. Such information has not been collected on the Lola Forest. 

Research in the Swan River drainage (Leathe and Enk, 1985) indicated that 

percent fines with depth is much higher than reseline conditions found in the 

ldah::> Batholith Basin. The SI.-mn River study points out the :imp:>rtance of site

specific data. Without baseline data, the ldah::> Batholith nodel would have 

predicted ro effect based on percent increase in sediment yield, whereas the 

researchers in the SWan drainage found an imnediate negative response with 

increased sedimentation. 

R 

FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE CO/-,'TlNUED 

R Validation of the R-1/R-4 Sediment Yield nodel has been given h:gh priority. 
The model is derived from Idaho data and needs to be calibt'ated to Forest 
conditions. Before using the model for project evaluation, numerical factors 
will be developed that are specific to the Lolo. Many drainages were 0"'/'" lON'" 

before 1975 and before there was a formalized monitoring The 
has initiated monitoring on several undeveloped drainages the purpose of 
providing natural background (baseline) information. Once deve20pment 
canmences, the same monitoring procedures are continued to determine wh"t 
changes occur in water quality, the aquatic environment or fisheries habitat. 
The monitoring results can be extrapolated to streams with similar hydrologic 
and biologic characteristics. Developed streams can then be evaluated for 
changes that may have occured prior to development and monitoring. 

The data currently available suggests that some developed drainages, such as 
Schwartz Creek and Lolo Creek, which have measured increases in sediment also 
have healthy fish populations. When projects occur in drainages where sediment 
problems exist, constraints have been designed to prevent any net increase in 
sediment. These project areas also receive priority in project monitoring. 
Project monitoring design is structured to provide additional feedback for 
increasing predictive capability on a localized level. 
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Once degraded, a drainage will rot likely return to pristine sedimentation 

rates (Platts, et a1., 1983). Projections made assuming pristine rondtions or 

with insufficient data to rorrectly quantify cu...>-rent ronditions are rot sensitive I 

enough to protect fisheries and will underestimate the effect of developnent. 

Such is the case with the IDlo OEIS. 

Recovery rates of streams vary fran one drainage to another (Platts, et a1., 

1983). One canoot extrapolate fran the South Fork of the SalIron River where the 

trodel was developed, rut information on rerovery rates is too imp::lrtant to 

ignore in the interpretation of trodel predictions (Platts, et al.,.1983). At 

this point in the planning stage the Forest Service does not have data on what 

stage of degradation or rerovery its streams are in. Additional sediment loading, 

ronsidered innocuous by the trodEhl, may trigger further darrage and/or seriously 

j:npede rea::Nery. Streams may never regain their potential productivity. 

'!be Fbrest Service does not even have sufficient data to accurately 

estimate trout populations on the forest. Apparently, populations were estimated 

using habitat survey information and population data fran streams in the region. 

Trout populations in the 1985 OEIS are substantially higher than those in the 

1982 DEIS. The discrepancy between the original and revised estimates indicates 

a lack of data on the fisheries within the IDlo forest. The 1982 OEIS placed. 

pop~lations at approximately 87,000 catchable trout, while the current analysis 

uses a f~~e of 963,000. Such s dramatic shange should tell forest planners 

trat they are dealing with a resource about which they do not have much infor

mation. 'lllis uncertainty is a o:mpelling reason for a eautious approach towards 

road construction and timber harvesting until nore is koown about fish 

populations. 

'Ib detennine relative effects of alternatives, accurate population estimates 

may rot be necessary. However, reasons exist for using correct estimates. 

Forest-wide averages do not reflect sit~e-specific conditions; damgge to fisheries 
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FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE CO~~INUED 

The Forest is monitoring fish habitat on approximately 25 streams for both 
current condition and changing conditions follOWing development. This 
monitoring also provides for the evaluation of risk to other streams and 
recovery following any indication of downward trends. On son~ of the Forest's 
degraded streams the stage of recovery is not known because baseline monitoring 
was not in place prior to the mid-1970s, except for Rock Creek. However, when 
deterioration is detected in sampling, steps are taken to correct the cause of 
deterioration. 

There can be a natural var'iability in sediment yield of 200-300 percent 
annually. The Forest will be using the results of a validation study currently 
in progress, by the Forest Service Intermountain Station, to adjust our 
activities if necessary. 

Prior to 1984, the only available fish population data on Forest streams was 
from Rock Creek. Therefore the Forest relied heavily on Montana Department of 
Fish, Wildlife and Parks for fish population estimates. Literature reviews 
from Montana and Idaho also provided some data. Extrapolation to the Lolo 
resulted in the 87,000 catchable trout on streams outside of wilderness. 
Additional fish population estimates were completed on Forest streams in 1984 
as a result of a Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks study made in 
conjunction with the construction of the Garrison-Taft 500 kv transmission line 
project. Fish populations for non-wilderness streams were extrapolated from 
this new data, producing a much larger estimate of 906,000 catchable trout. 

Forest-wide averages do not reflect site-specific conditions, therefore the 
Forest Plan monitoring program has been developed to gather site-specific 
information. The site-speCific monitoring coupled with Forestwide Standard No. 
28 provide for evaluating the effects of activities on each drainage. 
Averaging was necessary when developing and discussing alternatives in the DEIS 
and not intended for evaluation of project activities. 
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may vary widely fran predictions. Averaging tends to hide serious degradation 

in drainages heavily managed for t:imber or range. The relative :i.mportance of 

fisheries is rot taken into account. 

Obviously, insufficient funds have been allocated for fisheries work in 

the past. 'rae public has a right to know that er10uqh funds are being spent on 

fisheries and water quality. Funds sh:luld be tied to developnent or better 

yet, guaranteed at a level sufficient to collect needed information. This way, 

\"e will rot be in the same situation in ten years when forest plans are reviewed. 

If proper funding does get allocated for rronitoring and mitigating sediment 

yields, developnent sh:>uld be halted or =tailed to a level corrrnensurate with 

'lbwards this end, an extensive rronitoring system needs to be established. 

We eno::>urage the Forest Service to expand its invertebrate rronitoring program 

and use the sediment yield and fish response nodels as the basis for additional 

rronitoring. If the Forest Service is going to use the nodel to predict 

changes in fish populations, then data appropriate to the nodels sh:>uld be 

collected. 

with the uncertainties of the sediment/fish response nodels, the lack of 

data an which to base either nodel, and the risk of degradation off-forest, 

rronitoring criteria sh:luld include a wide safety margin. Perhaps a ten-fold 

factor to ensure as little degradation as possible, and a sh:>rt recovery period. 

The fish response nodel states that type A strea;n reaches can suffer a 100% 

increase in sediment yield with:>ut damaging fish habitat, a type B stream 45%, 

and a type C stream 35%. These iliresh:>lds indicate levels at which significant 

effects occur (Platt, et al., 1983), which are unacceptable on or off the forest. 

Therefore, even with the proper data, these levels are inproper as criteria. 

Five percent increases in sediment yield are a better level at "'hich to trigger 
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FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE CONTINUED 

t-ONITORING 

The Forest has been collecting sediment and stream flow data fro~ 25 streams 
during the past 6 years. The Forest will continue to oollect th1s data to 
calibrate the sediment yield and fish response models and to assess the effeots 
of land management activities. The monit~ring is de~igned to sample the range 
of projeots occuring in watersheds of var10US geolog1c and hydrologlc, 
characteristios that have the potential to alter water quallty, aquat1c , 
environment or fisheries habitat. Through project monitoring the Forest wlll 
have the capability to detect deteriorating habitat conditions. Forest level 
manit.oring is not intended to duplicate the intensity of current research 
efforts. The planned funding for monitoring iS,included in T~ble V.2 of the 
Forest Plan. During implementation, the follow1ng dlrect10n ln Chapter,V, 
Seotion D of the Forest Plan applies: "If monitoring can not be accompllshed 
in accordance with this plan, management activities will be redesigned, 
rescheduled or dropped and an amendment will be issued." 

W Research to determine the fisheries response to sediment is now underway at the 
Forest Service Intermountain Forest and Range Exper1ment Stat1on. 
Forest-level monitoring is designed to provide information to management for 
the assessment of whether assumptions and predictions of the eff~cts of 
management actions were accurate. If these assumptions an~ pred1ct1ons were, 
not acourate, then Forest Plan Figure V.1, Decision Flow Dlagr'am fo~ Evaluatlng 
Variability of Monitored Activities, will be followed to modlfy achons of the 
Plan. 



additional mitigation of sediment yields or halt development. A low percent 

increase criteria for sediment yields is appropriate for a oon-degradation 

~~agement approach. 

EFFECTS OF' PI.Al'l 0::>1 TIDUT 

Without data, no one can accurately predict the effects of the pro];X>sed 

plan on water quality or fisheries. However, for several reasons, we believe 

the Forest Servi9'e is underestimating the effects. The lack of data needs to be 

addressed, and is not an excuse to develop or exploit resources just because 

,effects cannot be quantified at this time. IDgic demands a conservative 

approach to manaqement until data needs have been fUlfilled. 

Several factors may limit trout ];X>pulations, and without stUdies to deter

wine which are operating on a certain stream, no C:1e can correctly interpret 

results from the fish reS];X>nse zrodel (Platts, et al., 1983). The zrodel has no 

way of determining which of its three factors (spawning success, rearing capacity, 

or overwintering habitat) is limiting a ];X>pulation. Interpretation of predicted 

effects srould vary from stream to stream, rot without site-specific data 

this can not be done. 

The fish reS];X>nse model forms its predictions around three charh~els tl~s, 

A, B, and C, determined by channel gradient. TYPe A is a high gradient stream 

reach, type B intermediate, and C ION gradient. Even the high gradient stream 

reach, which is capable of tranS];X>rting a relatively large amount of sediment 

before dep::>sition occurs, may suffer nore habitat loss than the zrodel predicts, 

as the auttors of the zrodel caution (Platts, et al., 1983). Microhabitat used 

by trout in type A stream reaches, habitat that in such streams is in limited 

quantities, will suffer from sedimentation even t."Dugh the zrodel predicts 00 

harm to fish p::>pulations. The DElS sh::>uld indicate Nhat percent of streams 

on the forest are A, B, or C, and what the predicted effects are. Off-forest 
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FOREST SERVICE RESP0I1SE Cotmr~UED 

EFFECT OF PLAN ON TROUT 

Since a strong data base and accurate models are in the process of being 
developed, the predicted effects of land management activities will become more 
accurate over time. To prevent resource damage due to imprecise data and 
models, the Forest uses management practices designed to minimize risk to 
streams. These practices are often referred to as project constraints. They 
are applied more extensively in erosive soil areas. In some areas with known 
sediment problems, such as Lolo Creek, no project can be implemented unless the 
constraints produce a calculated net decrease in sediment yield. 

y As mentioned earlier, the Forest did not use the fish response model. The 
Forest recognizes the need for additional information on the relationship 
between sediment load and fish survival and identifies this need in the Forest 
Plan under Research Needs, Chapter II, Section C. 



stream reaches are likely to be low gradiEnt streams requiring longer recovery 

rates. 

We are encouraged by the Forest Service plan to rroanage grazing under an 

allotment program thet recognizes grazing as deleterious to aquatic resources. 

Ho\4eVer, we are concerned that funding may not be sufficient to deal with the 

grazing program. We w::>uld like to see a study co,mussioned to determine the 

effectiveness of grazing management in riparian zones. The question that 

remains is whether the Forest Service will restrict grazing allotments when they 

are unable to protect riparian systems as anticipated, or when management does 

not result in the anticipated trout population increases. We strongly 

rea:mnend such a standard be incorporated into the plan. 

r'.lIElTAT IMPIDVENENT 

We support prevention of rerource degradation, not post-Qevelopnent 

mitigation. We do §Upport fish habitat improvement to enhance trout populations, 

but do not want to rely on such projects to mitigate the effects of road 

building or grazing. Table II-23 indicates the forest will have constructed 

90 projects per year in the period fram 1982 to 1985, 20 projects a year fram 

1986 to 1990, and no projects for the remainder of the fifty year plan. How 

will the forest be able to maintain fish popualtions without these projects in 

light of dramatic increases in roads? The DElS does not indicate ~~e effective-

ness, life e>:pecta'1CY, or maintenance associated with habitat projects. 

The forest has not been able to reach habitat improvement targets in previous 

years. For example, in fiscal year 1984, the Lolo Forest produced only 51 

such projects even though the plan called for 90. The DElS clearly recognizes 

that road construction directly and qdversely affects fisheries, roth by 

destroying habitat and by increasing fishing pressure. Fran the standpoint 

of maintaining fish populations, rather than relying on habitat improvement 
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FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE CONTINUED 

Range allotment management plans are anal yzed and rev iewed every 10 years and 
restrictions are normally implemented at this time. However', any plan can be 
modified when a need is identified. To meet riparian objectives, monitoring is 
required in range allotments having significant riparian acreage. When 
riparian objectives are not being met, additional restrictions are applied or 
the area closed to grazing. A number of riparian grazing allotments have been 
terminated because of stream impacts during the past five years. In addition, 
the 10-year range reViews also address the grazing impact on other resources 
and make modification when necessary. As stated in MA 14, one goal is to: 
"Manage riparian areas to maintain and enhance their value fOI' wildlife, 
recreation, forage, fishery and aquatic habitat, and water quality, while 
maintaining livestock grazing that is compatible with the above r'esources. tl 

A A HABITAT IMPROVEMENT 

BB 

Habitat improvement projects are designed to restore production to damaged 
areas. Projects are now being designed to avoid resource damage requiring 
post-development mitigation. Therefore, additional habitat improvement 
projects are not anticipated beyond 1990. Habitat improvement work could 
continue beyond 1990 if current needs were corrected at a slower rate than 
anticipated due to reduced funding levels. 

Although the Final EIS does not select Alternative f as recommended, the 
preferred Alternative d balances resource outputs such as timber, range, 
wildlife, wilderness, etc., while maintaining water quality and land 
productivity in both wilderness and non-wilderness drainages. The preferred 
alternative recommends 223,600 roadless acres for wilderness. They are located 
in the Quigg and Hoodoo roadless areas and in additions to the Scapegoat 
Wilderness and Selway/Bitterroot Wilderness. In addition, 177,895 acres 
continue under roadles5 management. Of the remaining 371,890 acres, 175,842 
acres will potentially be accessed during the next decade. 
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project:s, we prefer to keep as much of the IDlo National Forest unroaded as 

possible. 

In addition to benefiting fisheries, unroaded areas provide !fOre secure 

habitat for elk and other big game, !fOre opportunities for wilderness recreation, 

and spare the tax-payer the cost of deficit timber sales that oiten occur in 

such areas. Under the proposed alternative, only 27% of the ~76,190 roadless 

acres on the forest are recommended for wilderness protection. Forty-eight 

percent of the roadless acres will be avaible for developnent. In fact, the 

reccmnendations under the proposed action are similar to three of the other 

alternatives. At a minimum, we support the wilderness reccmnendations listed 

under Alternative F, which provides protection for 399,699. We rope the IDlo 

National Forest will seriously consider adopting the wilderness allocations under 

this alternative, rut we do not want to sacrifice water qua:"ity and fisheries 

habitat in non-wilderness drainages at the same time. 
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NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION 
Northern Rockies Natural Resource Center 
240 N. Higgins, Missoula, Montana 59801 

(406) 721-6705 

July 8, 1985 

Orville Daniels 
Forest Supervisor 
Lolo National Forest 
Building 24, Fort Missoula 
Hissoula, HT 59801 

Dear Orville: 

After submitting our comments on the proposed Lolo 
plan and draft EIS, I realized that we were mistaken in 
assuming the Lolo Forest used sediment yield and fish 
response models developed in the Idaho Batholith Basin. 

The use of one model or another does not signifi
cantly affect the thrust of our comments or recommenda
tions. The lack of data on which to base fisheries models 
is obvious. 

Our main concern remains management direction and 
policy, as discussed in our original comments. 
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Orville L. Daniels 
Forest Supervisor 
Lolo National Forest 
Bldg. 24, Fort Missoula 
Missoula, MT 59801 

Dear Mr. Daniels: 

Following is some information which should be useful to you in the forest 
plan~ing process. The Montana field office of The Nature Conservancy has 
begun a biological inventory in the state, as part of a nationwide effort 
called the Natural Heritage Program. The primary goal of the Nature 
Conservancy is to preserve species divelsity, and The Natural Heritage program 
is the scientifi.:: data base we use to identify species and conununities which 
are in need of protection. At this point we want to provide you with a list 
of special occurrences on your forest, at least those that we know of through 
our fledging inventory. 

I do not envy you the arduous .task of creating your forest plan, and I 
imagine it is an exercise in frustration to respond and incorporate all of the 
public comments into these plans. Hopefully our input will over the long run 
simplify your job, rather than complicate it. The Forest Planning Act 
recognizes many of the same concerns which are important to The Nature 
Conservancy. Long term maintenance of our biological life-support systems 
requires long-range planning which is in turn dependent on a thorough 
understanding and inventory of those systems. 

The Forest Service is mandated to maintain viable populations of existing 
native and desired non-native plants and animals, and to share in the recovery 
plans for endangered and threatened species (FSM 2621.1). To do this, tne 
Forest Service manual describes tne kinds of inventories that are needed, and 
recommends that this information be obtained from other reSource inventories, 
instead o.E using Forest: Service time to collect this data (FSM 2621.3). The 
~ature Conservancy designed Natural Heritage to be a widely used source 
do~~ent of previously scattered or unavailable information. The Oregon 
Program provides information for 27 public agencies, 11 private institutions 
and consulting firms, and eight colleges and universities. 



Presently, we have an initial list of critical species and communities 
and their occurrences in Hontana. Where that information is relevant to your 
forest. it is included in this commentary. During the 185 state legislative 
session, the :-.latural Heritage Program was deemed important enough to be 
funded, and the inventory will now move into formal operation with the hiring 
of specific natural heritage biologists. National Natural Heritage staff will 
supervise the implementation of this program, using the standardized system 
which has been used in 39 states. However, the state of Montana has ultimate 
authority over the program and the information system will be housed in the 
state library system. 

In recognition of your planning deadlines, we want to provide you with 
what information we have at this time. However, our data bank is far from 
complete. P..s more information becomes available, .. .,e will be happy to provide 
it to you. We would also appreciate your feedback on what particular kinds of 
information will be most valuable. As our data base begins to take shape, we 
will be in a position to suggest areas for special management consideration, 
as well as notify you of unusual occurrences. Although this inventory will 
add to the list of species to worry about, we find that the inventory research 
also results in removing some species from the "worry" list. I have included 
a key to our ranking system so you will understand how we determine our 
protection priorities. 

Thank you for the opportunity to participate in the forest planning 
process. 

If you have any questions about this commentary, or about The Nature 
Conservancy and the Natural Heritage Program, please feel free to call me. 

Sincerely, 

~c~5J 
Joan Bird 
Montana Protection Planner 

cc: Bob Gail 
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2. 

RARE PLANTS ON THE LOLO NArIONAL FOREST 

Ca1amagrostis tweedyi (Cascade weedgrass) G2, Sl/S2 

Status: Listed by The Nature Conservancy as endangered both globally and 
~ state. Candidate for federal listing (USFWS category 2). Listed 
as -rare" by the Montana Rare Plant Project. Regional endemic. The only 
known Montana occurrences are on the Lola National Forest. 

Location: Superior Ranger District. 
~ of Cold Peak: Cold Peak: T17N, R23W, S2 

Vicinity of Newman Ridge: 

Off Cold Peak Rd: T17N, R28W, NW 1/2 S2 
Above Cold Peak Rd: T13N, R 2aW, W 1/4 S36 

TIaN, R29W, 529: 
TIBN, R29W, 5W 1/4 of 525: 
T ISN, R 29W, SE 1/4 of 526. 

Habitat: Montane gr3ss1an~s and open slopes in forested areas at 
~vations. ~ay be found in old burns and clearcuts. 

Reco~~endations for Manaaement: This is a plant which The Nature 
Conservancy would like t~ se;~ protected. '3ecallse it is a successional 
species, it may be dependent on disturbance for its continuance. The 
':::01:1 Peak and Newman Ridge occurrences are in proposed r.fanagement Areas 
23 and 16, respectively. t~onitoring of the populations is the only way 
to determine if the management action agrees with the species. Any 
designation which ensures ~onitoring is acceptable, until more 
information is available. 

Mertensia ~ (Oregon bluebells) G3/51 

~: Listed as globally threatened and endangered in the state by The 
Nature Conservancy. Reco~~ended for threatened status by Montana Rare 
Plant Project. Disjunct. Only one known population in liontana. 

Location: Missoula R~nger District, head of Dick Creek, (TllN, R22W, 
~ite is about three acres of seepy moist ground on an east-facing 
slope along the road. 

~: Wet meadows at mid-elevations in the mountains. 

Management recommendations: The site is an old clearcut. The species 
might not be as abundant under canopy. The population is healthy and 
unthreatened at this time by the proposed mana~ent (MA 17). Because the 
population is fairly large, dense and showy, designation as a botanical 
Special Interest Area should be conSidered for the future. 

A 

} 

FOREST SERV~CE P.£SP01!SE 

IH·j-E-9 

The liatuI'al He<tage Progra'll appeal'S to be a lOGic;;: !:;~artin,; place for the 
inventol'Y cf p_ant,; and thel r J.ocation::; that are in need of ;:lrotect:or: 
recogni tion. The FOI'est w:cL always be i.ntereste<i in tr,e pI'ogress of The 
Hature Conser'vancy I s effol"t::; :~e:ative to thr'ear..ened and EmdQngereo p ... unt.s und 
in the preservatjon of speclI:!s diversit.y. The abLity of the Con:;ervancy to 
provid" the status of p~ants :ncreases the Fore:>t's ab~llty to consider and 
!'esponc to protectlOn mana;ement if the situot.ion ww'rants. 

The ~~lJec:fic plan~~ of :n\..et·e~t contained ... n your _E:t:.er, a.l.cnc \-lith the 
management ::..i tuation fo!' "C.he _ocat.ions prov:..ded, ol'e :,LlITllnzlI'ized be~ ow: 

A Calama?,!'o,;tis tweedy; - If this species iD desir;nated as enaangel'ed, Fo~es~;;:ac 
Standal'd No. 27 pt'ov.des d:rectlon for taland apP:'opJ':ate action to I",otect ; ts 
habitat. Location ~nfon,;ation would be p~aced in the Lo:o data base ~o that 
managers would be alla,'e of it during project p~ann':'nG· 

B He .. tenda bella - Few Bctan~col Special Interest Areas have been de~lgnated to 
date. Future de::ignation of such areas w:11 proceed cautiously as the Forest 
assesse3 overa:'j, needs, sees how the publ:c accept-oS 30~anicai Al~ea~ and 
eva uates how best to protect Thl'eatened and E:lGanrered "lants, if 3r:y are "c 
de.:; ,-nfJtec on tr.e :"o ... c.. In the jnt€"rili1, per'.Jdjc<::~. m(;tl:to~'ins of ti,;c .spec:€:':
w:'i. '-' ta~{e place. 
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3. Penstemon flavescens (Yellow beardtongue) G3/G4, 53/S4 

Status: The Nature Conservancy ranks this plant as possibly threatened 
globally and in Montana. Is is listed as "raretl by the Montana Rare 
Plant Project. Regional endemic. 

Loc~tion: ~ine-Mile Ranger District in Granite Peak on the Idaho border 
(rllN, R25U, S14). Steep slope in an old burn. 

H~bitat: Rocky granite-derived soils on open slopes and subalpin~ 
forests at higher elavations in the 3itterroot Mountain: 7,500-a,500'. 

Management Reco:n.mendations: The proposed wilderness management UtA. 12) 
for this site will afford adequate protection. There are many 
occurrences in the Selway-Bitterroot Wilderness. 

4. gynthyris ~ (Mission Mountain kittentails) G3/G4, 53/54 

Status: The Nature Conservancy ranks this plant as possibly threatened 
globally and in Montana. Listed as Ifrare " by Montana Rare Plant 
Proj~ct. Regional ende~ic found only in ~issoula and Lake Counties. 

Location: Missoula Ranger District, Rattlesnake Wilderness and National 
Recreation Area. Mosquito Peak, McLeod Peak, and Sheep Mountain. 

~: Rocky soil and talus (usually limestone) near or above 
timberline in the Swan and Mission Mountains: 7,000-9,500 1

• 

Management Recommendations: The proposed management for these sites (MA 
12 for Mosguito and HcLeod Peak; MA 28, 6, 16, 27 for Sheep Mountain) 
meets our protection goals for this species. 

5. Carex paupercula (Poor sedge) G4/Sl 

Status: The Nature Conservancy ranks this plant as secure globally but 
endangered in the state. Listed as "rare" by the Montana Rare Plant 
Project. Three k.nown occurrences in t-1ontana. 

Location: Missoula Ranger District. Sheep Mountain Bog and Shoo Fly 
Meadows. 

Habitat: Sphagnum bogs at low to mid-elevations; Flathead and Missoula 
counties. 

Man~gement Recommendations: Sheep Mountain Bog is a designated RNA (~ 
6) ·..,hich is ideal :nanagement for protection. Shoo Fly MeadoW's is in the 
Rattlesnake Recreation Area (MA 2a). In the proposed plan, Shoo Fly 
Meadows is being considered as a botanical Special Interest Area, to 
protect Sohagnum riparian. We endorse a special deSignation for the 
area, noting tne presence of several rare elements (see Northern Bog 
Lemming, below), and would like R~A status considered. 

} 

} 

FOREST SSRVICE: RESPOtlSE CO:rr:NUEL: 

C Penstenm, f:avescen: - The proposed wilderne;;z manat:.e!fMot for tL:: :: te will 
afford adequate pt·otectior,. 

o Synthyris canby. - Fer the area allocated ::'0 Hanr.gemen:. Area 16, an eva:U8t,on 
of t..he imp.L~cation~ on the spec:es ","il::" be made pr"ior tc any propo:,ed 
Gl~ound-d~~turbinG aC'i.ivity. 

E Cal"ex paupercu:'a - Studies a~~e cont,inuin!~, for de.:,iGna~:n;~ Shoe F _y i1e8dm,;:,: as a 
Botanica ... Specj(ji :ntere~t Area. At. t.hj!> tir.le t.r1C Fore:,t ha~ reacLed i~~ 
~oJ'g;et for th::.s t.y{.>e of COlt'lffiunjt,y in the RcsC:'-!t'ch :>;a~ura.c Area (R::t.) :...ys~ern. 
Hh.L;c tl:is does not. precJ.ude de~;ignaLion, '.:.he goa: i~ ';;.G gajn Q .... ·~de 
d:;,:.Lt'~bution over the r,egiorl to assure repr'e~ent..a~:..ve ::,~r,~r:.i.e.3 of \'q~et.at.i.on. 
Sjnce thlS c.:~ec ~~ c::'o~e to Sheep t'lOuntn:'n BOCt otr:er £"l'en~ v:~l":' h2.ve & i1j,[)1et 

con~idcl'aton for i D(; .. u~:,ion 1!1 t.he !)y~t..em. 
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6. Ligusti"l>m verticillatl>m (Verticillate lovage) G4/GS 94 

Status: The Nature Conservancy does not consider this plant threatened 
~ its distribution is limited. It is listed as "rare" by the 
Montana Rare Plant Project. Regional endemic which is known only from 
central and northern Idaho and western Montana. Four known sites in 
Montana. 

Location: Thompson Falls Ranger District between Evergreen and Buster 
B~lch (T2l:-l, R31W, S28). 

~: '·1oist woods and '1\eadows at mid-elevations in the mountains .. 

Management Recommendations: The proposed MA is either 22 or 23 which is 
either mediu~ or high visual sensitive areas managed for wildlife and 
timber. At this time, management agency notification is Ol>r only 
protection goal. 

7. Erythronil>m grandif lorum var. candidum (White glacier lily) GST3/SST2 

Status: The Nature Conservancy lists the subspecies as threatened 
globally and endangered in the state. Listed as "rare" by the Montana 
Rare Plant project. Regional endemic with two known sites in Montana. 
Jane Fritz-Sheridan in the u of 14 botany department feels it may be a 
separate species. 

Location: Seeley Lake Ranger District, near road site. 

~: Meadows and open woods at lower elevations. 

} 

Management Recommendations: The MA immediately surrounding Seeley Lake } 
is 9, indicating heavy pl>blic use. If there is a dense Site, a botanical 
Special Interest. Area may be the way to go. Fl>ther research is needed to 
determine the exact location and distribl>tion. Trampling and collecting 
may threaten the population. 

There are fOI>r other species which The Natl>re Conservancy considers ] 
endangered or threatened which probably oCCl>r on the Lolo National Forest, H 
though we do not yet have occurrence records for them on the LNF. These 
include: 

~! aquatilis (Howellia) Gl/Sl 

~~ howellii (Howell's gumweed) G2/S2 

NY'''Phaea tetragona (Pygmy water-lily) G3/G4/Sl 

~ kelseli var. missoulensis (Missoula phlox) G2/G2 52/S3 

Additi~nal information on these plants is available through our office. 

F 

G 

FOREST SERVl CE RCSPOI;SE CONTInUED 

Lic.u,,~_cum vef'tlCi',at.um - Information conceming the ~ocat"on of 01..5 specie" 
wi.ll be provided to the District. T,le impact of any ground-disturtllO£ activity 
on the su,'vival of che species will be evaluated. 

EI'ythronium grandiLol"Uni var. candicunl - The desiGnation of ['0t.an1c22 Specia,
Interest Area will be approached cauticu:ly. t. nature wall;-type anon fi)ay 
appl'op:-ia;;e for future development. 

As additiona~ inforGlat.ion becomes available on these 01' additional ::pecies, the 
Forest WLl review it and the anticipated impacts 0:' proposed mana£,ement 
activities on them. 

H The sea: ch fo!- cther veget.at:on communi ties to fL -' out RIlA ta!"getc c?nt inue". 
K As they are identified they v,iH be added to Hanagement Area 6 as L t.ner 

Reseal'~h ~iatura~ -Are;;,~ or Octanica: Areas. The Forest w:~_ revie\! any 
proposa"~ for cons~deration. 
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RARE AN~I~ALS ON THE LOLO ~ATIONAL FOREST 

The Nature Conservancy's data in Montana is not as developed for rara 
ani~als as it is for rare plants. We do have plans to hire a zoologist in the 
near future for inventory work. Besides federally-listed threatened and 
endangered animals, which are adequately addressed in the Lolo olan, there are 
some other species which deserve attention. 

1. Couer d'Alene salamander (Plethodon vandykei idahoensis) G22/31 

Status: The Nature Conservancy lists this ani~a1 as endangered globally 
andC"ritically endangered in Montana. Dennis Flath lists it as Itrare" in 
his Species of Special Interest or Concern. This summer, Idaho Fish and 
Game is doing a genetic study to determine if this may be a separate 
species. The U.S .. Fish and Wildlife Service · .... as petitioned in July of 
1934 to consider it for listing as an endangered species .. 

Loc3tion: Plains Ranger District, Cascade Creek (T13~, R25w, 919) Also 
reported from two sites near the Lolo N.F. : Paradise Creek in Sanders 
County and Woodman Gulch off Hwy 12 in Missoula County. 

Habitat: Under rocks, logs, and bark near lakes, rivers, and streams, 
~n seepages where the soil is thoroughly wet. Also splash or spray 
zones near waterfalls. 

Management Recommendations: The Cascade Creek site is probably 
adequately protected as MA 19. We do not have enough information at this 
time to determine if this is a significant breeding site. The species is 
threatened by development of most kinds. There are undoubtedly many 
other occurrences on the Lolo National Forest and we would like to see 
field employees informed of its status and identification. 

2. Northern Bog Lemming (Synaptomys borealis) G5/S3 

Status: The Nature Conservancy lists this species as secure globally but 
~ened in Montana. Dennis Flath of Montana Fish Wildlife and Parks 
lists it as "rare in his Vertebrate Species of Special Interest or 
Concern. Montana is at the southernmost tip of its range, which is 
nearly identical to the range of the gray wolf. Two known occurrence 
sites in Montana. 

Location: Missoula Ranger District, Shoo Fly Meadows 

Habitat: Sedge-alder bogs within or on the edge of dense spruce-fir, and 
~le forest. 

Management Recommendations: Shoo Fly Meadows is in the Rattlesnake 
National Recreation Area (MA2a) and is under consideration for 
deSignation as a botanical area. Because there are several rare plants 
and ani~als on this site, it deserves recognition and consideration as an 
RNA. 

] 

} 

FO!,EST SERV:CE RESPOI:SE COlirlilJ"D 

The majority of the su"tab~e habltat, in the v;e:cnity of the knowl range of the 
Coeur d' Alene ~,,_amander on the Pla:cn3 Dictnet of the Lo"o i~ pr'opo:;ed t() be 
fi,anaged in a road.;.e.!.;~; 0;' ne'lr'-t~oadless .st.::.te with }.Jl'imarL,y ~on-ir,i;nJctive ..cane 
manc.~ement activitl.e:.>. Low fund:nG _evels preclude Hide-scale :::urveys to 
dete~~;:.ne the range of thi~ SGlamandel~. As specifi9 projecL.~; 3:'e i);'opo::..ed l,.hCit 
may have an lfllpact on UI}S species or' iL!:.> habitat, $cite ~peclf)c lnventol' .. es 
\.iJ.l be made t.o deternlJ.ne it.s presence or' ab~ence and measure5 rec<..-1dmenaed to 
n~:;:3ure cont:inued exi.::tence of this an:r.1a~ and it:: ha'o~'Lot.. 

J :"n addre!3sinf:, the needs of the nOl'thern bae J.err .. 'l:~nc Rnd i':.:.::. habJL,;~, winch at 
th:" "lme hc:,· been eonfl "r,led oniy "" the Sr,Qo Fly Headows a:'ea of tile 
RiJttle~:nake RNA, the Forest _$ ~:'_ ... J. in the pio~e::;,5 of analyzing :':1E~ need:.. the 
a:'ea wou~d ~erv€ z.nd Lhe best approach to achieve t.hose need.s. C.:.a.s.sifjcati.oll 
as an RNA i, not undel' eOtl:::deration a~ this tir.1e ~ecause the atea does not. 
flJeet the vebetatJ. ve type::.; identified a[; needed for !'e~earch purpo~es. A 
Specia~ Interest A,·ea - Botanical/Zoologica~ is bein::; considered because of the 
unjque flora..:. and faunbl chal'actel':'st~cs. The nor'mal management of :.::.edge-nlde; 
bocs would be protective in nature becau:;e of its ripatian values and presence 
~11 the Ra~t:e:make RK4. 
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EXEMPLARY NATURAL COM:1u:lITIE:S OM THE LOLO NA'HONAL FOREST 

The Nature Conservancy is in the preliminary stages of establishing a 
community classification system for Montana. Our regional ecologist is 
collaborating with forest service scientists and other habitat specialists to 
devise a system with broad applicability. 

Although your six proposed Researn National Areas are not on our skeleton 
list of special natural communities, one of them (Sheep Mtn. Bog) does have a 
plant which we wouli like to see protected (Synthyris canbyi). I am 
personally familiar with the Carlton Ridge area and have used it as a teaching 
site. Although I do not have the information to endorse each of your proposed 
sites, in general, '~e support the Research Natural Area concept and commend 
you for your assertive action in identifying potential sites. 

Shoo Fly Meadows has already been referred to twice as a unique area with 
many rare elements which is worthy of consideration for RNA status. 

The Nature Conservancy has also recognized Fish Creek as being an 
outstanding exa~ple of a pristine mountain stream. The west fork of Fish 
Creek to the mouth. at the Clark Fork wasrated highly by the 1980 Montana Fish 
Wildlife and Parks strea~ evaluation. It was given the highest possible 
rating in fishery resource value and in habitat and species value. The upper 
portion of the drainage ... /Quld be protected by the proposed wilderness 
classification (1111. 12). Other proposed managements for the stream (MIl. 1, 19, 
27) also do not seem to pose a major threat to the quality of this stream. 

At this time The Nature Conservancy does not feel it has the information 
to make concrete proposals for RNA's. However, it is likely that we may have 
recommendations in the future as our Natural Heritage data system becomes more 
complete. We would like to suggest that your planning process be dynamic 
enough to accommodate RNA or other special management designation on presently 
unknown sites. As we are better able to assess our protection priorities, we 
will be contacting managers about specific goals. 

} 
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2.3.1 Definition Of Kanks 

Global and state element rank~ are liRtcJ and defined 
below. Definitions uded [or the previous element rdnk~ 
(AI, A2, etc.) huve bL'en included in abbreviated form in 
brackets for comparison purposes. Note that use of the 
term "in North America" refers to llorth America north of 
Mexico. 

GLOBAL ELEr'lENT RANKS: 

Gl • Critically imperiled globally because of 
extreme rurity (5 or fewer occurrences or very 
few remaining individuals or acres) or because 
of some [actor of its biology making it 
papeclally vulnerable to extinction. 
[Critically endangf'red throughout runge.] 

G2 • ImperJled globally bL!CQUSe o[ rarity (6 to 20 
occurreri~"l:!& or few remaining individuals or 
ncres) or because of other factors demonstrably 
making It v(·ry vulnerable to extincti.on 
throughout its range. (Endangered throughout 
range.] 

G3 n Either very rare and local throughout its 
range o~ found locully (even ubundontly Dt 
some of its locations) in a restricted range 
(e.g., a single weRt~rn state, a physiographic 
region in the enst) or because of other 
factors making it vulnerable to extinction 
throughout its range; in terms of occurrences, 
in the t-lmge of 21 to 100. [Threatened 
tht-oughout range.] 

G4 • Apparently sccure globally, though it may be 
quite rare in parts of its rangc, especially 
Ilt the periphery. 

G5 • Demonstrably secure globally, though it may be 
quite rare in parts of its rnnge, especially 
Dt the periphery. 

GA n Accidental in Horth America, Le. not pa::t of 
the eHt.nblishcd biota (e.g., Europe"n Cuckoo, 
Yellow-nosed AlbatrosB, mDny other bird 
species) . 
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J/JlJl-E' - 9 
2.3.1-2 (91"1) 

GE • An exotic :;pccies established in North America 
(e.g., JapHnese Honeysuckle). 

GH • Of historical occurrence throughout its range, 
l.e. formerly part DC the establiuhed biota, 
with the cxpcctHtioll that it may be 

• rediscovc t'C'U (e. g., Ivvry -hi lieu \'oodpecker). 

CD • Possibly in peril range-wlde but status 
uncertuin; ,wed more infonnntion. NOTI~: This 
rank should be used sparingly. Whenever 
possible, as>:ign the most likely runk and add 
a question mnck (e.g., G2?) to espress 
uncertainty or indicHLe D range (e.g,. GIC2, 
GIG3). 

'ex • Believed to be extinct throughout range (e.g., 
Passenger Pieeon). 

STATE ELENENT RAin,,§..: 
Sl • Critically imperiled in state bccause of 

extr,me rarity (S or [ewer occurrences or very 
few remaining individuals or ncrcs) or because 
of some factor of its biology making it 
especially vulnernhle to extirvation [rom the 
state. [Critically endangered in state.) 

S2 • IUll'crilt'd in stlltu heCtlllSe of nlrity (6 to 20 
occurrences or few remaining individuals or 
acres) or because of other factors demonstrably 
making it very vulnernbl" to extirpntiol\ [rom 
the state. [Endangered in" Btuta. J 

S3 .. Rarc in Iltute (on tha l'rder (If 20+ 
oc<:ut"rences). [Threatened in Btate]. 

S4 .. IIp[>nrelltly ,;,','ure' in Htlltf'. 

S5 .. Demonstrably secure in state. 

SA » Accidental in state, including species which 
only sporadically br~cd in stllte. 

SI:: • All exotic specie':> <'stubl isiwu ill state; lOLlY be 
native el,wwh"t·c in North IImerLc;n (e.g., house 
finch or catalpa in eastc\:,n stules). 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
AIR FORCE ReGiONAL CIVIL E.NGINEER CENTRAL ,!EGION (AFESC) 

11 14 COMMERCE STREET 

CALLAS. TEXAS 75242 

~lr. Orville L. Daniels 
Forest Supervisor 
Lolo National Forest 
Building 24, Fort Missoula 
Missoula, MT 59801 

Dear Mr. Daniels 

15 April 1982 
FOREST GE;:C'I!GE 
LCiL0 f.t/,PCtgL F;:.~;::jT 

'.1'·:;·~·)'JI";. :.;!)~.~T ..... 'J.\ 

APR 191982 

RECEiVED 

Thank you for inviting us to comment on issues to be addressed on the revised 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the proposed Lola National Forest plan. 

We would like to express our continued support of the Forest Service land and 
resource management plans. The Air Force concern on wilderness issues involve 
the need to retain use of existing and the establishment of future military 
flight training areas and routes which may traverse these areas. 

Flight training areas, routes and airspace requirements of the military are 
subject to change and do change frequently. Mission requirements, fuel costs 
and environmental constraints determine the decision to locate a military 
training activity. Because of general aviation and population pressures, low 
level high speed flights are relegated to areas which are least accessible and 
sparsely inhabited. Therefore, we request that you give full consideration to 
hovl planning and management decisions made by your agency may adversely affect 
or restrict use of low altitude airspace by the Air force. The Air Force 
position on this matter is based on the high training and readiness values 
rendered by use of this low altitude airspace. Decisions to restrict military 
overflights will be opposed by the Air Force. 

We hope this information is useful in your planning. If additional information 
is needed, our staff point of contact is Mr. Raymond Bruntmyer, (214) 767-2514. 
or FTS 729-2514. 

41~~\f 
JOE c. LA fO&~~T~nel' USAf 
Chief. Environmental ~ning Div. 

~ ~ 
Cy to: Mrs. Agnes Zipperian 

A-95 Coordinator 
Montana State Clearinghouse 
Office of Budget and Program 

Planning 
Capitol Annex 
He 1 ena. HT 59620 

AF/LEEVX 

FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE 

TX-G-1 

The EIS and proposed Forest Plan do not specifically address military flights 
over the Forest. The only federal requirement appropriate to th€ Forest at 
thlS tlme 1S that all alrcraft are to maintain an altitude of 2000 feet above 
average g~ound level over wilderness areas. This is applicable over the 
Selway, Bltterroot, Rattlesnake, Welcome Creek and Scapegoat wilderness areas 
totaling 139.708 National Forest System acres on the Lolo Forest. It would ' 
also apply to the recommended Great Burn, Quigg, Selway, Bitterroot addition 
and Bob Marshall addition, tot~lli~g 223,600 National Forest System acres, if 
these ~re.approved for clasS1flcatlon under the Wilderness Act of 1964. All of 
the eXlstlng wilderness areas are currently shown on flight maps. 



Department of the Air Force 
~.FESC 

1114 Commerce Street 
Dallas, TX 75242 
PTS 729-2527 (Ray Brundt) 

TX- G - I 

The Air Force responded to the DEIS by telephone on 3/8/85 requesting that 

their original letter sent in response to the Forest Plan be used again. 

~/ti 
Harriet Lang 
3/8/85 

-rx -G-j 
-rh,'s lette(' is. A.-

-tol/ow,,,,,p to T~/t'E'J,DI'Ie 
DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE Y'e'7i7t>I'I,?l? rece/lJed' 

AIR FORCE REGIONAL. CIVIL. ENGINEER CENTRAL REGION 1_ d' 
1114 COMMERCE STREET J -2 () . ? 5. Co "") 

OALLAS. TEXAS 75242 /s- .,tAe Sa l1fe. 

Mr. orville L. Daniels, Forest supervisor 
Lolo National Forest 
Building 24 Fort Missoula 
Missoula, Montana 59801 

Dear Mr. Daniels: 

:! U MAR 1985 

Thank you for allowing us the opportunity to review the Draft Environmental 
Intact Staterrent for the Lolo National Forest, t-bntana. 

We continue to express our support of the Forest service in developing func
tional managenent plans for lands under its control. The Air Force concern for 
these management issues contains the need to retain use of existing and the 
establishrrEnt of future military flight training areas and routes which my tra
verse these areas. 

Currently no Air Force air operations traverse any portion of the study area. 
Although flight training areas. routes. and airspace requirenents of the mili
tary are subject to change and do change frequently, it is not anticipated that 
new routes will be established in the immediate future. 

We are hopeful this inforlll1ition is useful in your planning. If additional 
inforlll1ition is needed, our staff point of contact is Mr. Rayrrond Bruntmyer, 
(214) 767-2514, or FTS 729-2514. 
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March 15, 1985 

Mr. Orville l. Daniels 
Forest Supervisor 
lolo fJational Forest 
Buil di ng 24, Fort fli ssoul a 
t·1i ssoul a, tlontana 59801 

Dear tlr. Daniels: 

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 

Denver Regiona! Office, Region VIII 
ExecutIve Tower 
1405 CurtiS Street 
Denver. Colorado 80202-2349 

This is in response to your request for comments on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (OEIS) for the Lola fJational Forest, 
~lontana. 

Your DEIS has been reviewed with consideration for the areas of 
responsibility assigned to the U.S. Departnent of Housing and Urban 
gevelopnent. This review considered the proposal '5 compatibility with 
local and regional comprehensive planning and impact on urbanized areas. 
Within these parameters, we find this document adequate for our purposes. 

If you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact 
Hr. Howard S. Kutzer, Regional Environmental Officer, at (303) 844-3102. 

sin~relY',' ~ / . 

[;:
/ i!~~;?~.>-/,:~~~ft# 

'.;c'R/ obeilt J. 4.tatusihek 
~I Oi rector 

Office of Community Planning 
and Development 

CO-G-2 DC-G-1 

Some letters indicated no comment on the proposed Plan and Revised Draft 
Environn~ntal Impact Statement and/or responded that the document was adequate 
for their purposes. 

u.s. Department 
of Transportation 

United States 
Coast Guard 

Mr. Orville L. Daniels 
Forest Supervisor, Lo10 National Forest 
Building 24, Fort Missoula 
Missoula, Montana 59801 

Dear Mr. Daniels: 

Commandant 
United Stales CoaSI Guard 

Dc... - G - 7 
Washington, DC 20593 
Staff Symbol G-WP-3 
PhOne: (202) 426-3300 

16477.4b(00ll) 
29 Apr 85 

We have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Lolo National 
Foresto We have no comments to offer at this time. 

We appreciate the opportunity to assist your efforts in the development of this 
documentation. We look forward to continued mutual cooperation and coordination 
of these projects. 

Sincerely, 

w(J!;77y~ 
W. M. McGOVERN 

Chief, Environmental Compliance and Review Branch 
Planning and Evaluation Staff 

By direction of the Commandant 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
SEATTLE OISTRICT. CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

P.O. BOX C·3755 

SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98124-225S 

Planning Branch 
MAR 251985 

Orville L. Daniels, Forest Supervisor 
Lolo National Forest 
Building 24, Fort Missoula 
Missoula, Montana 59801 

Dear Mr. Daniels: 

WA - G - .3 

We have reviewed the draft environmental impact statement, The Lolo 
National Forest Plan Revised, Montana, with respect to the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers' areas of special expertise and jurisdiction by la" as designated by 
the President's Council on Environmental Quality on December 21, 1984. 

Department of the Army permits may be required. For information ~bout the 
permitting process, queries should be directed to the following address: 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Olllaha District 
ATTN: Regulatory Functions 
Post Office Box 5 
Omaha, Nebraska 68101 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this statement. If you have 
any questions, please contact Dr. Steven F. Dice, of my staff, at the above 
address or by telephone (206) 764-3624. 

GEORGE W. PlOUDRE, P.E. 
Ass!. Chief, Engineerilli Division 

A 

} 
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The Lolo Forest ha~ had occasion to use the Depar'tment of the Ar::y permit 
process during the past year. 



United States 
Department ot 
Agnculture 

Orville L. Daniels 
Forest Supervisor 

So,1 
Conservatloo 
Service 

Lolo National Forest 
Building 24, Fort Missoula 
Missoula, MI' 59801 

Dear Mr. Daniels: 

WM-G-'-I 
Federal Building-Roan 443 
10 East Balxock 
Bozanan, Mr 59715 

April 3, 1985 

We have reviewed the Lolo National Forest Plan, Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement and Proposed Lolo National Forest Plan. 

We feel ycA.1 have given adequate consideration to the environmental OOncern5. 

HCMeVer, we are oonoerne<i with status of our snow courses and SNOTEL sites 
located on National Forest land and authorized under our Mamrandum of 
Understanding. There are six sites, one of Mlich is a radio equiped SNOTEL 
site. OJ.r particular concern is for protection fron logging, roadbuilding or 
other uses Mlich =uld alter our correlations with streamflows. Access is also 
a concern, should road closures or access restrictions be irnp::>sed for other 
p..!rpOses. It does not appear any of the existing sites are in roadless areas. 

llcMever, the Stuart Peak snow course is in the Rattlesnake National Recreation 
Area. 

Each of these sites should be authorized on a separate Supplemental Agreement 
to our overall Mamrandum of Understanding and with a copy on fHe in your 
office. 

We would appreciate any steps that can be taken to prevent these sites fran 
being destroyed or altered through management decisions. 

Thank ycA.1 for the opportunity to ccmnent on this plan. 

Sincerely, ;I) 

~!1!:m~ -~f:re Conservationist 

Th. SOl! Con •• rll.11OfI S.'''-lCe 
IS '1'1 .oe/'lCy 01 IN 
O~.rtlfl.nl ot Ague-uffUt. 

yOREST SERVICE. 
I-OLO l<1\,ION~t r~'''EST 
MI~SOlJi.!\. I.':":.';'· .~ 

8;;.81005 

RECEIVED J 

} 
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A The snow course!' and SNOTEL sites on the Lolo will be protected a,', outlined in 
the Memorandum of Understanding and separ'ate Supplemental Agreer.lents. 
Currently on file are Supplementa~ Agreements for the follOWing s"tes: 

Stuart ~iountain 
Ambrose 
TV Mountain 
Seeley Lake 
Hoodoo Bas in 
Hoodoo Creek 
Heart Lake Trail 
Slide Rock Mountain 

Coyote Hlll appears to be the only site not covered by a separate Supplemental 
Agreement. 



MONTANA HISTORICAL SOCIETY 
HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE 

225 NORTH ROBERTS STREET· (406) 444·4584 • HELENA, MONTANA 59620 

March 11, 1985 

Mr. Orville L. Daniels 
Forest Supervisor 
Lolo National Forest 
Building 24, Fort Missoula 
Missoula, MT 59807 

RE: Lolo National Forest Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Dear Mr. Daniels: 

Thank you for providing this office the opportunity to comment on the Lolo 
!lational Forest DEIS. We find the document to be particularly disappointing 
given that the Lolo National Forest has one of the most active cultural 
resource programs in the Region. Based on our reading of the document, 
cultural resources were not considered in the development of the alternatives 
nor in the potential effects or consequences of the alternatives. Instead, 
cultural resources are accorded wha t amounts to a three paragraph summary 
of the fact that they occur on Forest lands and that they are protected 
under the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966. In fact, the NHPA 
does not ·protect· cultural reSOurces but ra ther directs federal agencies 
to consider the effects of their activities on significant cultural sites. 
Procedures for proper consideration are provided in 36CFR800. 

In short, the DEIS recognizes cultural resources as a part of the affected JAB 
environment but fails to consider the effects of Forest undertakings in 
the planning process. We, therefore, urge the Forest to identify cultural 
resource management issues and concerns and incorporate these into the 
planning process, or a cultural resource management plan. If insufficient 
inventory data is available for formulating an effective plan, this should 
be identified as a problem area and courses of action should be set for 
its resolution. 

Sinoerely, 
/ 

JI .:j 
'Z:::::;:::'j 1/ 

/ V. X;U~j(J/ ,Lt.(,L" ~ I '-_. 

Alah L. Stanfill:~ 
Archaeologist/Anthropologist 

..... ' 
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A The DEIS was lacking in describing the cultural resources program on the Lolo 
Forest. An expanded discussion appears in the rEIS in Chapter III, including a 
clear description of the future direction of cultural resource management on 
the Lolo. 

In pI'actice, the Lolo does consider the effects of proposed activities on 
cultural resources. Cultural resource inventories are conducted early in the 
planning stages for all proposed ground-disturbing activities. Project 
inventory reports, as well as Efte information, are sent routinely to the 
Historic Preservation Office of the Montana Historical Society (SHPO) for 
review and comment. 

B In the event significant cultural resources will be affected, appropriate 
mitigation measures are implemented in consultation with the SHPO and the 
Advisory Council on Historical Preservation. The Lolo National Forest complies 
with the letter and spirit of cultural resource laws 36 CFR BoO and FSM 2360. 
And, through this process has begun to effectively integrate cultural resources 
on an equal footing with other rorest resources. The Draft Management 
Guidelines for the Lolo Trail and the Prehistoric Overview for the Lola and 
Bitterroot National Forests are two examples of long range planning and 
management for cultural resources. These documents are available for review 
through the rorest. 



-.<A~--~. ----
IDAHO DEPARTMENT OF F"ISH AND GAME 

600 South Walnut 0 Box 25 

Mr. Orville L. Daniels 
Forest Supervisor 
Lolo National Forest 
Building 24, Fort Missoula 
Missoula, MT 59801 

Re: Lolo Revised DEIS 

Deer Mr. Daniels: 

Boise. Idaho. 83707 

May 10, 1985 
REC21VED 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on proposals for future management of 
some RARE II areas In Idaho which are addressed In the Lolo DEIS. 

The Idaho Fish and Game Commission has recommended several areas In Idaho for 
Wilderness classification. The Intent Is to protect critical fish and 
wIldlIfe habitats or endangered species. In some cases roadless management 
serves this Intent as well as does Wilderness classificatIon. 

Some of the Idaho areas you address (01141, 01142, 01152, 01805) are not 
recommended for Wilderness by the Commlss Ion. However, others are so 
recommended (01301, 01302, 01799). Your Preferred Alternative (0) recommends 
01301 but not 01302 or 01799 for WIlderness. 

The Idaho Department of Fish and Game supports your recommendation on RARE II 
Area 01301. We reserve comment on Areas 01302 and 01799 unt II we have 
reviewed the appropl'late forest plen, from Idaho, which addresses management 
of these latter two areas. 

I f sa I d areas rema I n road I ess, that shou I d adequate I y protect the va I ues we 
th I nk must be protected. I f not, the I daho Department of Fish and Game will 
again advocate their Inclusion In the Wilderness system. 

We look forward to reviewing the Panhandle and Clearwater Plans. Again, thank 
you for the oppOrtunity to comment and for keeping the Department Informed of 
progress on forest plans. 

JMC:CHN:tlv 

cc: Regions I & 2, IDFG 
Panhandle NF 

Sincerely, 

1/ A //1 . . /wm~_. r t~.t:((.<.. 

' 

... Jerry M. Con I ey 
Director 

Clearwater NF • EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER· 

A 

A 
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Meadow Creek Area (01302) is not recommended for wilderness in the Final EIS, 
as an addition to the Great Burn/Hoodoo Wilderness Area. One thousand four 
hundred acres of the 7,200 acres on the Lolo portion are designated for 
roadless management in the preferred alternative. The results of publio input 
received on the RARE II Draft Environmental Statement recorded 63 percent of 
the responses in favor of development. 

Sheep Mountain-State Line (01799): About half of the Lolo portion for this 
area is designated for road less management in the preferred alternative. 
Thirty-three thousand acres of the 40,500 acre Lolo portion will remain 
road less in the first decade. 



United States 
Department of 
Agriculture 

Forest 
Service 

R-I 

REPLY TO; 2670 Threatened and Endangered 

SUBJECT: Proposed Lolo Plan 

TO: Forest Supervisor, Lolo NF 

Date: Mi!r 01 1985 

The enclosed Fish and Wildlife Service letter concurs with our 

conclusion that further consultation on your Proposed Forest Plan 

is not necessary. 

Jho~ 
Regional Forester 

LOLO NF 

MAY -2 j':JO) 

Enclosure 

cc: MT. FW&P, w/enc. 
PP&B 

FS·$200.28(7 ·82) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
Endangered Species, Field Office 

Federal Bldg., U.S. Courthouse 
301 South Park 
P.O. Box 10023 

INREPlM'."f~T°Lolo NF Plan Helena, Montana 59626 April 25, 1985 

Mr. Tom Coston 
Regional Forester 
U.S. Forest Service 
P.O. Box 7669 
Missoula, MT 59807 

Dear Mr. Coston: 

We have completed our review of the Lolo National Forest (NF) 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), Proposed Forest 
Plan (Plan), and the revisions and supplements that you provided. 
Based upon your response to our 1982 biological opinion, the 
current Lolo DEIS/Plan, and the Forest Service's (FS) commit
ment to recovery of threatened and endangered (T/E) species; 
we concur with your decision that reinitiation of formal 
consultation on the Lolo DEIS/Plan is not necessary. 

Due to the general nature of the Plan and the broad spectrum 
of activities it covers, it was impossible to identify specific 
and cumulative impacts of all programs and/or activities to T/E JA 
species. Therefore, future consultations may be required on each 
specific program or activity that may affect T/E species, at 
the time such programs or activities are designed and imple-
mented. 

General Comments 

We appreciate the efforts the Lolo NF is making to plan and work 
for recovery of T/E species, specifically: efforts to remap 
Management Situation (MS) I to cover more areas of grizzly bear 
spring and fall range; restricting the allocation of all MS I 
lands to those allocations that minimize human-caused mortality 
and provide intensive management options to improve grizzly bear 
habitat; management of MS II areas to prevent grizzly bear 
mortality; and the addition of the long range forest goal to 
manage to recover T/E species to non-threatened status. We 
would like to take this opportunity to provide comments and 
recommendations to further enhance the Lolo NF's efforts. 

References in the DEIS to the Threatened and Endangered Species 
Act should be to the. Endangered Species Act (ESA). Jc 

A 

B 

c 
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The Lola will consult with the F~sh and Wildlife Service at such time as 
specific activities or projects which could affect Threatened and Endangered 
species are proposed. 

The For"est's efforts to manage for recovery of Threatened and Endangered 
species are detailed in various sections of the Forest Plan and Flnal EIS, 
emphasized by Forestwide Standard Nos. 24 and 27 of the Forest Plan. 

All references to the Threatened and Endangered Species Act have been changed 
to the Endangered Species Act (ESA), as suggested. 



Grizzly Bear 

Formal consultation was completed on May 10, 1982 when the Fish 
and Wildlife Service (FWS) issued a biological opinion that 
concluded that the Lolo Plan is not likely to jeopardize the 
continued existence of the threatened grizzly bear (Ursus 
~ horribilis). The revised plan incorporates ----
revisions to reflect recommendations in the biological opinion. 
Since then, the management definitions and directions for the 
grizzly hear management situations presented in the ·Yellowstone 
Guidelines· have been adopted by Region I and the occupied habitat 
has been stratified. We recommend that the final Plan incorporate 
the habitat stratifications and their accompanying definitions and 
management directions. Through the formal consultation process on 
both the Kootenai and Flathead NF Plans, grizzly bear guidelines 
have recently been developed with input from both of our agencies. 
We recommend that the guidelines developed for these Forests be 
reviewed to possibly strengthen and support the standards and 
guidelines related to grizzly bears in the Lolo Plan. 

In our review of the grizzly bear stratification for the entire 
Northern Continental Divide Grizzly Bear Ecosystem (NCDGBE). we 
noticed that there are some inconsistencies in the stratifica-

o 

E 

tion done by the Rureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) and Lolo NF in ] 
the Rattlesnake area. This discrepancy should be resolved as 
quickly as possible so that a composite map of the grizzly bear F 
stratification for the NCDGBE can be completed. Please contact 
Dale Harms of my staff at 585-5225, and the BIA so that stratifi
cation can be resolved in a coordinated effort. 

The grizzly bear recovery plan is undergoing revision, and is 
scheduled to be completed by the 4th quarter of fiscal year 
1986. 

Gray NoH 

Allocation of 69,250 acres of Roadless Area 1485 (Bear-Marshall
Scapegoat-Swan) will be valuable in protecting potential gray 
wolf (Canis lupis) habitat, in addition to grizzly bear habitat. 
The recovery plan for the gray wolf is currently under-
going revision and is scheduled for completion in the 4th quarter 
of fiscal year 1985. If approved, this plan will provide direction 
for managing wolf recovery, based on a zone management concept. 

G 

FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE 

o Management situations and definitions presented in the Interagency Grizzly Bear 
Guidelines have been incorporated as direction in the Lolo Forest Plan, 
Forestwide Standard No. 24. 

E As suggested, the For'est has reviewed the Flathead" and Kootenai National Forest 
grizzly bear guidelines. ~Ie will utilize these at the project level. Because 
of the minimal amount of grizzly bear habitat available on the Lolo, the bear 
management units generally overlap with the Kootenai and Flathead. 
Consequently, project activities will be coordinated with those Forests. 

F The Management Situation Boundary inconsistencies pointed out have been 
corrected. A portion of the Flathead reservat.ion in the Mission Hountains was 
upgraded to MS1 st.atus, and a portion of t.he Lolo was downgraded \.0 MS2 status 
to make the boundaries more logical. These changes are not reflected on the 
final proposed action map; however, the change is recorded in the data base. 
Management activit.ies in these areas will be adjusted immediately to reflect 
these changes. 

G When available, information from the Fish and Wildlife Service revised grizzly 
bear and gray wolf recovery plans will be incorporated into the Forest's 
Threatened and Endangered species management strategy. 



Peregrine Falcon 

Available data indicate that there are at least two historic 
peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus) eyries on the Lolo NF. 
Although there are no known active eyries on or adjacent to the Lolo 
NF at this time, the potential exists for peregrine falcons to 
reoccupy historic sites. 

Although peregrine falcon reintroduction plans for Montana do 
not include hacking birds on the Lolo NF during the next 5-10 
years, we recommend lhat the Lolo NF develop a management/ 
contingency plan to incorporate peregrine falcon concerns in the 
planning process so that you will be prepared to address peregrine 
recovery, should birds become reestablished on the Lolo NF. 

Peregrine reintroduction efforts are currently underway in 
Montana, Idaho, Wyoming, Colorado, and Utah. In 1984, peregrines 
bred and fledged young at one site in southwest Montana and one 
site in northwest Wyoming. These two pairs of peregrines 
represent the only known breeding peregrines in Montana and 
lVyoming since the late 1970's, All four adults were 
captive bred and reintroduced birds. Peregrines are extremely 

} 

mobile birds: a subadult female hacked in southern Colorado spent ] 
the next summer at a hack site in northwest Wyoming. The possibilit 
of peregrines reoccupying historic sites on the Lolo NF needs to be I 
considered in project planning. We recommend the Lolo NF work with 
Ron Escano in your Regional Office regarding annual reoccupancy 
surveys of historic eyries on the Lolo NF. 

The recovery plan for the Rocky Mountain Southwest population of 
the peregrine falcon is currently under revision and scheduled 
for completion in the next few months. 

Bald Eagle 

Bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) populations have been 
increasing in western Montana since 1980 when intensive eagle 
nesting surveys were initiated. Coordinated winter trend surveys 
began in 1979. Although peak numbers of bald eagles occur in 
Montana during spring and fall migrations; winter distribution 
is not well understood, and specific winter roosts, feeding areas 
and migration corridors, are not well documented. 

Bald eagles are year-round residents on and/or near the Lolo 
NF. The DEIS discusses the influx of eagles from Canada that 
winer on the Lolo NF, and that Canadian birds are not considered 
endangered. It is true that bald eagles are not listed as 

H 

FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE CONTINUED 

The Lolo has established a contingency plan for hacking peregrine falcons on 
the National Forest. This is discussed in Chapter II of the FEIS under the 
Threatened & Endangered section (Section D5c). The Regional Office is 
assisting in the preparation of a contingency hacking plan. This will be a 
part of the Forest Plan data base. 

The Forest has been coordinating with the Regional Office on peregrine surveys 
for several years. A requirement to that effect has been added to the FEIS in 
Chapter II, Section D5c. 



endangered in Canada. However, in the lower United States (except 
for Washington, Oregon, Minnesota, Wisconsin, and Michigan where 
it is listed as threatened), the bald eagle is listed as endangered, 
regardless of its origin. Therefore, all bald eagles occuring in ] 
Montana are considered endangered, and provided full protection under J 
the ESA. 

Activities on the Lolo NF have the potential to either beneficially 
or adversely affect the bald eagle. While human caused mortality 
factors such as shooting, poisoning, and electrocutions continue 
to threaten the bald eagle; the loss of habitat continues to be 
the most significant long term threat to the bald eagle, and should 
be carefully evaluated in long term forest management planning. 

The Pacific States Bald Eagle Recovery Plan is undergoing agency 
review. The final recovery plan is scheduled to be out in fiscal 
year 1985. The primary objective in the recovery plan is to provide 
secure habitat, both for breeding and wintering populations of bald 
eagles. Efforts have been underway since 1982 to develop the 
Montana Bald Eagle Management Plan (M8EMP) under the direction of 
the interagency Montana 8ald Eagle Working Group. The purpose of 
the M8EMP is to implement the recovery plan on a local basis in 
Montana. The MBEMP is being prepared for agency review, and should 
be available as a working document for land management agencies 
in Montana within the next year. We recommend that you consult 
the MBEMP and working group members when developing specific 
activities and programs under the Lolo Plan. 

Identification of winter roosts, feeding areas, and spring 
and fall migration routes need to be completed so that effects 
of Lolo NF activities and programs can be adequately evaluated 
in relation to the bald eagle. without documentation of such 
areas, impacts of logging, recreational developments, etc. cannot 
be evaluated. The significance of Lolo NF resource allocations 
to protect and maintain habitat for wintering populations of 
eagles should not be understated. A reasonable assumption and 
prediction can be made that the condition of bald eagles that 
return to breeding sites in the late winter or early spring will 
directly influence their breeding success. And obviously, eagles 
that die during the winter due to inadequate food and/or shelter 
will not contribute further to the recovery of the species. 

Specific Comments 

Lolo - Forest Policies, Guidelines, & Standards 

In our 1982 biological opinion(copy attached), we discussed 
several of the Forest Policies and Standards, and provided recom
mendations to enhance Lolo ~F recovery efforts for T/E species. 

K 

L 
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J All bald eagles on the Forest are treated as endangered and will be n~naged for 
species recovery, regardless of origin. 

K Although nest habitat is protected in all alternatives, the FEIS better 
discusses that fact in Chapter II, Section D5c. As indicated in the same 
section, the Montana Bald Eagle Management Plan (MBEMP) will be a driving 
document for long-term management direction for the bald eagle on the Lolo 
Forest. 

L Lolo Forest philosophy for designating and managing essential bald eagle 
habitat has been to treat all National Forest lands bordering tbe Clark Fork, 
Blackfoot and Clearwater rivers as potential winter roosts, feeding areas and 
nest sites. Communal roosts and feeding sites have been inventoried, and tbe 
Forest participates in annual nest surveys. Regardless of that inventory, all 
pI'ojects within potential nest habitat are approacbed with the assumption that 
the site may be critical to the recovery of the eagle. 



Although many of those recommendations have been incorporated JM 
in the new DEIS, our comments regarding Forest Policies 2. 10, 
and 13 and Forest Standards 4 and 26 still apply. 

DE IS 

Paoe 1-8 WILDLIFE 

The gray wolf is incorrectly listed as a threatened species. 
The gray wolf is classified as an endangered species in Montana 
and in the entire lower 48 conterminous states, except for 
Minnesota where it is classified as threatened. 

Page 1-9 LANDS - Issue No. 2/Management Concern No.1 

This issue and management concern discuss powerlines located 
on the Lolo NF and the need for guidelines on the issuance of 
special use permits for such uses. Powerlines carrying between 
5 and 69kV can pose an electrocution hazard to bald eagles and 
other large rap tors unless steps are taken to assure that such 
lines are raptor-proofed. The publication "Suggested Practices 
for Raptor Protection of Power Lines - The State of the Art in 
1981, Raptor Research Report, No.4" details research on rapt or 
electrocutions, and design modifications to prevent electrocutions. 
This publication is available from the Raptor Research Foundation, 
Inc., University of Minnesota, St. Paul, Minnesota 55108. 
Powerlines may also present a serious collision hazard for bald 
eagles and peregrine falcons, especially when such lines cross or 
parallel riparian areas that support waterfowl concentrations 
and/or are within migration routes for these endangered raptors. 
Guidelines developed for the issuance of special use permits 
should specify: 

1) all powerlines between 5 and 69 kV are built accord
ing to the raptor-proofing specifications provided 
in Raptor Research Report No.4; and 

2) powerlines that cross or parallel riparian areas 
are clearly marked to increase visibility to raptors 
and prevent raptor collisions. 

Page 11-2 Wildlife 

} 

} 
Both Management Areas 20 and 20a have the management goal to ] 
"Optimize habitat conditions and minimize mortality factors p 
consistent with the national goal to recover the grizzly bear 
to nonthreatened status." These two areas should be included 
with those Management Areas emphasizing wildlife. 

M 

FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE CONTINUED 

Concerns about grizzly bear use in nonessential habitat have been incorporated 
into Forestwide Standard No. 24 in the Forest Plan. Comments about road 
management have been incorporated into Forestwide Standard No. 52, which now 
states that the presence of threatened or endangered species will also be used 
to make road management decisions. The Forest agrees that consultation is 
required on all lands (not just essential habitat) where land management 
activities may impact threatened or endangered species. 

The comments regarding other specific Forest policies and standards were 
considered in preparation of the final Forest Plan. They are included under 
the Forest-wide Management Direction, Chapter II of the Forest Plan. 

N The classification of the gray wolf has been corrected from "threatened" to 
"endangered" in the I~ILDLIFEn portion of Section D, Chapter I of the FEIS. 

o Project level specifications for power corridors are very lengthy and are not 
included in the FEIS for that reason. The publication recommended is now a 
part of the data base and will be used in all project activites where 
threatened and endangered species or waterfowl are an issue. Direction to 
utilize such activity constraints is provided in Forest Plan Standard No. 27. 
Raptor/powerline guidelines will be used at the project level, to make 
contractual stipulations to protect the bald eagle. 

P Because of public sensitivity to the grizzly bear, the map and direction 
segregate the grizzly from other wildlife allocations for public clarity. 



Page 111-25 Peregrine Falcon 

This discussion should make it clear that peregrine populations 
are not increasing by themselves in the Rocky Mountains, but 
are increasing only because of intensive reintroduction efforts. 

Page 111-26 Bald Eagle 

Non-habitat related factors such as "illegal killing and impru
dent use of pesticides" are serious threats to bald eagles, but 
the most significant threat to bald eagle recovery and long-term 
~aintenance of recovered populations is the loss of suitable 
habitat. 

Page IV-g. 1. Threatened and Endangered Species 

The DEIS states, "For the peregrine falcon, eagle, and wolf, 
habitat enhancement is not a significant factor in bringing 
about population recovery. The reason for this is that other 
non-habitat related factors have led to their decline and in 
turn must be resolved before recovery can be accomplished •••• 
Most of the recovery efforts for these species on the Lolo 
involve protection instead of habitat enhancement.... It is true 
that factors other than habitat enhancement need to be con
sidered when planning for recovery of TIE species. However, 
long term maintenance and protection of habitat is one of the 
most significant needs for recovery of the bald eagle, and 
extremely important for the peregrine and wolf as well. Pro
tection of animals needs to be intricately tied with protec
tion of habitat. 

Page B-39. 8. Threatened and Endangered Species Habitat 

} 

} 

} 
The language in Forest guideline No. 13 should incorporate the ]T 
new language provided in the 1985 "Changes in the Proposed Lolo 
Forest Plan Resulting From Analysis in This Draft EIS.n 

Page '.5. Appendix ,. II Prescriptions - Wildlife - TiE 

Prescription 3c addresses restrictions around bald eagle nests Ju 
and roosts. Upon completion of the MBEMP, we recommend that 
you incorporate the guidelines therein into the management 
prescriptions for oil and gas leasing. 

Prescription 3d addresses the 
is not an endangered species. 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act and 
the ESA. 

golden eagle. The golden eagle 
It is protected under the 

Bald Eagle Act, but not under 

FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE CONTINUED 

Q The role that peregrine falcon reintroduction has played in recovery has been 
explained in Chapter II of the FElS. 

R The sentence on page III-26 of the'DEIS, implying that pesticides and human 
mortality outweigh habitat loss, has been deleted from the FElS. 

S The Lolo has stressed the importance of per'egrine falcon habitat and its 
protection in the FEIS, Chapter II in the Threatened & Endangered Species 
section. 

T The language referred to has been incorporated into Forestwide Standard 27. 

U As soon as MBEMP is complete, the Forest will revise its stipulations based on 
the updated management information. 

V The pr'oblem regarding designation of the golden eagle is corrected. It is 
covered under the heading I~ildlife, protected" in the oil and gas 
stipulations, appendix F, 3d, of the Lolo Forest Plan. 



We appreciate your cooperation and interest in meeting our 
joint responsibilities under the ESA. Please contact us if 
we can be of further assistance. 

Sincerely, 

&~t ~C~ 
Dale R. Harms 
Acting Field Supervisor 
Endangered Species 

CC: Regional Director, FWS (FA/SE), Denver, CO. 
ES, Billings, MT. 
Chris Servheen 



Umted States Region 8, Montana Office 
Environmental Protection Federal Building 
Agency 301 S. Park, Drawer 10096 

Helena, Montana 59626 

a EPA 
REF: SMO 

Mr. Orville L. Daniels 
Forest Supervisor 
Lolo National Forest 
Building 24, Fort Missoula 
Missoula, Montana 59801 

Dear Mr. Daniels: 

MAY 28 1985 
MAl 29 1965 . 

RECEIVEoJ 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed your "Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (OEIS) - Lolo National Forest," and "Proposed 
Forest Management Plan." The Agency is pleased that you have prepared an 
overall Forest Plan to coordinate management of your natural resources. It is 
clear that you have spent a considerable effort to prepare these documents. 
The Agency's overall rating follows. Our comments are found in the attachment. 

It is clear from our review of your documents that you anticipate 
extensive land development activities. For example, road mileage is 
doubling. This proposed development is expected to extend over many years. 
It is difficult, consequently, for EPA to respond in a completely meaningful 
fashion because much of what is presented is general, not specific 
information. EPA believes that meaningful review will require additional 
formal review once future proposed activities become more specific. 

EPA will remain concerned with environmental issues as specific actions 
are undertaken in the Lo10 tlationa1 Forest. The Agency is particularly 
concerned about the potential of your proposed activities to degrade water 
quality and diminish visibility from slash burning. EPA especially supports 
the Forest Servi ce' s commi tment in the OElS that reads "Projects that wi 11 not 
meet State Water Quality standards will be redesigned, rescheduled, or 
dropped." This commitment, however, requires a commitment to undertake 
periodic and timely monitoring to include non-point source concerns. 

The DElS refers to results of sediment modeling and water yield increase 
projections. How much data was used to validate the models? Will this effort 
receive sufficient continued emphasis? The budget for data collection appears 
small. 

EPA is assigning an overall rating of EC-2 (Environmental Concerns, 
Insufficient Information). The information provided to the Agency is too 
general to adequately satisfy EPA that implementation of your Forest Plan will } 
not raise environmental concerns. The Agency also believes that additional 
data must be collected to support "use" decisions, and how to implement those 
"use" decisions to avoid unacceptable environmental impacts. If you have 
questions or concerns, please call me at (406) 449-5432. 

AthrhlllPnt 

Sincerely, 

:Jwv.-w~w 
John F. Wardell, Director 
Montana Office 

A 

B 

c 

o 

E 
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Proposed development activities on the Fopest extend over many and recur 
as the timber resource is re-established. Each project an 
environmental disclosure document, usually an environmental analysis, which 
encourages public involvement and deals wIth pot.ential environmental impacts 
associated with such things as road locations and harvesting rr~thods on a site 
specific basis. 

Increased concerns with visibility considerations are evaluated and slash 
disposal operations are modi fi ed 01' delayed to maintain visibility. All slash 
disposal operations on this Forest abide by existing air quality regulations 
established by the State Air Quality Bureau. Presently, there are no existing 
Class I airshed regulations. When such are developed, the Lolo National Forest 
will abide by them. 

The Lolo Forest Plan monitoring and evaluation section describes the scope and 
frequency of the Forest's proposed water monitoring effort. Because land 
management activities have the potential to cause "non-point source" water 
quality impacts, the proposed water monitoring items are designed to detect 
this type of impact. Within the monitoring program, each item has a specific 
description of how the monitoring will be accomplished. A detailed description 
of the monitoring program is included in OUI' planning records and is available 
on request. 

Detailed monitoring plans are prepared each year based on management 
information needs, development schedules, public concern and problems 
identified in analysis of data from previous years. The budget proposed for 
monitoring water and aquatic habitat and presented in Forest Plan, Chapter V 
(Table V.2 Monitoring Plan Cost) was designed to provide a sufficient level of 
information to allow the Forest Management Team to evaluate management effects 
on the aquatic environment. Annual monitoring plans including schedules, 
objectives, procedures, quality control requirements and costs are available 
for review if specific details are desired. 

The Lolo has done site-specific water monitoring for the past six years (the 
same period that the Fot·est Plan has been in development). The sediment and 
water yield models used in the Forest Plan were developed before local data 
wel'e available and rely on empirical data available in the literature. 

The Forest monitoring program does not monitor each project but does mcnitor on 
a sample basis representative of Forest management activities. 



ATTACHr1ENT 

A. General Comments 

1. The Forest Management Plan and DEIS deals adequately in generalized 
terms with environmental concerns. Areas proposed for roadless or 
wilderness classification should not pose significant man-caused 
environmental impacts. Most concerns are for impacts associated with 
areas scheduled for high intensity activity (e.g., agricultural use, 
forest harvesting, mineral development, and concentrated recreation). 

2. Each specific development, sale or permit should be preceded by a 
specific detailed plan and environmental impact analysis. These 
reviews can then deal with specific elements of potential 
environmental impact such as road locations and construction, 
geological instability, harvest methodology, etc. 

3. The budget figures for monitoring both water quality and quantity are 
quite small. A detailed monitoring program should be developed for 
at least the proposed alternative. The extent of monitoring should 
be consistent with background data needs, development schedules and 
problem identification. 

4. We could not find Figure IV-2 in the Rock Creek Plan, but assume it 
would be the same as Figure IV-3 in the Deer Lodge N.F. Plan. 
History has shown that inadequate or poor installation and 
maintenance of road drainage controls are significant causes of 
sedimentation. Additional or improved structures and maintenance 
should be included to properly mitigate this potential water quality 
problem. 

B. Media Specific Comments 

1. Present quality and classifications of surface waters must be 
maintained. 

2. Changes in concentrations of sediment or other water quality 
parameters must not exceed those allowed in the State of Montana 
Water Quality Standards. 

3. Erosion of stream channels associated with increased water yield or 
direct modification of the channel is not permitted. Approaches to 
avoid excessive erosion should be investigated and included in 
planning. 

4. Changes in use of geologically unstable areas should be avoided. 

5. 

Specific criteria to identify geologic instability should be 
developed. 

Livestock access to streams must be controlled to avoid excessive 
bank erosion. 

} 
} 
} 

J 
} 
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FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE CO~TINUED 

Figure IV-2 in Chapter IV of the Lolo Plan is missing; it is the same as Figure 
IV-3 of the Deer Lodge National Forest Plan. It is correct that inadequate or 
poor installation and maintenance of road drainage structures have been 
Significant causes of stream sedimentation. The Plan specifies stt'ict 
requirements for the protection of water quality in Forestwide Standard Nos. 15 
through 20 and No. 28. Forest Service roads, because of their nature and type 
of use, can become sediment-producers if not properly designed and maintained. 
When deSign flaws are noted they are corrected as dollars become available. 
Presently, each road design is reviewed to assure it meets the needs of the 
indiVidual watershed. Each road segment is reviewed to assure it has the 
proper mitigation to abate sediment. 

The present quality of surface waters wil1 be maintained. Forestwide Standard 
No. 15 states the Forest commitment to maintaining water quality. It is the 
responsibility of the State to establish surface water classifications. 

Forestwide Standard No. 15 commits the Forest to meeting or exceeding State 
water quality standards. 

Approachs to avoid excessive erosion and channel modification are included in 
site-specific project planning. Management Area (MA) standards (for example, 
MA 16 and MA 13) provide direction to protect stream channels and minimize 
erosion and sedimentation. In addition, For'estwide Standard No. 19 states: 
"Man-caused increases in water yields will be limited so that channel damage 
will not occur as a result of land management activities." 

Geologically unstable areas are avoided where possible. The Land System 
Inventory is the Forest's proposed means of identifying these areas. 

Livestock access to streams needs to be controlled. The management plans give 
emphasis to protection of riparian areas. Techniques used include placing salt 
a distance from immediate stream areas, moving cattle when utilization has been 
achieVed and riding to make sure that the cattle are distributed over the 
entire allotment. Management plans also are designed to maintain or increase 
the shrub community along stream banks to reduce bank erosion. 
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Each proposed change in use must be preceded by collection of ambient 
base line data such as stream flow, suspended sediment, temperature 
and specific chemical constituents for those uses which could be 
expected to have water quality or quantity impacts (see general 
comment #3). 

Projected water yield increase for the proposed alternative "d" for 
the decade 2021 through 2030, 138,500 ac. ft. (pg. 11-65), exceeds 
the stream channel damage limit of 131,000 ac. ft. (pg. 11-11). 

8. Increasing concerns with visibility (airl considerations, 
particularly in Class I areas (Wilderness areasl, may require changes 
in present and proposed slash disposal. Slash disposal impacts on 
visibility should be periodically evaluated to insure that violations 
of air quality standards do not occur. 

l 

} 

FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE CONTINUED 

The stream channel damage limit of 131,OOO-acre-feet is not an absolute value 
beyond which physical damage will occur; it is a calculated "threshcld" of 
concern beyond which there is a potential for damage. The Lolo has stated its 
commitment, through statements of For'est policy and standards of operation, not 
to allow a permanent or long-term downward trend in water quality. In all 
Management Areas where timber harvest is specified, there is a management 
requirement that water yjeld increase as a result of vegetation removal will 
nQt result in channel impacts. 
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Mr. Orville l. Daniels 
Forest Supervisor 
lola Notional Forest 
Bldg. 24, Fort Missoula 
Missoula, MT 59801 

Dear Mr. Daniels: 

Dcnn:r f ('deral Cenlct 
Denn·r. Colorado 8()22::; 

May 2B, 19B5 

We have reviewed the revised draft environmental statement and related materials for 
lola Notional Forest, Montano. The following supplements our previous letters of August 
IB, 1980 and June 16, 19B2, ond provides comments on both the revised. draft EIS and the 
proposed Forest Plan. 

Threatened and Endangered Species 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service's concerns about threatened ond endangered species in 
connection with the DEIS and Propased Plan are not discussed herein. The Forest Service 
has initiated Section 7 consultation with the Endangered Species Field Office in Helena. 
Comments on threatened and endangered species will be provided through the consulta
tion process. Consultation results should be included in the final Pion and EIS. 

Fish and Wildlife Resources 

As humCl'l population centers adjacent to the lola Forest continue to develop and private 
lands ore subdivided, it is our belief that the public value of some forest-based resources 
and opportunities will continue to increase as they become more scarce in the private 
domain. We suggest that a primary consideration of future Forest management should be 
in watersheds, recreation, and wildlife. Activities like timber harvesting and grazing 
should be compatible and complementary. 

We were encouraged to see that the Forest policy for water and soils provides a hier
archical approach that will be used to achieve watershed protection on lands with 
intermingled ownership. We feel it is vital to consider the effects of off-forest, land-use 
practices when setting on-forest management goals. Because wildlife is also affected by 
off-forest activities in areas of intermingled ownership, we recommend that a similar 
Forest policy be developed with respect to wildlife. 

We are also encouraged to read the definition of recreation quality (p. 2) in the Forest 
Plan thot acknowledges the value and importance of wildlife to outdoor recreation 
experiences other than hunting. We would like to see this aspect of human/wildlife 
interactions emphasized, encouraged, and planned. 

The ''Elk logging Study" has been completed and provides recommendations for coordi,.. 
ating elk and logging management. This cooperative report was signed by the Regional 
Forester, Northern Region of the U.S. Forest Service, and others; yet, we were nat oble 

J 
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Results of consultation between the Forest Service and the Endangered SpeCies 
Field Office in Helena regarding threatened and endangered species are included 
in Chapter IV of the Final EIS. 

B The National Forest Management Act of 1976 requires that when issues, 
management concerns or opportunities change, a Forest Plan revision is 
required. If the public value of some resources continues to increase, as 
mentioned, changes may be required in a future revision of the Forest Plan. 

C The effect of off-Forest activities on big game is recognized in Chapter III of 
the FEIS and Forestwide Standard No. 23 has been revised to reflect this 
concern in the Plan. Wildlife Unpacts resulting from intermingled ownership, 
particularly on big game, require analysis at the project level. Where habitat 
improvement opportunities or protection of habitat for Wildlife species are 
indicated, the Forestwide Standard will be utilized. 

o The Forest is emphasizing non-hunting benefits of wildlife, as stated in 
Forestwide Standard No.9. For example, a canoe trail featuring Wildlife 
interpretation is planned at Seeley Lake. Threatened and endangered species 
habitat management is stressed, as described in Standards 24 and 27. Outfitter 
trips for non-cansumptive use/appreciation of wildlife are being encouraged by 
the Forest. A variety of nature trails, such as the one on Blue Mountain near 
Missoula, exist and are encouraged when funds permit. 
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to find either on acknowledgement of the study recommendations or a commitment to 
try to apply them. Other Montano Forests have included both in their Plans. We recom
mend that the Lola Forest consider including language that would both acknowledge the 
study findings and commit to applying them. 

Appendix Q of the Plan provides a priority listing of streams on the Forest for which 
instream-flow rights will be sought. We realize that this listing is the result of much 
work and coordination between federal and state agencies. The establishment of mini
mum flows for streams on the Forest should help to protect aquatic resources found both 
on and off the Forest that are affected by activities on the Forest. We trust the Lola 
Forest will continue to emphasize this important process. 

Riparioo habitat. is. ?Cknowledged throughout os having unique qualities that are impor
tant to many activities and resources on the Forest. It seems that more Forest activities 
are concentrated in this zone (per unit of area) than in any other. Often the interactions 
between human activity, grazing, and wildlife use in this area are profound. Riparian 
habitat is ~eing severely degraded on some private lands. We strongly recommend that a 
Forest policy, as well as standards and guidelines, be established for riparian manage
ment. Also, riparian habitat should be included as a subject in the Monitoring Action 
Plan (p. 127, Table 4 of the Plan) in such a way that the entire width of the zone is 
considered. At this time, the riparian zone is monitored under a variety of subjects; e.g., 
range, fisheries, timber, etc. By montiroing riparian habitat in the current diffused way, 
it will be difficult to assess what is happening in this unique zone. 

With respect to stream-bank stability, water quality, and the timing of grazing in the 
riparian zone, recent research by 8LM in Wyoming indicates that stream banks are most 
unstable when soil moisture is high, i.e., spring. Specifically, reduced cattle numbers in 
the riparian zone in the spring did not significantly reduce the total amount of bonk 
slumping caused by cottle, and water quality was adversely affected. We suggest that 
cottle be kept away from streams with unstable bonks during seasons when soil moisture 
is high until such time has elapsed that bonk stability has been restored. 

Native Americans 

Although copies of the Lola Notional Forest Plan and draft Environmental Impact 
Statement were sent to the Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes, no mention is mode 
of the fact that the Lola Notional Forest is aboriginal territory of the Tribes. Because of 
this, the tribes have a vested property interest in Lola National Forest lands. The Treaty 
of Hellgate, July 16, 1855, 12 Stat. 975, contains in Article 111, the following wording: 

"as also the right of taking fish at all usual and accustomed places, in 
common with citizens of the Territory, and of erecting temporary buildings 
for curing; together with the privilege of hunting, gathering roots and 
berries, and pasturing their horses and cattle upon open and unclaimed land." 

} 

} 
]-

The courts have construed such language to mean that I ndians hove reserved to them- 1 
selve~, on all open and unclaimed aboriginal territory, the right to graze livestock and to 
carryon other mentioned activities in common with non-Indians. To our knowledge, no I 
form<;ll epns\lltatian has, taken place with the ttib"S concerning past af planned actillities 
in ·this regQr~. ,We suggest both the:pldh an'd'<!raft,stafement be revisedfoinclude such 0 ,: 

formal consultatiOn process ond to consider fhe beriefici<ll results theredf. 

FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE COh'IINUED 

E Three of the study areas for the Montana Cooperative Elk Logging Study were 
located on or closely adjacent to the Lola National Forest. Findings from that 
study have been and will continue to be pertinent to the Lolo elk habitats. 
Findings from the study are being incorpor'ated into the Forest Plan, Forestwide 
Standard No. 23. 

F Applications for instream flow rights for streams listed in Appendix Q of the 
Forest Plan have been filed and the adjudication process is being conducted by 
the State Water Rights Bureau. 

G It is certainly accurate to say that riparian areas receive a disproportinate 
share of the use and activity on the Forest, including recreation and livestock 
grazing. Standards have been developed for both of the riparian Management 
Areas (~~'s), 13 & 14; also, refer to Forestwide Standard No. 28. Monitoring 
item 2-3 is designed to monitor activities in riparian areas. 

H While stream stability can be maintained by fencing to exclude cattle, most of 
the allotments are too'small to make fencing a viable economic option. For 
this reason, where stream bank problems are encountered, cattle exclusion is 
normally employed, and the area placed in MA 13 which includes the goals of 
maintaining and enhancing riparian areas, improving water quality and improving 
fisheries and wildlife habitat. 

Cattle are usually prohibited from grazing until June 1 or June 15, depending 
on forage readiness. This is normally adequate to prevent collapse of banks if 
riparian shrubs are continuously present along banks. As Allotment Management 
Plans are developed or modified, the concern will be considered on a site 
specific basis. Each year Forest Service personnel make a range readiness 
inspection and if stream banks would be damaged by cattle, the grazing is 
delayed for a time. 

The Lola recognizes the Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes' interest in 
their aboriginal territory. The Forest archeologist meets annually with 
members of both Tribes' cultural committees to discuss proposed Forest projects 
that may impact important religious or culturally sensitive areas currently 
used by tribal members. The Forest is aware of the Hellgate Treaty of 1855 and 
has not hampered tribal members from exercising their treaty rights. 
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Mineral Resources 

The treatment accorded to minerals in the subject Draft Environmental Impact State
ment (DEIS) is cursory, contradictory in part, and in general, inadequate. 

Although sectians discussing minerals on pages 1-11,111-29-30-31, and in table 111-8 are 
acceptably well done, the Minerals section on pages IV-II and 12 does not fully discuss 
the environmental cansequences of mineral activity; in several places it contradicts 
material on pages I-II and in table 111-8, and in addition makes some statements that are 
generally inaccurate. We recommend that the entire Minerals section, pages IV-II and 
12, be deleted and rewritten with material closely patterned after the Minerals section 
Chapter IV, in the revised DEIS for the Beaverhead Natianal Forest. ' 

Also, it must be recognized that management practice may impose varying degrees of 
access and development restrictians, with consequent impacts upon minerals. This fact 
should be addressed in the Minerals sections in the Description of Alternatives, pages 11-
22 to 11-41. It is suggested that all minerals sections be prefaced with the following: 

In general, lands not covered by withdrawals, segregations, and classifica
tions are legally available for exploration, for staking locatable minerals, 
and for mineral leases; however, roadless areas may be relatively unavailable 
as a result of management practice limiting access an these lands. 

Water Resources 

The environmental statement should address ground-water resources and related impact 
potential to a greater degree. A summary of the occurrence, quality, and use of ground 
water on the Forest should be included in the description of the affected environment. 
Sources of potable water for visitors, for recreational areas, for staff, and for residents 
in areas or communities surrounded by or adjacent to the Forest should be discussed. 
Management measures to ensure good quality drinking water should be addressed. 
Sewage treatment facilities and processes should be included in the analysis. 

Land Adjustment Program 

} 
K 

The EIS should expand the discussion on the Land Adjustment Program. Are there areas 
of forest land that would be appropriate for disposal? Are there private lands that are 
important to acquire to enhance forest programs? Developing criteria for selecting land IN 
to be acquired or disposed of would be helpful in establishing a viable Land Adjustment 
Program. 

Additional, specific comments on the proposed Forest Plan and revised draft EIS are 
enclosed. 

~~-
Robert F. 5 tewart 
Regional Environmental Officer 

Enclosure 

FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE CONTINUED 

J The minerals section 1n Chapter IV has been rewritten to more fully analyze the 
environmental effects of mineral development. 

K The effect of the management practices by alternative is noted in Chapter II. 
The sections have been expanded to include the three categories of minerals. 

Forestwide Standard Nos. 33. 34 and 35 discuss the concerns expressed in the 
suggested preface under Mineral Resrnlrces. 

L Most Forest land management activities have a very low potential for affecting 
the quality of the ground water resource. Where such activities as mining, ore 
processing or sewage disposal take place on Forest land, the effect on ground 
water is evaluated. Very little information is available on the general gf'ound 
water resource on National Forest land. 

M All potable water supplies on the Forest are constructed, maintained, monitored 
and operated in compliance with the EPA Safe Drinking Water Act of 1974 and 
subsequent amendments. These regulations govern all potable water supplies in 
the National Forest system. 

N Areas appropriate for disposal and acqUisition are identified on the Land 
Adjustment Map which is part of the Forest Plan. Its complexity prevents its 
inclusion in the published document, but it is available for review upon 
request from the Forest. Criteria for acquisition and disposal are 
included. 
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS 

Proposed Forest Plan 

On page 3,o,f the Plan, under WildlIfe, and Fish !f8, we recommend that the timing of 
human actIvIty be regulated near wildlife features so that the features remain available 
to Wildlife, during, ~hose sea,sons when they are needed. Also, that the availability of the 
feat~res VIa trad,t,onal trolls not be blocked. Under 119, page 4, calving areas should be 
considered as well as winter range. Under 1112, it is not clear where "control" situations 
will exists "normal" population densitites can be established for indicator species of snag
using species normally found in unmanaged forests. 

On page 17 of the Plan, Table 3: Additional Data Requirements and Accomplishment 
Schedule - We assume the accomplishment dotes will be adjusted to reflect some point in 
the future. 

On pages 127-131 of the Plan, Table 4: Monitoring Action Plan - We concur with the 
State of :v\ontana that expected costs of all monitoring activities should be shown in the 
T able and the phrase "no increase" should not be used. 

Within Management Area 14, we strongly recommend that sensitive areas be fenced to 
exclude cattle when the presence of cattle is shown to cause adverse impacts to water 
qu,ality, stream bank stability and vegetation, as well as riparian shrubs and tree regener
ahon. We recommend that the concentration of livestock in riparian areas during moist 
seasons be prevented by fencing if necessary. 

We question whether average annual use will provide sufficiently for wildife needs during 
severe winters. If forage reserves greater than the average-use amount were available in 
the winter on the Forest, perhaps big game would tend to stay on the Forest and thus 
reduce off-Forest conflicts. Average-use has been stipulated in the Plan as a guideline 
for Management Areas 18, 19, 22, and 23. 

On page 38 of Chapter IV: Rock Creek under 1/4 (other erasion control activities), we 
recommend that the phrase "and appropriate state and federal agencies" be inserted 
after the words "fishery biologist." 

Revised Draft EIS 

The first paragraph of Item 10 of page 11-67 should better define the differences between 
locatable and leaseable minerals on public domain versus acquired lands (where normally 
locatable minerals are leaseable). 

Js 

} 
} 
Ju 

We also suggest that you cover the nonmetalliferous minerals that are open to location J 
under the mining lows, such as sapphires, some building stones, some clays, limestone, W 
talc, vermiculIte, gypsum, graphite, etc. 

The Minerals section on page IV-II should be revised to provide a more balanced perspec- ] 
tive. For example, the use of the word "drastic" seems a little strong, and the X 
word "would" turns possible impocts into probable impacts. Also, the statement regard-
ing "waste deposits" (last paragraph) needs to be clarified. 

FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE CONTINUED 

o New,w~rding ~n ~~ 26 under "road" provides for timing restrictions. In 
addltlon, crltical elk habitat is treated as MA 26 regardless of whether it is 
an area which is la~ge enough to map or an area which is a site specific 
lnclusion. ~reven~lng such areas from becoming "blocked" is a goal of MA 26. 
Such areas, lncludlng the immediate zone of influence, will not be entered for 
management purposes unless done for elk habitat enhancement purposes. This is 
displayed in Forest Plan MA 26, management goal 1. 

P Calving is, in some areas', a Significant concern in the overall management of 
elk. On the Lolo Forest, however, there are no documented locations where elk 
calve regularly, year after year. The topography of the Lolo is such that 
slopes tend to be long and continuous. Snow depth variability from year to 
year may cause elk to inhabit elevational zones anywhere from 3000 to 5000 feet 
during the calving period, resulting in different areas being used in different 
years. Consequently, there are no specific provisions for calving habitat in 
the Forest Plan. However, on a project level, protective measures may be 
employed to secure a site utilized by elk for calving grounds in a given year. 

o "Normal" populations were meant to depict snag-user populations in an old 
growth, unmanaged forest situation. 

R The accomplishment dates are adjusted as shown in the Plan in Table 11.3. 

S The monitoring plan has been revised to indicate a more complete cost. "No 
increase" will not be used. Refer to Chapter V in the Plan. 

T The term "average annual use" describes the forage produced per acre and the 
a:ea used in an ~verage winter. More range area is used by elk during average 
wwters than dunng severe winters, so allocating land on an "average" basis 
rather than a "severe" basis will approximately double the total winter range 
area. The winter range allocations in the Forest Plan include nearly all land 
on the Forest Which is potentially suitable for winter range, and are designed 
to optimize forage produced on each given acre. 

L The Forest Plan states, in Forestwide Standard No.1, that existing regulations 
and agreements with other agencies will be respected. 

V The following sentence has been added addressing minerals on acquired lands: 
"All minerals on lands with acquired status are leasable." 

W The word "metalliferous" has been changed to "locatable," which takes into 
account the nonmetalliferous minerals which also may be developed under the 
provisions of the 1872 Mining Law. 

X The minerals section in Chapter IV has been completely rewritten. 
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The first pa.ragraph ~~ page IV-12 states that pits, drill sites, waste deposits, and roads 
are "?~ easIly rehabIlitated. It has been BLM's experience that they can completely 
reha?,litate ?8 percent of the sites to the originol condition. The remaining 2 percent 
require special measures but rehabilitation to their original condition can still be 
achieved. 

} 
area. We believe that there is at least one claim that is presently being contested, and Z 
On page C-294, it is stated that there are no mining claims within the Welcome Creek ] 

suggest you contact Bob Newmon of the Forest Service Regional Office for further 
information. 

v 

z 

FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE CONTINUED 

The ability to achieve reclamation of disturbed areas is very much dependent on 
the individual site geology, slope, rainfall, etc. Rehabilitation of range 
lands and forest lands cannot be equated, due to the inherent differences. 

The roadless area described in C-294 is a small addition to the existing 
Welcome Creek Wilderness Area. While the Welcome Creek Wilderness Area does 
contain several mining claims within its boundaries (including four being 
contested), the roadless addition does not. 
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Mr. Orville L. Daniels 
Forest Supervisor 
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USDA Forest Service 
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Missoula. Montana 59801 

Dear Mr. Daniels: 

Department of Energy 
Bonneville Power Administration 

P.O. Box 3621 
Portland. Oregon 97208 
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We have reviewed the Revised Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on the 
Lolo National Forest Plan. In general, we were very favorably impressed with 
your innovative forest planning system. Specific suggestions and 
recommendations are listed below. 

1. We recommend that the comparison of alternatives discussion. pages 
11-40 to 11-94, include an evaluation of the effects on energy 
transmission corridors (existing and potential). 

2. To assist the reader, we suggest that existing as well as potential 
corridors (corridor windows) be shown on the alternative maps. We 
have marked the EIS's "Alternative a" map to highlight the existing 
Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) lines as well as major 
east-west corridors identified by BPA and the Forest Service in the 
1979 Pacific Northwest Long-Range East-West Energy Corridor Study. 
We have also enclosed a highlighted copy of a corridor map from the 
Western Regional Corridor Study prepared by the Western Utility Ad 
Hoc Group. 

B 

3. We recommend that consideration be given to designating the existing ]c 
high voltage transmission lines that cross the Lolo National Forest 
as utility right-of-way corridors (36 CFR 2l9.l3(b)(lO». We feel 
strongly that existing right-of-way corridors should be designated 
even though a study has not been made of their suitability for joint 
use. This will facilitate their consideration in the land management 
process. We would be glad to provide any technical information you 
may need. 

4~ We could find no management direction given on microwave radio JD· 
station and hydromet sites. BPA has several such sites located on 
the Lolo National .F9re.t. 
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A discussion of the energy corridors (existing and potential) has been added to 
Chapter II (Section D14), and inclUdes: the status of designating corridors; 
the potential corridors indentified in the draft Pacific Northwest Long Range 
East-West Energy Corridor Study, Phase I, Bonneville Power Administration, 
December 1977, and a comparison of effects by alternative plan. A discussion 
of environmental consequences has been added to Chapter IV, under Utility 
Transportation Corridors. 

The discussion in Chapter II includes a brief description of the lands crossed 
by the corridor "windows." As these windows do not change by Forest Plan 
alternative and they are displayed in detail in the referenced publication, 
they are not shown on the Forest Plan alternative maps. This helps to minimize 
extraneous lines and confusion when using the maps for management comparisons. 

Guidance for the designation of corridors is provided in the FEIS, Chapter IV, 
under Utility Transportation Corridors (Section 16). Final designation of 
corridors on the Lolo National Forest will be made consistent with direction 
from the Chief's Office, Forest Service. This national direction is under 
review and is being coordinated with others to attain consistency among the 
various government agencies. 

Management direction for land uses such as electronic sites (radio, hydromet, 
eta.) is provided in Forest Plan Appendix J, "Guidance for Issuance and 
Administration of Special Use Permits." In addition, the Management Area 
Standards contained in each Management Area discussion (Forest Plan) provide 
direction. Although many of these standards do not address special uses as a 
separate entity, those pertaining to roads, clearing, Visuals and other 
activities do provide inSight into acceptable use of the land in the given 
Management Area. 
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Finally, we recommend that you include a discussion of potential 
energy resource development (particularly renewable resources such as 
small hydroelectric, hydroelectric, biomass, etc.) in the management 
plan and EIS. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the draft Ers. If you need further 
information, please contact Timothy J. Murray, Chief of the Environmental 
Analysis Branch, at this address or at 503-230-4528 (FTS 429-4528). 

2 Enclosures 

cc: 

Sincerely, 

~' Q Y!Jp7~(// 
Anthon • Morrell 
Enviro ntal Manager 

Earl Reinsel, USFS, Region 1, Missoula, Montana 
J.W. Couture, Manager, Real Estate Department, Montana Power Company 
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Potential energy resource development (small hydroelectric, hydroelectric and 
biomass) is not specifically addressed in detail because proposals of this 
nature are generated externally, are based on profitability and would require 
an in-depth analYsis and EIS in response to a request (proposal). Streams are 
available for hydro development, but when in stream flows are reserved to 
satisfy enVironmental needs, opportunities diminish. The rivers have been and 
are currently under study by the Corps of Engineers. To our knowledge the most 
recent studies have not identified high development potential for sites that 
would directly affect Lolo National Forest lands. 

The potential for biomass conversion to energy increases in alternatives with 
high timber harvest programs: availability of timber harvest waste products 
increases, and generally better access means more economical retrieval and 
transportation of waste material. Alternative c has the highest potential for 
biomass availability, with Alternatives a (Current Direction), e, d (Proposed 
Action), f, b, g, following in descending order. To date, there has been no 
serious inquiry on biomass/energy conversion availability, and neither hydro 
nor biomass development has been raised as an issue on this Forest. 
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Mr. Orville Daniels, Supervisor 
Lolo National Forest 
Building 24 
Fort Missoula 
Missoula, MT 59801 

Dear Mr. Daniels: 
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LOLO NF 

JUN 19 1985 
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The State of Montana appreciates this opportunity to review and 

commellt on the Draft Lolo National Forest Plan (Plan) and Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS). Your agency's cooperation and presentation of 
the Plan to Montana's Interagency Planning Task Force and Ad-Hoc 
Forestry Committee is also appreciated. The attached comments reflect 
the task force review and concerns regarding the Plan. 

In general, we are disappointed i.n the decline in the readability 
and data presentation in the EIS from past statements prepared by the 
Lolo National Forest. In addition, inconsistencies in the information 
presented regarding the proposed timber harvest levels have made it 
difficult to evaluate the consequences of the proposed Plan. 

We look forward to your consideration of and response to the 
attached comments in the Final Plan and EIS, 

~~ 
u::'HWINDEN "-

Governor 

Attachment 
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MONTANA COMMENTS ON THE 
1985 DRAFT LOLO NATIONAL FOREST PLAN 
AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
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In general. the revised Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DElS) represents } 
a decrease in readability and data format when compared to previous draft Plans 
developed by the Lolo National Forest (LNr). Careful reading is required because 
in many mstances the context is difficult to follow. This leaves the reader uncertain 
of the intended meaning of important DEIS statements and greatly increases the 
potential for misinterpretation. 

It is difficult to assess the success with which the LNF has addressed the 
state's previous comments on the 1982 draft LNF Forest Plan. Regardless. many 
concerns remain: 

The Plan does not appear to support the preferred alternative's goal to 
manage "in a cost-effective manner." 

Projected significant increases in road building may jeopardize the high 
quality watersheds and blue-ribbon fisheries on the LNF. as well as 
nationally recognized big-game habitat and hunting opportunities. 

An already limited amount of important elk security cover could be further 
reduced through accelerated timber harvest proposals in selected areas. 

The Plan lacks an adequate commitment to watershed monitoring and inventory 
activities. and does not clearly state when. where. or how the sediment or 
fisheries data specific to the LNF will be collected to accomplish the necessary 
calibration of sediment yield models used in the DEIS. 

Wildlife-related recreation values used to estimate economic impacts are 
significantly understated. 

The Plan fails to include non-resident visitor projections when predicting 
recreation visitor days. thus significantly underestimating the anticipated 
increases in recreational use on the LNF. 

These and other concerns are detailed in the following comments: 

A 

FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE 

In order to provide consistency, all Forests in Region 1 use the same format 
for Environmental Impact Statements (EIS). Therefore, the format can not be 
changed, but the way the format is displayed can be changed. In the Flnal EIS 
(FEIS) the layout has been redesigned to improve readability. 



1. Wilderness. 

The preferred Plan proposes to add 211,930 acres of wilderness to the LNF 
in the Hoodoos, Swan Front, Monture and Quigg areas. We urge the planners 
to consider the Governor's May 10, 1984 wilderness recommendation to the 
Montana Congressional Delegation for a 227,150 acre addition to the LNF 
portion of the wilderness system as follows: 

Area 

1301 Great Burn 
A1485 Clearwater-Monture 
1784 Cube Iron 
1805 Lolo Creek 
1806 Welcome Creek Addition 
1808 Stony Mountain 

TOTAL 

91,600 
67,000 
32,900 
3,990 
1,100 

30,560 
227,150 

Roadless and wildlife or grizzly bear habitat management proposed by the 
Plan for other. area~ inc!uded in the Governor's recommendations, generally 
would not conflict wIth WIlderness designation. Development activities planned 
for these areas should not be implemented until the Wilderness issue is 
resolved by Congress. 

B 
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The following text responds to the State's concerns and questions under the 
appropriate topic. 

B Wi lderness 

The Draft EIS reviewed 776,190 acres of roadless land. Of these, the Forest 
recommends 223,600 roadless acres for wilderness. 

Approximately 90,000 acres in the Hoodoo roadless area (01301) are recommended 
for wilderness. This includes 7,680 acres in Irish Basin/Cache Creek. 

In the Clearwater-Monture roadless area (A1~85), 69,250 acres are recommended 
for wilderness. An adjacent 17,222 acres are designated for road less 
management. This combination provides a well-defined topographic boundary. 

Wilderness designation is recommended for a portion of the Lolo Creek roadless 
area (01805). This is a change from the draft statement. 

The Cube Iron area (0178~) is not recommended for wilderness designation. 
However, 36,500 acres will remain roadless. During the next decade 1,600 acres 
have the potential to be developed. The developed acres will be managed to 
meet a variety of resource objectives. The resource receiving the main emphasis 
is wildlife. Almost 10,000 acres will be n~naged for winter range and crjtical 
grizzly bear habitat. 

The Welcome Creek roadless addition (01806) will be managed for wildlife. The 
timber is classified unsuitable and roads will not be constructed. Fire will 
be a primary tool for improving and maintaining wildlife habitat. 

The Stony Mountain Roadless Area (01808) is not recommended for wilderness. 
This roadless area is looated on the Deerloctge, Bitterroot and Lolo National 
Forests. Most of the lands on the Lolo will retain roadless designation. Of 
the approximately 35,000 acres, only 4,000 acres are scheduled for development. 
The nearby Quigg Roadless Area (01807) has 60,830 acres recommended for 
wilderness. 



2. Tourism and Outdoor Recreation. 

Tourism and outdoor recreation are growing industries that are dependent 
upon scenic values coupled with outdoor recreation opportunities. The LNf 
has a substantial potential for providing more opportunity for dispersed and 
developed recreation in Montana. Unfortunately, investments for new 
recreational improvements are minimal in the Plan, even though many of the 
eXisting sites are not at or near capacity at certain times. Further, it is 
not clear whether the $1 million needed for existing facility maintenance and 
replacements (p. 11 DEIS) is available. 

a. 

b. 

Alternatives. 

Despite the development of different alternatives, anticipated recreation 
use and costs are identical in each. This infers that recreational use is 
constant despite management direction, and is not a function of roads, 
timber harvest, or any other management action. It also infers that 
use will increase linearly over time, regardless of the alternative chosen. 
Recreation is an important use of all Montana National Forests, including 
the LNF. The alternatives developed should reflect a range of recreation 
options. rather than treating recreation as a static resource. 

Recreation Capacity and Quality. 

Recreation capacity both for dispersed and developed recreation is 
stated to exceed projected demand on the LNf. This conclusion needs 
to be supported with quantified data. especially since excess capacity 
seems to be used to justify the decision not to improve or construct 
additional recreational facilities. We suggest the LNF maintain the 
flexibility to respond accordingly if levels of use exceed expectations. 

Even with excess capacity, the quality and availability of the recreation 
experience and opportunities can be improved. As the DElS acknow
ledges, capacity of an area to accommodate recreationists should not be 
equated with quality. since quality is associated with setting and improve
ments. 

c 
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Tourism and Outdoor Re<'reatjoo 

There is high potential for· expanding dispersed and developed recreation on the 
Forest. However, budgets are limited and the Forest will concentrate on 
improving existing sites before developing new sites. The facility maintenance 
need of $1 million will be met over time with priority placed on facilities 
where use is high. For example, two of the recent improvement projects were 
Big Larch campground and Morrel Falls trailhead. When facilities are improved, 
attention is given to upgrading accessibility for the handicapped and elderly. 
Low use sites will be maintained at minimum service levels. 

(s.) Expected recreation use measures future demand in Recreation Visitor Days 
(RVD's). In all alternatives the demand can be met by existing recreational 
capacity. Therefore the demand level appears constant. Likewise, the expected 
costs are constant because the number of developed sites can also meet future 
demand. 

RDEIS Table 1I-39 (FE1S Table 11-44) displays expected recreation use as the 
same under all alternatives. As presented, recreation use does not change by 
type or over time from one alternative to the next •. In reality, recreation ~se 
would change by alternative. For example, it is 10glcal to expect a change 1n 
the type of recreation use when a drainage is managed for Wildlife winter range 
instead of livestock grazing. 

Identification of recreation use by drainage or other land subdivision is not 
possible as the model aggregates expected recreation use by type on the Forest 
as a whole. To provide insight into how recreation use changes by alternative, 
Table 11-9 has been added. The Table displays the recreation opportunity class 
under each alternative. 

(b.) At most developed facilities, current use is considerably less than 
capacity. The Forest will be able to accommodate substantial.i~creases at 
these facilities before demand exceeds supply. These underutll1zed campgrounds 
will be maintained at minimum service levels and improvements will not be made 
until use increases. Improvements will focus on the facilities receiving heavy 
use. National Forest Management Act (NFMA) regulations provide the flexibility 
to respond to levels of use different from those projected in this analysls. 
More specifically, 36 CFR 219.10 provides for optional sho~t.term reV1Slons, a 
mandatorY 5-year review and a 10 - 15-year Forest Plan reV1S1on. 

The conclusion that capacity will exceed demand can be substantiated through 
the Forest Recreation Information Management System. This system was used 
during preparation of the DEIS and the Forest Plan, and is reflected throughout 
the discussion and tables on recreation. 



c. Trails. 

The Plan does not i~dicate the amount of existing trail mileage that will 
be lost t~ proposed Increased road building. Since 1950, approximately 
1,600 trail miles have been l~st on the LNF, and there is a possibility 
of further decreased trail mileage. In addition, funds appear limited 
for new trail construction. This item should be clarified in the Plan. 

d. Recreation Use Projections. 

It is erroneous to assume that increased recreation visitor days (RVDs) 
1S a functlOn only of Montana's population. Recreation projections 
sh~uld be bas~d on both Montana population trends and non-resident 
VIsitor proJections. Increasing numbers of non-residents are projected 
to VISit Montana to av:all themsehle~ .of outdoor recreation, particularly 
since smular opportumtles are diminishing in other states. RVDs are 
therefore likely to be significantly underestimated. The Montana Depart
ment of Commerce can assist the LNF in developing revised projections 
for inclusion in the Plan. 

e. Recreational Values. 

The values shown in the DEIS for Wilderness and other dispersed 
recreation visits (Appendix B-29) appear low, particularly relative to 
the other forms of listed recreation. More information should be 
provided to show how the LNF determines these values. 

]-
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F (c.) A reduction in trail miles is not anticipated. Many future roads will be 
closed because the Forest is reaching the limit of open road miles recommended 
in the Plan. Where existing trails are interrupted bY.a road or logging unit, 
the tread will be restored to retain the primitive and, often times, more 
direct access. Impacts also will be minimized by retention of screening 
vegetation and, if necessary, by trail relocation. 

G (d.) The Regional Office developed recreation use projections for the 
Forest and these projections included recreation use by nonresidents. The 
prOjections correlated historical recreation use by residents and nonresidents 
with historical population levels. The correlation factor then was applied to 
projected populations levels to estimate projected recreation use. 

Recreation use projections are based on figures developed for Western Montana 
and divided amongst the four Forest's located in this area. 

H (e.) The Recreation Visitor Day (RVD) values are by recreation type and based 
on willingness to pay (WTP) values. They were determined through studies 
contracted by the Washington Office for use in Forest Plans and RPA. While the 
values may appear low in comparison to timber, it is important to understand 
what these values represent. WTP values estimate what the recreationist would 
be willing to pay for a particular experience at the point of use. In this 
case, the point of use is arrival on the Lolo National Forest. Point of use 
does not include expenditures for travel, equipn~nt, lodging, etc. The latter 
expenditures are called input-output coefficients. Thus, there are two 
distinct analyses that use recreation values. The WTP values are used in the 
economic efficiency analysis which compares the values of various resources. 
Input-output coefficients are used in the impact analysis which traces the 
effect of recreation activities on the local economy in terms of jobs and 
income. Both analyses have been used in the DElS. 



f. 

g. 

Access. 

Separate motorized and non-motorized use areas should be designated to 
reduce user conflicts in the proposed recreation management areas. 
Existing and developed roads may be used for cross country skiing, 
hiking, horseback riding or handicapped access even if they are closed 
to vehicle access. 

Hunter Opportunity. 

Lengthy h~nting seasons are an important part of the big game hunting 
tradition In Montana. Increases in forest road access along with 
reductions in cover may necessitate shorter, more restricted hunting 
seasons. This reduction in hunting opportunity is in conflict with the 
Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks CDFWP) management goals for 
big game hunting. The LNF should make every effort to reduce adverse 
impaots on hunter opportunity. 

The proposed addition (in the second edition of the Errata under "a. 
Dispersed Recreation" in Chapter II-DElS) discussing hunter recreation 
is confusing and appears incomplete. The discussion implies that the 
different alternatives will affect big game hunter recreation opportunities 
only on wilderness and semi-primitive non-wilderness, roadless lands. 
However, data supplied by the LNF for 1983 shows that the largest 
percentage of hunting occurs in roaded areas. This should be clarified 
in the Plan. 
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(f.) Both motorized and nonmotorized recreation are legitimate uses of the 
Forest. When uses can be separated in time and space, and it it reasonable, 
the Forest attempts to do so. Additional regulation is not always appropriate 
if not supported by increased costs or public attitudes, 

Approximately 30 percent of the Forest is retained for nonmotorized 
recreation. Roads closed to vehicle use may be used for cross country skiing, 
hiking, horseback riding, handicapped use or other dispersed recreation 
activities. 

(g.) Forestwide Standard No. 26 supports the importance of long hunting 
seasons to the Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks (MDFWP). The 
intent is to maintain access at or near current levels through road 
management. In addition, Forestwide Standard No. 52 provides the criteria for 
development of the Travel Plan. Two primary criteria are optimizing big game 
production and providing a variety of hunting recreation. 

Sever'al other Forestwide Standards, Nos. 6, 8 and 23, reflect the Forest·s 
commitment to improving hunter opportunity. As an example, Forestwide Standard 
No. 23 states that the document "Coordinating Elk and Timber Management," which 
summarizes the results of 15 years of interagency elk/logg1ng research, will be 
used as a basic tool for assessing the effects of timber harvest upon elk 
habitat, and for making decisions that affect the overall big game resource. 

The Errata published with the DEIS has been incorporated into the FEIS, The 
dispersed recreation section in Chapter II, Section Dla, has been rewritten and 
now notes the effect of different alternatives on big game hunter recreation 
opportunities in roaded areas. 

The analYsis of Forest Plan impacts on MDFWP hunting districts is contained in 
planning records and available on request. The Errata contained only an 
example of this analysis. 



3. Roads. 

Collector and local road miles are pr?jected to more than triple during the 
next 12 decades. Roads are the milJor cause of stream sedimentation and 
erosion, and also reduce wildlife habitat security. Half of the L!\ r is highly 
erodable, and sedimentation limits may be approached during the second 
dec~de. The LNF should reduce proposed roading increases by intcnsificalion 
of timber management on the most suitable sites. Additionally: 

o Although the Plan provides for a significantly increased amount of roads 
on the LNf, only slight increases in sediment are projected. This is 
inconsistent and needs a better explanation in the Plan. 

o Some of the visual management strategies, such as treating cut and fill 
slopes with a darkening agent, seem expensive and unnecessary. If 
the number of new roads can be reduced, less emphasis on visual 
constraints would be appropriate. 

o Increased road access to formerly secure big game habitat, combined 
with increased hunting pressure, can result in hunting season restrictions 
and reduced hunter opportunities on the LNr. This must be addressed 
in the discussion on road-related impacts in the Plan. 

o Consideration should be given to permanent road closures (e. g. , 
obliteration) in areas where there are problems with vandalism of gates. 

o On p. 5-13 under Roads, many of the "temporary" roads are useable 
for access, but are not included in the LNF's calculation of open road 
density. Nine hundred miles of temporary road access across the LNF 
would greatly increase the miles of open road per section. 
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To reduce roading by intensifying timber management on the most suitable sites 
is not cost-effective. Often the initial investment required for intense 
management practices can not be recovered in the subsequent timber harvests. 
Intense practices will be applied when the costs can be recovered or future 
losses prevented, i.e., volume loss due to insect and disease problems. The 
benefit of intenEive management, increased volume, would not be realized for 
many decades and will not satisfy today's timber demand. 

Improved future technclogy may reduce road mile~. Logging methods that 
increase yarding distances would in turn decrease the number of roads 
required. 

o The Forest recognizes road construction and timber harvests can increase 
sediment. Sediment mitigation measures such as revegetation and road 
surfacing will be used to limit sediment increases. Specialized mitigation 
measures will be applied more extensively on sensitive soils. On DEIS page 
I-B, the statement about half the SOils on the Forest being stable with the 
remainder being highly sensitive is grossly in error. Less than 10 percent 
of the Forest SOils are classified as "more sensitive." This includes 
65,340 acres of granitics; 113,121 acres of glacial tills; 23,42~ acres of 
lacustrines, and 1,446 acres of highly erosive belts. 

Forestwide Standard No. 15 commits the Forest to maintaining Federal and 
State water quality standards through the application of best management 
practices. A strong monitoring plan has been designed to guarantee water 
quality standards are met. 

o The Lolo Forest does not plan to use darkening agents for visual mitigation 
of road cut and fills. It is an exotic technique that would be applied only 
to avoid an unacceptable visual quality change. 

o Increased and unrestricted road access can reduce big game security. The 
Forest Plan is designed to maintain adequate hiding cover and to restrict 
access with road closures. Current levels of open road density will be 
maintained through road closures. A discussion of roads and the related 
impacts is found in Chapter IV, Section 0, of the FEIS. 

o The Forest is not having major problems with the vandalism of gates. The 
Forest has been successful in gaining support through public input into the 
Travel Plan and the prosecution of offenders. When gates fail to prevent 
access, other closures will be implemented. Surface obliteration is 
unlikely if a road will be needed in the future; however, there are 
exceptions. Recently some roads constructed by the Bonneville Power 
Administration were obliterated, including one road to be used in the 
future. 

o The Forest estimates that 5~ of the "tElllporary" roads have revegetated or 
are part of a larger closed road system. As timber sales are prepared in 
areas with temporary roads, each road will be evaluated, Either the road 
will be classified as a local road and become part of the transportation 
system or the road will be obliterated. 



4. Water Quality. 
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Tables U-9 and II-IO in the DEIS show projections of water meeting "Quality 
Goals." However, Management Concern No.1 (p. 1-8) indicates that a basic 
policy statement on w?ter quality standards is yet to be developed. An 
explanatlOn of how prO)ectlOns can be made without a basic policy statement 
IS needed. 

The land system inventory and water improvement needs inventory (p. II-19 
DElS) are nec~ssary to make the projections in Tables II-9 and !I-W. They 
are also essentIal to a responsible monitoring effort. The Plan should indicate 
when the inventories will be available. 

Issue 1\0. 2 (p. J-8 DEIS) indicates that there is a public question regarding 
the level of water qualIty to be maintained in various drainages. The Plan 
should mdlcate that site specific Best Management Practices (BMPs) will be 
developed, Implemented and proven at the project level. Projects that cannot 
meet state water quality standards should be redesigned, rescheduled, or 
dropped. SUItable BMPs are especially important on the LNF because of the 
valuable downstream fisheries. 

Although the Plan generally made very good use of the FORPLAN model, soil 
and water constraints should have been inciuded in the timber and range 
benchmark, since water quality standards are actual legal constraints. 
Cooperative watershed management should be stressed in areas of checker
board ownership to prevent water quality and sediment standards from being 
exceeded. 

A recent Forest Service summary report of the watershed policy and review 
for the northern region states that: "Watershed monitoring and inventory 
activities are presently being funded significantly below estimated low level 
needs. At present funding levels, monitoring activities will not be able to 
evaluate the effects of land management activities on soil and water resources, 
document compliance with legal requirements, validate coefficients and 
assumptions used in the planning process, or respond to public inquiries and 
appeals." In view of the important values of the watersheds on the LNF 
(Rock Creek, Bitterroot, Blackfoot, and Clark Fork Rivers). it is imperative 
that the Plan contain a clear commitment to responsible monitoring. 

} 
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Water Quality 

R Management Concern No. 1 was developed at the beginning of the planning 
process. Subsequently Forestwide Standard Nos. 15 and 28 were developed. 
These two standards are the basic Forest water quality standards. Standard No. 
28 has been modified to clarify the intent of maintaining water quality at 
existing levels when that level exceeds minimum standards. 

Tables 11-9 and 11-10 (in the RDEIS) projections are based on Lolo stream data 
collected by several agencies. The projections display water meeting "quality 
goals," a term developed by the Lolo and applied to water that is "unimpaired 
from natural conditions." 

S The Water Improvement Needs Inventory is approxin~tely 80 percent comp:ete. It 
is constantly being updated as information becomes available and is used to 
prioritize watershed restoration projects as rehabilitation funds become 
available. The Lands System Inventory is 75 percent complete and will be 
completed by 1987. Both inventories are used for project planning. 

T As stated in Forestwide Standard No. 15, the purpose of the Best Management 
Practices (BMP's) is to maintain State and Federal water quality standards. 
EMP's are developed at the Regional and Forest levels and will be proven at the 
project level. 

U The statement on page 11-5 in the DEIS is incorrect - water and soil 
constraints were applied to all benchmarks. The benchmarks were developed to 
establish resource potential and were not intended as alternatives. 

Forestwide Standard No. 14 describes how the Forest will protect water quality 
on lands with intermingled ownership. 

v The Forest has made two changes in response to the concern about the adequacy 
of water monitoring funds. A statement has been added to the Monitoring and 
Evaluation chapter requiring projects be stopped or delayed when monitoring is 
required and not funded. Also, Forestwide Standard No. 28 has been modified to 
reference the Monitoring and Evaluation chapter. 



5. Water Yield. 
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The data in Table lJ-8 of the O£IS is confusing and appears contradictory. 
The narrative states that the average annual maximum water production 
potential that would not damage stream channels is 3,631,000 acre-feet. Yet, 
Table II-8 projects water yield values above this safe maximum in all but the 
first deca~e. At the same time, the amount of water meeting quality goals is 
shown to Increase throughout the planning period. Fish populations are also 
projected to decline, which usually indicates decreasing water quality. 
Perhaps the quality goals need to be re-evaluated. 

In addition, the magnitude of variability in annual water yield is much greater 
than the LNF's projected average maximum water production. Assuming a 
normal statistical distribution and normal variability in runoff, annual flows 
on the LNF already exceed the average annual maximum production potential 
45 percent of the time. (Referenced examples: Streamflow characteristics of 
the Upper Columbia River Basin, Montana through 1979, U. S. Geological 
Survey, Water-Resources Investigations 81-82, March, 1982, Station 12354500, 
Clark Fork at st. Regis, Mt. and Station 12340500, Clark Fork above Missoula 
Mt.) , 

Timing of runoff continues to be a concern of the state. Increased water 
yield in the spring without additional storage capacity may equate to lower 
flows during critical parts of late summer. Moreover, uncontrolled increased 
flow also means increased sedimentation. This has obvious implications for 
off -forest, downstream irrigators and for stream fisheries. Portraying 
Increased water yield as a benefit of timber management must be clarified in 
the Plan through a consideration of timing, storage capacity and channel 
impacts. 

Sedimentation. 

In our 1982 comments on the previous draft LNF Plan, we stated that the 63% 
increase in sediment yields predicted for the preferred alternative was too 
high. We have found no mention in the current draft of how the LNF plans 
to address this continued threat to aquatic resources. The Plan is essentially 
unchanged in this regard. 

Sediment yield calculations being used in the LNF Plan could be understated 
by several orders of magnitude. As stated in our previous comments on the 
Plan, sediment yield calculation.s are of little value unless they are generated 
for mdlvldual watersheds. This IS confIrmed by the USDA Northern Region 
Guide to Predicting Sediment Yield from Forested Watersheds (October, 1982, 
p. 3). 

} 
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Water Yield 

vv Table 1I-8 is a maximum production table displaying what is produced when 
timber, range and water are maximized. It is used to define the limits of 
sup~ly and is not an alternative. The water yield values, in particular, 
proJect what could happen if water production was maximized. The total water 
yield figure applies to the entire Forest - the FORPLAN model is unable to 
calculate water yield for individual drainages. Forestwide Standards Nos. 16 
17, 19 and 20 commit the Forest to protecting water quality in drainages wher~ 
human activities take place. Forestwide Standard No. 19 specifically states 
that the activities will not produce runoff increases causing stream channel 
degradation. 

X The water yield values in the Lolo Forest Plan and FEIS are used to compare 
the effects of alternatives. The water yield values are derived from a "water 
yield model" that uses long-term average annual precipitation as the prinCipal 
constant and changes in evapotranspiration as a result of timber harvest as the 
principal variable. Although there is a great deal of natural variability 
year-to-year, the water yield calculations are not used for absolute 
projections. Instead, the calculations are used to evaluate the relative 
effects of different alternatives and activities. 

The water yield model will be improved by incorporating streamflow data 
collected from Forest streams into the model. This effort is just beginning 
under the water monitoring program. U. S. Geological Survey (USGS) stream flow 
data is not used to adjust the water yield model. USGS data is based on Sixth 
order and larger watersheds, whereas, the Forest model evaluates the effect of 
activities in third to fifth order watersheds. 

Y It is true that increased water yield from timber harvest can benefit 
downstream users only if the increased water is available when needed. The 
increased water yield is not portrayed to be a benefit. There is insufficient 
storage in the river system to take advantage of the increase, and because it 
occurs primarily in late spring-early summer, it has the potential to cause 
sedimentation and downstream channel damage. However, water yield research 
shows that the increased spring flows do not equate to lower late season 
flows. Forestwide Standards are designed to prevent the negative consequences 
that may be associated with increased flows. 

Sedimentation 

Z The 63 percent sediment increase calculated for riparian areas was an indicator 
value representing the response of the Forest's entire riparian ecosystem to 
land management under the preferred alternative. This Forestwide number is no 
longer used. Sediment yield calculations are only of value when calculated for 
individual watersheds. When water monitoring or sensitive SOils suggest a 
sediment concern, sediment yield calculations are performed and evaluated 
during project level planning. A diSCUSSion of the effects of land management 
activities in riparian areas is included in Chapter IV, Section F, of the FEIS. 
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Table /l-9 projects that sediment increases above the natural baseline amount 
will average about 80 percent throughout the planning period, It would be 
helplul to know the current percentage increase over the baseline level and 
how ~uch of this incr~ase is attributable to timber harvest and roadi~g on 
the hIghly erosive portIOn of the forest. A map of the highly sensitive soils 
referred to on p, 1-8 would be helpful in evaluating the appropriateness of 
the management area allocations, 

The "low to moderate chl1nce that some channels of individual watersheds 
could have acceler?ted erosion by increased streamflows resulting from a 
combInatIOn of loggIng and wetter than normal years" is to be spread across 
a large number of watersheds (p, H-65 DElS), The timing and intensity of 
tImber development in individual watersheds should be adjusted to prevent 
accelerated erosion, Spreading the risk of accelerated erosion "across a 
larger number of watersheds in stable condition" could result in a larger 
number of watersheds in unstable condition, and is not a logical justification 
for tImber harvest and roading of unsuitable sites, 

We concur with the use of the "R-l/R-4 Sediment Model" and the "Guide for 
Predicting Salmonid Response to Sediment Yields in Idaho Batholith Watersheds" 
for, assessing all forest aquatic resource impacts, with the following qualifi
cations: 

o The "R-l/R-4 Sediment Model" use of general erosion factors by geologic 
type (p, ] 3) appears to be suspect. LNF data indicates that certain 
"belt series" drainages are as erodable as granitic drainages, 

o We feel climatic extremes (especially for above average moisture conditions) 
should control development activities which will affect water and sediment 
yields, 

o The Plan does not clearly state wben, where, or how the sediment or 
fishery data will be collected to calibrate the yield models, 

o We agree with the model's authors that calibrations, specific to the LNF 
are necessary before the models may be used, 

If drainages with high gradient streams are developed, cumulative impacts to 
low gradient, downstream reaches should be analyzed in the Plan, Low 
velocity, low energy reaches of high gradient streams may be subject to 
more deposition than lower gradient streams with identical absolute quantities 
of sediment. Embeddedness curves for high gradient channels, however, 
may not reflect fish habitat losses caused by increased sediment yields, 

We recommend 1) conservative approach to sediment prediction models derived 
from Idaho data, It may be advisable to use low gradient response curves 
on high gradient streams until better local data is available, The fact that 
recovery of streams damaged by forest activities is extremely slow underscores 
the need for good predictive capabilities, 

Proposed monitoring of sediment yield appears deficient. The Plan calls for 
low preciSion sampling and moderate to low reliability of the samples, We 
feel long-term sediment yield studies of at least moderate to high precision 
and reliability, and monitoring of individual drainages that are being disturbed 
are necessary, Validation of the model should be a high priority, 

l 
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A A Using comparable model data, the current percentage increase over natural 
baseline sediment is an average of 21 percent across the Forest. The FORPLAN 
model that calculates such outputs does not display internal partial 
calCUlations. Therefore, total sediment yield cannot-be apportjoned by soil 
type and the increase attributable to timber harvest and roading on the 
Forest's most erodible soils cannot be tracked. In the future this data will 
be available from the Forest's water monitoring and land system inventory 
programs. 

B B The comment recotmlends, "the timing and intensity of timber develolXflent in 
indiVidual watersheds should be adjusted to pt'event accelerated erosion." In 
fact, maintenance of water quality and stream stability is requir'ed in all 
Management Areas (MA's) where timber development is planned. Also, Management 
Area Standards, such as Standat'd No. ~ in Management Area 16, state, "Timber 
harvest will not create runoff increases likely to result in channel 
degradation. " 

CC Validation of the R-l/R-4 Sediment Yield model has been given high priority. 
The model is derived from Idaho data and will be calibrated to Lolo Forest 
conditions to the extent possible. Before using the model for project 
evaluation, numerical factors will be developed that are specific to the Lolo. 
Many drainages were developed before 1975 and before there was a formalized 
monitoring program. The Forest has initiated monitoring on several undeveloped 
drainages with the purpose of providing ba&eline ~nformation. Once development 
commences, tbe same monitoring procedures are continued to determine what 
changes occur in water quality, the aquatic environment or fish habitat. The 
monitoring results can be extr'apolated to streams with Similar hydrologic and 
biologic characteristics. Developed streams can then be evaluated for' changes 
that may have occured prior to development and monitoring. The data currently 
available suggest that same developed drainages, such as Schwartz Creek and 
Lolo Creek, wbich have measured increases in sediment also have healthy fish 
populations. When projects occur in drainages where a sediment problem exists, 
constraints are designed to prevent any net increase in sediment. These 
project areas also receive priority for project monitoring. Project 
monitoring design is structured to provide additional feedback for increasing 
predictive capability on a localized level. 

DO The proposed monitoring is designed to sampJ e the range of project~. occurring 
in watersheds of vat'ious geologic and hydrologic characteristics that have tbe 
potential to alter water quality, the aquatic environment or fjsh habitat. 
Based on reasonable budgets and personnel ceilings, monitoring effol,ts are 
designed to have a moderate level of precisi.on. Project-level monitoring is 
not intended to duplicate the intensity of current research efforts. For 
example, research to determine the fisheries response to sediment is noW 
underway at the Forest Service Intermountain Forest and Range Experiment 
Station. Project-level monitoring is designed to provide management with the 
information needed to assess whether the assumptions and prediction~ of tbe 
effects of land mangement activities are accurate. If these assumptions and 
predictions are not accurate, then Forest Plan Figure V.l, Decision Flow 
Diagr'am for Evaluating Variability of Monitored Activitles, will be the 
procedure for modification of actions or the Plan. 
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We support the increase in AUMs projected over the planning period. 

The Plan's increased emphasis on riparian area management is appropriate. ] 
Improvements, including fences and water developments, should be installed EE 
,":here necessary to improve livestock distribution and reduce overgrazing of 
npanan areas. 

Prescribed burning of range or wildlife habitat should be carefully planned, ] 
mlplemented and evaluated to insure that project objectives are met. Disturbed FF 
sItes may require reseeding to prevent weed invasion. 

The Plan fails to include a comprehensive noxious weed control program ] 
neces~ary to control noxious weeds on the LNF and to prevent their spread 
to adjacent areas. We support Integrated Pest Management (IPM) techniques 
as the best combination of chemical, cultural, biological and mechanical weed GG 
COl:trol m~thods to help prevent the spread of noxious weeds and help control 
eXIsting Infestations where feasible, The LNF should coordinate their weed 
control efforts with county weed boards and other appropriate state and 
federal agencies. 

The displayed values for range benefits in Table I1-39 of the DEIS need ] 
explanation. It is unclear how there can be no difference in range benefits HH 
among alternatives, when expected livestock use is projected to vary. 
Range benefits should be a function of expected use levels. 

Timber. 

In general, we support the LNF's attempt to maintain the level of timber 
offerred annually at near current levels. We prefer a sale program that 
would initially make available an amount of timber that more closely matches 
the level of harvest on the LNF during the last few years. This would 
increase the cost efficiency of the Plan, and make achievement of its stated 
goal more likely. The Plan should have the flexibility to expand timber 
avaIlabIlity to the proposed level to meet potentially increased market demand. 

The DEIS discussion on p. II-61 (last paragraph) and p. IJ-62 (1st and 3rd 
paragraphs) regarding timber harvest is unclear and confusing. These 
paragraphs need to be rewritten so that they avoid generalizations and 
emphasize straightforward comparisons. 

FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE COl1rINUED 

EE During the next 10 years, all Range Allotment Management Plans will be 
updated. A Range Management Analysis precedes the Range Plan. The analYSis 
evaluates the condition of the range and riparian areas and the plan sets forth 
the necessary improvements. 

FF Prescribed burn plans are prepared and approved before burning any range or 
wildlife habitat. These plans determine the conditions (e.g., temperature, 
wind velocity, relative humidity) by which the project objectives can be met. 
The plans alsc require a post-burn analYsis evaluating whether objectives were 
met. 

GG The Forest is in the process of developing a comprehensive weed control 
program. Currently, a noxious weed control study is being conducted that will 
be the basis of future management guidelines and standards. The study will 
collect information on the occurance of noxious weeds by habitat type and 
enVironmental conditions. This information will then be used to develop a 
model that predicts the risk of weed establishment by habitat type and 
environmental conditions. The study will also evaluate the impact of various 
activities on weed establishment. The results of the study will be used to 
develop management guidelines and standards that will be incorporated into the 
Forest Plan. The Forest also hopes to contribute to the weed contro: effort 
with this study. 

The Forest has been participating in weed control efforts for a number of 
years. The Forest provides research areas and money for a biological control 
researoh program conducted by the Montana Agricultural Experiment Station. The 
Forest cooperates with local counties attempting to control weed invasion onto 
adjacent private land. Finally, several District resource foresters are 
members of county weed boards. 

HH RDEIS Table 11-39 (FEIS Table 11-44) has been corrected. As range benefits 
change amongst the alternatives, so does the expected livestock use. 

II The Allowable Sale Quantity (ASQ) for the decade is the maximum level of timber 
that can be sold under the Plan. It is normally expressed as an annual average 
as long as the decade I\SQ is not exceeeded. Actual sale levels will depend on 
a number of factors, including short-term demand and timber sale funding. For 
example, from 1979 to 1984, the Forest offered about 100 million board feet 
(MMBF) per year, but only sold about 60 MMBF per year. In response to this 
demand levels, the 1985 sale program was adjusted to 80 MIFB. The reduction in 
the VOlume offered serves as a cost-effective measure for the Forest. 

For the past six years the Forest has not sold all the timber it has offered 
for sale. Under these conditions, unsold volume accumulates. This 
accumulation allows the Forest the flexibility to adjust to a short-term 
increase as long as the decade average volume is not exceeded. If market 
conditions demand volumes beyond the decade average, the Forest would make a 
more current analysis that might trigger a Forest Plan revis~on. National 
Forest Management Act regulations outline the. revision process which includes 
full public involvement. 

JJ The timber harvest paragraphs referred to on pp. II-61 and II-62 of the RDEIS 
have been rewritten. 
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There appears to be a large discrepancy between acres planned for harvest 
during the first decade (11,100), and acres planned for reforestation (4,647) 
under the preferred alternative (Table JI-39 DEIS), This difference should 
be explained, The acres harvested by silvicultural system shown for the 
preferred alternative are not consistent between Tables II-30 and II-39 in 
the DEIS, This should be corrected, 

The DEIS is also inconsistent in comparing the proposed timber harvest level 
with the current direction, Pages S-14 and B-62 state that the harvest level 
for the preferred alternative will increase over current direction, However, 
Tables II-26 and Jl-39 show that under the preferred alternative, timber 
hatvests will decrease four million board feet per year, The DLIS should 
clearly differentiate between volume offered, volume sold, and volume actually 
cut; and when making comparisons from one year to another, should ensure 
that like items are being compared, 

It is unclear why there is such a relatively small difference in the allowable 
timber harvest between current direction and the preferred alternative, when 
there is such a large difference between acres clearcut (3,900 acres), This 
apparent inconsistency should be explained, The difference in harvest 
under the shelterwood system seems to be in the proper proportion, 

More information is needed to evaluate the statement on p, IV-24 of the DEIS 
that: "The most efficient silvicultural treatment to accelerate tree growth in 
naturally regenerated stands on the LNF is to pre-commercial thin at approx
imately age 20," Pre-commercial thinning can be very expensive and in some 
stands the final returns may not justify treatment costs, No mention is made 
of species, nor of the economic criterion used, It is important that this 
point be clarified, and that the specific management regime(s) planned for 
pre-commercial thinning be identified in the Plan, 

We concur that more intensive management of mountain pine beetle infestations 
is not justified considering the additional economic and environmental costs, 
Reforestation with genetically improved stock, as suggested in the Plan, may 
provide more resistance to insects and diseases and improve the productivity 
of future timber stands, 

We question the concept of including remote areas in the timber base (p, 
S-13 DDS), The resource trade-off of Investing capital dollars in roads 
needs to be carefully considered given the marginal nature of much of the 
timber on the LNF and the importance of these areas for wildlife, 

It should be stated that the more frequent entries and increased roading 
associated with uneven age management can have adverse effects on wildlife, 
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FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE CONTINUED 

The figures displayed :n RDEIS Tables II-3D and 11-39 (FEIS Tables 11-31 and 
n-44, respectively) have been corrected ~nd are now consistent. During the 
next decade, approximately 15,300 acres wlll be harvested annually by clearcut 
or shelterwood cut and approximately 8,846 acr'es will be reforested annually. 
It might appear there is still a discr·epancy. However, not all shel terwood 
cuts require reforestation. Whether reforestation i5 required will depend on 
which step of the 3-step shelterwood is being applied. The regeneration step 
will be applied to 5,100 acres and require reforestation. The prepa,atory step 
and overwood step will be applied to 6,400 acres and not require reforestation, 

Under the preferred alternative, harvest leve~s will increase over current 
direction. This is not evident in RDEIS Tables II-26 and II-39 because the 
data is not correct. The unregulated volume should be 15 MMBF, not 5 MMBF. 
When the correct unregulated volurr~ is added to the regulated volume (or ASQ), 
there is an increase in the maximum amount of timber that can offered and 
sold. The Forest agrees that when comparisons are made the same item should be 
compared and the item should be clearly defined. The Forest has attemped to be 
more consistent the FEIS. 

RDE1S Table 11-39 shows a difference in clearcut acres between current 
direction and the preferred alternative. This difference is correct. The 
difference in shelterwood acres between the current direction and the preferred 
alternati ve is not correct. Under the preferred alternative, the sbelterwood 
acres should be 11,594 acres. The new FEIS Table 1I-44 shows the correct 
acres. 

Precommercial thinning is the most successful method for increasing growth. It 
can be, and often is, expensive. Although precommercial thinning is an option 
in all alternatives, it was selected only when increased growth could increase 
public net benefit. Further discussion of silvicultural methods is included in 
Chapters II, Section D8, and IV, Section N. 

The Forest repeatedly measures "resource trade-offs." They are initially 
evaluated during the planning stage as represented by the RDEIS. At a later 
date they receive further evaluation during the project development stage. 
Three quarters of a million roadless acres were reviewed in the RDEIS. Under 
the preferred alternative, 123,000 roadless acres can be accessed with roads 
during the next 10 years. To determine which roadl:ss acres should be 
developed the Forest used FORPLAN, a computer optlmlzatlon model. T111S model 
selects the most cost-efficient means of attaining maximum present net dollar 
value from Forest management. Forest management is represen~ed by a large , 
number of multiple use outputs and a large number of constralnts: For examp~e, 
in order to achieve increased "output" of elk, the FORPLAN solutlon requlred an 
additional 30,000 acres of winter range. The FOR PLAN solution then constrained 
open roads to approximately 1,800 miles to meet the summer range 
requirements. 

Just because a roadless area has been allocated to the timber base does not 
mean it will automatically be cut. The original land allocations at'e plann:ng 
assignments that need to be "ground truthed." The Forest measures t'esourc7 
trade-offs again during project planning. Forestwlde Standard No. 11 reqUIres 
an economic analYsis at three stages of project planning on sales lar'ger than 1 
MMBF and on transportation systems for unroaded areas. 

P P The frequent entries asssociated with uneven-age 'IllIlnagement can have ~~l adverse 
effect on wildlife. How'i!ver, uneven-age management does not necessar'l;Y 
increasli! rOiilding. Road design is lDOre a furction of topography than the 
silvicultural system of managen~nt. 



9. Economics. 

a. Employment. 

There is an apparent inconsistency between p. llI-9 and Table 1I-39 of 
the DEIS regarding employment numbers. Page 111-9 refers to 420 jobs 
while 3.500 jobs are referenced in Table 111-39. This needs to be 
clarified. 

Using a single. year (1980) as a base for measuring employment and 
mcome Impacts IS misleading. 1980 was not a "typical" year (as any 
one year is not representative of a larger time span). Any projections 
or comparisons that are made relating to a base year may result in 
greatly mflated or deflated figures. It is recommended that a mUlti-year 
movmg average concept be adopted in place of a single base year. 

} 
b. Cost Effectiveness. 

A stated goal for the preferred alternative (p. B-59) is to manage 
. . . "in a cost effective manner. n however. among alternatives the 
preferred has the: 

2nd lowest present net value; 
2nd lowest discounted benefits; 
2nd lowest returns to the treasury and counties; 
2nd lowest benefit to cost ratio; 
2nd highest budget; and 
2nd highest opportunity costs. 

In . comparison with others. the preferred alternative appears to be 
a high cost alternative. In view of the stated goal of cost effectiveness. 
thIs choice needs further explanation in the Plan. 

c. Resource Values. 

Recreation values used are derived from nationally developed figures. 
For SOme types of use, they are questionable. For example, Table B-3 
shows a range of value from $3/RVD for other dispersed recreation to 
$29/RVD for wildlife viewing. At $21/RVD, the big game hunting value 
IS even lower than for small game hunting value of $24/RVD. This 
disparity should have been adjusted for western Montana where big 
game hunting value is much higher than average. This is supported by 
the estimated expenditure figures used in the I/O model to estimate 
economic impacts. Big game hunting expenditures ($19.66/RVD) were 
second only to downhill skiing ($41. 24/RVD). Small game hunting and 
non-hunting wildlife expenditures were less than those estimated for 
hunters in Colorado 15 years ago, or 10 years prior to the base year of 
the Plan (1978). Consequently, hunting recreation values are significantly 
understated. 

value of timber over time. Because of the changes in the market since 

ss 

TT 

the late 70s, it is questionable whether the price of timber will increase UU 

The LNF used a national study published in 1980 to increase the real ] 

relative to other goods. An analysis of the alternatives with a constant 
value for timber should be conducted and displayed for the public. 

Sensitivity analysis work in FORPLAN is perhaps one of the LNF's most ] 
Important planning activities. We encourage the LNF to do a Vv 
comprehensive sensitivity analysis to determine which of the factors 
considered in the model are driving land allocation decisions. 

FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE CONTINUED 
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aa a.) The 420 jobs referenced on page III-9 apply to Forest Service employment 
only, whereas the 3,500 jobs in RDEIS Table 11-39 (FE1S Table 1I-44) apply to 
employment in the five-county market area. 

R R The base for measuring employment and income was a multi-year average for 
1975-1979. 

SS b.) "Cost-effectiveness" refers to the ability of the preferred alternative to 
best meet the goals and objectives of the Forest while incurring the least 
cost. Other alternatives may cost less to implement, but they neither meet the 
Forest goals and objectives nor produce the nontimber outputs associated with 
the preferred alternatiVe . 

TT c.) Recreation values are designed to reflect economic worth of a recreation 
visitor day to a user at the entrance to the National Forest. This value is 
quite different from the I/O model coefficient which reflects total 
expenditures and employment impacts resulting from the user purchasing goods 
and services on the way to and from the recreat.ion area. Thus, economic value 
and impact value are two distinct types of analysis. Impact values are based 
upon the nature of the local Montana economy, Therefore, it is not unusual for 
these impact values to be different than those found in other areas of the 
country, such as Colorado. 

UU The trend in timber values was based on long-term trends. If recent 
fluctuations in the timber market are later determined to represent a change in 
the long-term trend, sensitivity analysis will be done to determine if a Forest 
Plan reVision is necessary. At this time it is not possible to determine if 
market changes since the late 1970lS represent a cyclical fluctuation or a 
structural change in the timber market. 

VV Appendix B, pages 8-67 - B-69. discusses the sensitivity analyses used to 
evaluate constraints, There are a large number of possible or interesting 
sensitivity runs. The time, personnel and cost requirements limit the number 
of runs to those which appear to have a significant impact on the solution: 
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In Table 11-40, a comparison of USFS costs to market and non-market 
benefits is displayed for the first decade. In all cases except the 
minimum level, costs exceed market benefits by a substantial margin and 
for the proposed alternative by more than 2:1. Although the non-market 
values (for recreation) offset some or all of those additional costs the 
near term cost effectiveness of most alternatives is poor. u' the 
tImber outputs offered in the future are not purchased ( as has been 
the case). the LNF may be spending money unwisely. 

There appears to be a major error in Table II-39 of the DEIS. The 
recreation benefits shown on p. II-85 are annual, rather than for the 
decade. as indicated. The information in the economic analysis should 
be revIewed to assure that this error has not influenced land allocation 
decisions proposed in the Plan. 
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Habitat. 

In the comparison of Alternatives for wildlife beginning on p. II -49 of 
the DEIS, the assumption that deer habitat is similar to elk habitat is 
erroneous, as is the further assumption that population trends will be 
similar between the two species. There has been a tendency to combine 
mule deer with elk in consideration of habitat treatment and response. 
if the management emphasis uses elk as the indicator species, broad 
statements such as Sa on II -49 are inappropriate. 

In Appendix B, item C.3 on p. B-43, paragraph 2 contradicts the 
earlier statement on p. 1I-49 regarding the Similarity of deer and elk 
habitats. To aid the reader, the LNF should clarify in a brief statement 
that although the USFS directed that elk would be used as the indicator 
for forest planning outputs and comparisons, project level determinations 
made in cooperation with the Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and 
Parks (DFWP) will direct actual habitat manipulations and management 
emphasis for selected species. 

The discussion on pgs. II-50 and II-51 indicates that the preferred 
alternative will have the highest net habitat productivity for elk because 
of habitat management through timber harvest, fire and road closures. 
Although forage production can be increased by habitat management, 
the importance of security cover for elk needs to be stressed, especially 
considering the ever increasing hunting pressure exerted on game 
populations. Wildlife Management Concern No.1 (p. 1-9) indicates that 
the LNF doesn't yet have long-range wildlife management objectives and 
rationale for road closures. This indicates that the relatively simplistic 
relationship between elk numbers and habitat manipulation described 
may be premature. 

Using timber harvest to produce "desirable cover/forage ratios for big 
game," is questionable, as forage is not limiting on summer range; 
maintaining security habitat is much more important. 

vv 
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FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE CONTINUED 

WW The figures displayed in RDEIS Table II-40 represent returns to the U.S. 
Government's General Fund from market resources and willingness-ta-pay values 
for non-market resources. Most Forest Service budget· expenses have already 
been deducted from the market value figure. Thus, it is not valid to compare 
market values with budget costs and infer that costs exceed benefits. RDEIS 
Table I1-40 has been deleted in the FE1S, but the components are shown in FEIS 
Table 11-44. The Forest Service will not return money to the General Fund 
during the next decade. This results primarily from large investments which 
use appropriated funds to. construct new roads. 

XX The recreation benefits error in RDE1S Table I1-39 (FEIS Table 11-44) was a 
typo mistake and not an error in the analysis. The typo has been corrected. 
The row heading now reads MM$/year rather than MM$/decade. 
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a.) Elk and deer may not have the same response to management activities. As 
you have indicated, elk were used only as an indicator of population trend. 
The assumption that elk and deer would respond similarly was based on the 
premise that land allocated to big game would be managed for the appropriate 
species in cooperation with The Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks. In 
other words, "whitetail winter ranges" would be managed to optimize whitetail 
deer, and "elk only" winter ranges would be managed to optimize elk. It is 
under this premise that elk and deer produce a comparable response within each 
al ternati ve. 

Security is an integral part of elk habitat. References to security can be 
found in monitoring items 1-1 and 1-2, Forest Plan Management Areas 18, 19, 22, 
23 and 26, and Forestwide Standards Nos. 21, 23, 26 and 52. Wildlife 
Management Concern 11 was a significant problem when the planning process began 
in 1978. At that time it was understood that there was some relationship among 
elk productivity, hunting recreation opportunities and open road density. Road 
management was done on a project-by-project basis with no Forestwide goals. As 
a result of the planning process, the road management for big game now involves 
the following steps: First, Forestwide Standard No. 52 in the Forest Plan 
identifies big game and hunting recreation as a primary benefit of road 
management; second, based on the Jack LYon road/elk model, a maximum open road 
mileage of 1,833 was established for the Forest (this equates.to approxima~ely 
1.1 miles of open road per section on roaded lands and approxlmately .57 mlles 
of open road per section on all Forest lands, including wilderness and roadless 
lands)' finally, as a tool for distributing open road miles, the Forest was 
divided into high, medium and low quality elk habitat (Department of Fish, 
Wildlife and Park personnel assisted in this step). In the Travel Plan, all 
new r.oads in high quality habitat will be closed, and existing roads will be 
closed to a density of 1.1 miles/section. New roads in moderate quality elk 
habitat will be clOSed to a density of 1.1 miles/section although existing 
roads currently open will generally remain open. These steps are outlined in 
the Travel Plan Data Base. 

AAA There is a need for security cover on summer range. Maintaining cover during 
project level design and managing roads through the Travel Plan process are the 
tools used to maintain security cover. 
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Wildlife habitat improvements discussed in the Plan include only spring 
burning to improve forage quality and quantity on winter ranges. 
Security habitat should also be discussed, particularly from the stand
point of maintaining remaining roadless security areas. This qualifies as 
maintaining or improving wildlife habitat equally as much as direct 
habitat manipulation projects. 

In certain cases, wildfires should be allowed to burn if the location of 
the fire is such that habitat improvement for big game (winter range, 
etc.) will result. 

Jccc 
In many areas of elk winter range and bighorn sheep range along the ] 
Clark Fork and Thompson River, more than "cool spring burns" are 
needed to rejuvenate or create shrubfields. Significant acreages of DOD 
shrubfields created by wildfires in the early 19008 are being lost to 
coniferous encroachment, with many of the more productive sites already 
supporting young stands of timber. 

Under the proposed Alternative D, the LNF would increase grazing for 
domestic livestock to values exceeded only in the MaXimum Net Value 
alternative, while at the same time maximizing potential for ·elk. The 
statement on the bottom of p. II-59 that "increased emphasis on elk 
winter range management to relieve the necessity to reserve forage in E E E 
allotments for elk use" is not logical. It is unrealistic to assume that 
enhancement of winter range will offset or negate needs on other seasonal 
ranges. Some now think that enhancement of other seasonal ranges may 
contribute more to big game nutrition and productivity during the 
winter than the actual winter range condition. Even so, providing 
adequate forage during all seasons and in all areas used by elk is 
necessary. 

The recommendations of the Montana Cooperative Elk-Logging Study and ] 
the Montana Fish and Game Commission's road management policy should 
be incorporated in the Plan. A commitment in the Plan to apply these FFF 
recommendations on all management areas by the LNF in the Plan is 
necessary to reduce the impacts of roads and timber management activity 
on elk and other big game and to provide quality hunting opportunities. 

The Plan emphasizes the negative aspects of managing roadless areas. ] 
The benefits from this type of management to big game security habitat, G G G 
hunter opportunity and hunting season length and type need to be 
recognized to provide a more balanced discussion. 

b. Grizzly Bear. 

Legal or illegal shooting of bears is perceived by the public to be the 1 
reason for the declining grizzly bear popUlation. The Plan furthers 
this perception by stating that: "The prinCipal factor responsible for 
this decline (drastic declines in grizzly bear populations) has been the H H H 
deliberate or indiscriminate shooting of bears." It is extremely misleading 
for the LNF to support this philosophy. The loss of historical habitat 
and degradation of existing habitat has been far more damaging to the 
bears' situation than direct mortality by man. 

FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE CONTINUED 

B B B Under the National Forest Budget Accounting System, only road management and 
winter range vegetative treatment qualify as habitat improvement. Leaving 
SlJlll!ler range drainages unroaded also benefits security. However, the latter 
involves the deferral of road entry and timber harvest and is accounted for as 
wildlife "coordination," not habitat improvement. 

C C C Fire management programs determine when and where fires are allowed to burn. 
These programs are becoming more prominent as more knowledge is gained about 
ecological principals and economic reality. The decision to let a fire burn 
will be based on a number of factors, including benefits or adverse impacts on 
wildlife. 

DOD The vegetative condition of winter ranges and corresponding wildlife objectives 
dictate whether a spring or fall burn is needed. For instance, where ceanothus 
is desired or heavy fuels are encountered, fall burning may be required. 

E E E The statement regarding enhanced winter forage contains no intent to reduce 
available forage during other seasons. Rather, the intent was to reduce 
conflicts between elk and cattle on winter range by prodUCing more forage 
through vegetative manipulation. It is recognized that increased winter forage 
does not, by itself, increase elk populations. The Plan emphasizes winter 
forage, thermal cover, critical summer range, security, road densities and so 
forth. When livestock and big game conflicts develop, big game forage needs 
will receive top priority as required by Forestwide Standard No.4. 

FFF As indicated in Forestwide Standard No. 23, the elk logging study results will 
be considered on all projects where elk are of concern. In most situations, 
road management will exceed the State's recommended open road density. On 
highly productive summer range, the maximum open road density will be about 1.1 
miles of open road per square mile. A brief discussion of this road management 
strategy has been added to FEIS Chapter IV, Section E. 

G G G The roadless benefits to hunting recreation are discussed in "Analysis of 
Impacts of Forest Plan Allocations on MDFVlP Hunting Districts." This analysis 
is available upon request. 

H H H b.) The statement on the reasons for drastic declines in grizzly bear 
populations has been changed to r'ead " ... the principal factors for this decline 
have been deliberate shooting and habitat degradation resulting from 
urbanization/subdivision, agricultural uses, road building and logging." 
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c. 

habitat maintenance and enhancement (quality and quantity) is meaning-
less. Augmentation may have merit after it can be established that III 

The discussion of "augmentation" in the Plan without reference to ] 

suitable habitat exists. This is especially true in areas that are disjunct 
from the occupied areas and are less likely to be available to bears 
dispersing from core habitats. 

We are concerned that the LNF appears to be under the assumption that 
recovery and intensive management of habitat for grizzly bears are 
synonomous. Just as essential habitat is well protected by wilderness 
and backcountry management emphasis, the har;tat subjected t0 intensive JJJ 
management must likewise be well protected. This continues to be a 
major concern in areas of timber and roading activity. now occupied by 
grizzly bear and other big game species. It seems very unlikely that 
Alternative C, the high commodity emphasis with minimum acres allocated 
for grizzly bear, could result in a recovered population under any time 
frame, especially in the Cabinet-Yaak Ecosystem. 

grizzly bear recovery. MS-2 areas may contain some grizzly bear 
habitat components and support occasional use, in which case the KKK 

The Plan states that habitat quality in MS-2 areas is not a factor in ] 

Endangered Species Act specifies that such habitat quality cannot be 
jeopardized. Further, the MS-2 areas could be valued as travel corridors 
in which security rather than forage is a primary concern. 

Hunting Districts. 

The "Analysis of Impacts of Forest Plan Allocations on Montana Depart
ment of Fish, Wildlife and Parks Hunting Districts" should be included 
in the Plan. We suggest the following changes be made: 

o Minimum percent cover must be defined. 

o Average Open Road Density should be changed to Maximum Acreage 
Open Road Density. 

o It should be stated that both of the above are the mmlmums and 
maximums ~ for LNF lands in the hunting districts. 

o A statement of when these conditions and situations will exist is 
needed. 

LLL 

d. Monitoring. 

We suggest the following revisions in wildlife-related Monitoring Items to 
assure a valid monitoring program on the LNr: 

o Under Monitoring Item 1-1, "Elk productivity - total human distur- ] 
bance ... " the "Variability (±) Which Would Initiate Further Evaluation" M M M 
should include a statement that when the bull elk harvest in any 
hunting district consistently exceeds 40% during the first week of 
the hunting season, additional road closures will be implemented. 

FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE CONTINUED 

III The term "augmentation" is used to familarize the public with some of the 
management tools available. The major strategies to achieve grizzly bear 
population recovery are bear protection and habitat maintenance or 
enhancement. The strategies are briefly outlined in Chapter II, Section D5c in 
the FEIS. 

JJJ Table II-22, which originally showed Alternative c as having few acres managed 
for the grizzly bear, was incorrect. The table has been corrected and is found 
in FEIS Chapter II, Section D5c. Alternative c is roughly comparable to the 
preferred alternative in terms of the grizzly bear. Both alternatives have a 
large number of acres designated essential to the gr:zzly bear and intensively 
managed for the grizzly bear. 

KKK In some cases habitat factors are critical to bears in MS 2. The Forest gives 
all occupied habitat (MS 1, 2 & 3) the same level of project analysis. 
Biological evaluations are done to identify possible conflicts with the bear, 
and to identify constraints needed to avoid those conflicts. Since MS 2 is 
not, by definition, essential to the bear's recovery, most of the constraints 
involve individual bear protection and not habitat enhancement. However. as 
pointed out, the best way to protect individual grizzly bears is by providing 
adequate amounts of security and cover, and by avoiding potential mortality 
factors such as human disturbance during bear use periods. 

LLL (c.) The "Analysis of Impacts of Forest Plan Allocation on Montana Department 
of Fish, Wildlife and Parks Hunting Districts" is available on request. The 
Forest has made the follOWing changes in the Hunting District analysis: 1) 
minimum percent cover is defined; 2) average open road density has been 
changed to maximum average open road density; 3) it is stated that 1 and 2 
apply only to hunting districts on the Lolo National Forest; 4) the conditions 
under which 1 and 2 exist have been defined. 

MMM (d.) (Monitoring Item 1-1) Bull elk harvest rates have not been added to the 
"variability requiring further evaluation" section. Instead, bull elk harvest 
rates have been added to the "data source" section of monitoring items 1-1 and 
1-2. 
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o Add Monitoring Item 1-7, "Hunter Trends and Season;" Data Source - ] 
MDFWP Hunter Survey; Frequency - Annuals Variability _ Any NNN 
change in season length, ±1O% change in hunter numbers. 

o 

o 

a 

Add Monitoring Item 1-8, "Habitat Effectiveness by Management 
Are?; ". Data Source -, Travel Plan, TSMRS; Frequency - Annual; 
VariabilIty - any deVIatIOn from management area Standards and 
Guidelines. 

Add Monitoring Item 1-9, "Elk Population'" Data Source - MDFWP 
Trend Counties; Frequency - Annual; variability - ±5% in three-year 
running mean. 

~nd~r M?nitoring Item 7-1, "Miles of road open to public use," the 
Vanablllty (±) WhIch Would InitIate Further Evaluation" should be 

changed to "Greater than 5% annually." 

Forest Goals. 

We suggest the addition of the following to the Long-Range Forest 
~oals:. "For thr~atened and endangered species occurring on the forest, 
including the grIzzly bear, gray wolf, peregrine falcon, and bald eagle, 
manage to recover each species to non-threatened status." 

Forest Policies. 

We suggest the following addition to the Forest Policies under the 
heading . ~f Recreation: :'Provide ,a variety of hunting recreation 
opportunitIes by uSing project planning and road management to assist 
the DFWP in meeting their goal of maintaining long hunting seasons with 
minimum restrictions." 

Policy #4 (p. 2, Plan). We suggest that this policy address the objective 
of attempting to provide "Quality" hunting and fishing by means of 
habit~t maintenance, transportation management and planning and by 
coordinating and cooperating wIth the DFWP to provide for a wide 
dIversity of hunting and fishing opportunities. 

Policy #15 (p. 4, Plan), item d - "Fisheries Production" should include 
the following addition: "Water quality monitoring on Rock Creek will be 
car~led, out under the agreement "Project Work Aquatic Resource 
MOnltormg Procedures, Rock Creek Drainage" dated May 31. 1973. 

Policy #23 (p. 6, Plan) should be rewritten as follows: "It is our 
intent to provide public access to forest lands. However, roads will be 
closed where adverse resource impact and/or the maintenance cost of 
leaving them open exceeds the benefits. Adverse impacts include: 
mcreased maintenance costs, jeopardized big game production and 
protection, decreased hunting and fishing opportunities and stream 
sedimentation. Closures of collector roads will be made to 'avoid adverse 
impacts to the resource. Most spur roads will be closed after special 
resource needs are satisfied." 

JaaQ 

vvv 

FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE CONTINUED 

NNN (Monitoring Item 1-7) The recamnended item has not been edded. Monitoring 
items 1-1 and 1-2 are both designed to monitor the hunting recreation and elk 
productivity issue. "Hunting season length" has been added to the data source 
for both monitoring items. ' , 

CH)O(Monitoring Item 1-8) The suggested monitoring process would be an excellent 
tool in making project level decisions. Because the elk analysis model 
evolved without the current information base, this will take some time to 
apply. When sl.lll!ller range elk outputs are recalculated, they will be based on; 
1) designation of permanent herd units; 2) analysis of cover and open road 
densities based on the latest research information, and 3) determination of 
habitat effectiveness. All three items can be used as a project management 
goal/constraint, and as a point from which to monitor success. In the interim, 
the "Analysis of Forest Plan Allocations on Montana Department of Fish, 
Wildlife and Parks Hunting Districts" will be used as a guide in project level 
activities. 

p P P (Monitoring Item 1-9) The monitoring item has not been added. Monitoring 
items 1-1 and 1-2 are both designed to monitor the hunting recreation and elk 
productivity issue; ffelk population" has been added to the data source for both 
monitoring items. 

aaa (~bnitoring Item 7-1) The variability category has been changed to 20% 
annually and 10'; of the 5-year average projected in the Forest Plan. 

R R R e.) Forestwide Goal No.7 has been changed as recommended. 

S S Sf. ) Forestwide Standard No. 26 has been added in response to the 
recommendation. 

TTT (Policy fill) This suggestion is now reflected in Forestwide Standard No.8. 

U U U (Policy 115) Forest Policy fl15 has been incorporated into the "Rock Creek" 
chapter of the Forest Plan. Under the chapter's Monitoring and Evaluation 
section, the follOWing statement is included: "In keeping with the intent of 
the Rock Creek Agreement of 1973, all projects capable of having a significant 
adverse impact on water quality and fisheries habitat will be monitored and the 
'data thoroughly analyzed." The specific monitoring parameters are listed in 
Chapter IV, Section D. TtJe parcureters have been updated to encompass the ones 
most likely affected by management activities. 

VVV (Policy 1123) The recommended statements are eddressed in Forestwide Standard 
Nos. 26 and 52 in the Plan. Standard No. 26 provides for a variety of hunting 
recreation opportunities by using project planning and road management to 
assist the MDFWP in meeting their goal of maintaining long hunting seasons with 
minimum restrictions. Standard No. 52 states, in part, that primary benefits 
to be considered for road closures are; "optimizing big game production, 
providing a variety of hunting recreation experiences ••• " 
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We also recommend the following addition to policy #23(b): "Road 
cl.osures may be used to maintain hunting opportunities and to pressure 
vlabl~ habitat, as well as to distribute big game harvest and provide 
fc:r liberal, lengthy recreational hunting opportunities. The Montana 
Fish and Game Commission Road Management Policy of October 13 1982 
will be implemented." ' , 

g. Forest Standards and Guidelines. 

We suggest replacing Forest Guideline #13 (p. 101 Plan) with the following 
Forest Standard: "Management practices in essential habitat of threatened 
and endangered species must be compatible with habitat needs of the 
species (gri~zly bear, gray wolf, bald eagle, and peragrine falcon) 
consistent with the goal of recovery to non-threatened status. There 
?re no. other known plant or animal species on the LNF that have been 
Identified as threatened or endangered under provisions of the Endangered 
Species Act of 1973. If and when such habitats are identified, appropriate 
measures, pursuant to Sect:on 7 of the Endangered Species Act, will be 
taken to protect the species and its habitat consistent with National 
Goals for species recovery to non-threatened status." 

h. Land Allocations. 

i. 

The DFWP has provided specific comments regarding recommended 
changes in land management emphasis in selected areas to reduce adverse 
impacts to wildlife on the LNF. These recommendations are included in 
their entirety as Appendix A to these comments. 

Lands. 

The acquisition or maintenance of key wildlife habitat in public ownership 
should be a high priority in all land exchanges or sales. 

11. Rock Creek. 

The goals and mutually agreed upon objectives of the Rock Creek Committee 
agreements should be included in the LNF Plan. Both the Deer Lodge National 
Forest and LNF entered into forest management agreements with a congressionally 
recogmzed resource committee, the Rock Creek Committee, in the 1970's. 

www 
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The efforts of all the people on the committee were worthy and the results Y Y Y 
stand as the basic guidelines for the Rock Creek drainage. We recommend 
that the monitoring program adopted by the Rock Creek Committee be 
implemented by the LNF as agreed upon, and that consideration be given to 
creating an interagency and private task force to redesign the monitoring 
methods to reflect current state-of-the-art techniques. 

The limitations of the R-l/R-4 Sediment Model should be evaluated in terms } 
of applicability to the Rock Creek area. Using results from the model to 
project threshold limits for design purposes could be a serious mistake Z Z 
because of the cumulative assumptions needed (used) in the modelling process. 

FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE CONTINUED 

WWW(g.) Forestwide Standard No. 27 reflects this suggestion. 

xxx (i.) Acquisition of key wildlife habitat is an objective of the Forest land 
adjustment plan. 

Bock Creek 

Y Y Y Chapter IV, Rock Creek, has been added to both the Deerlodge and Lolo Forest 
Plans. This chapter contains the goals and objectives of the Rock Creek 
committee agreements. The monitoring program has been redesigned to reflect 
current state-of-the-art techniques. The redesign is the result of informal 
discussions with previous members of the Rock Creek committee and fully 
reflects the intent of past agreements. 

ZZZ While the R-l/R-4 Sediment Model was applied to Deerlodge sub-watersheds in 
Rock Creek, it was not applied to Lolo sub-watersheds or Rock Creek as a 
whole. The model was not appropriate for the Lolo portion of Rock Creek 
because very little granitic parent material is present. Instead, the much 
less erosive belts form most of the parent structure. To apply the model to 
the entire drainage would have misrepresented Rock Creek. Because the granitic 
sub-drainages on the Deerlodge were below predicted thresholds, the less 
erosive Lolo sub-drainages would have diluted and hidden the effects from the 
granitiC sub-drainages. 

The Forest is not relying solely on predictive models. Monitoring will be 
completed on all projects with potential risk to Rock Creek. 



12. Fisheries. 

!he Plan used the "Guideline to Salmonid Response to Sediment Yields Model" 
In de;-relopIng, fish populatIOn outputs. The guideline emphasizes the need 
for, site specific cahbratlOn data before application of the model. Since 
cahbratlOn data has not be~n develope? on the LNF, fishery outputs of the 
Plan are questIOnable. T~I~ IS a senous concern in view of the proposed 
large Increa~e In the activities known to adversely impact fishery resources 
(1. e." opentl1:g mor~ 40% and .greater slopes to tractor skidding practices, 
~Igntflcantly IncreasIng road :nlleage, and water yield increases exceeding 8% 
In some dranages). In addition, the proposed monitoring budget appears 
inadequate to validate model assumptions. 

AAAA 

The Plan is not clear as to how fish habitat will be maintained or improved 1 
what level~ of funding will, be available, and who will be responsible fo; 
ImplementatIOn. We are particularly Interested in revieWing this information. 
~t app~ars that the, Plan is, offering to mitigate degraded water quality by B B B B 
Imp~vIng the phYSical habitat. Unfortunately, improvements in physical 
habitat alone cannot improve a fishery when water quality is limiting. Preventin 
habitat ~eterioration is the most efficient and least costly means of maintaining S 
stream flshenes. 

It is unclea: in Table II-4 of the DEIS why both sediment production and ] 
fish populations wo,uld dec~ine under minimum level mangement. One would 
expect fish populatIOns to Increase or at least remain stable with improving C C C C 
water .quality., . Th~ monitoring program necessary to evaluate the effectiveness 
of sediment mitigatIOn measures is not included in the Plan making it difficult 
to determine whether the fisheries' goals can be met.' , 

The Plan fails to acknowledge that some streams, such as Lolo Creek, are ] 
already at or near degradation thresholds, Monture Creek, which was 
chosen as a control site for sediment studies, has greater sediment problems DODD 
than some developed sites. An alternate site should serve as the control. 

FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE CONI'l~UED 

AAAAThe "Guioeline t.o Salmonid Response to Sediment Yields Model(l" wD~ le,\ used in 
developing fish population outputs. Prior to 1984, fish outputs relied heavily 
on population data fr'on, Rock Creek and population estirr8tes from the Department 
of Fish, WiJdJi.fe and Parkl). Tbe e~t.in;at.e~ proved to be low and have been 
increa~.ed, based on analysis of more recent HDFWP data. In response to the 
concern about the nnni toring budget., di, E-C'UCt! ir' Cl.ar,t.er V, SE-ction r" of the 
Foref.t Plan readf: "If monitorlng can not. be accollip:i ~hed in accordance with 
this plan, management activities will be r'ede,;igned, I'escbeduled or dr·opped and 
an an.eIJdr,>€nt w:' 1 1 be j ssued. " 

BBBB Maintenance of habitat involves both the maintel.ance of water quaJity 
satisfactorY to the needs of the existing cold water fishery, and the physical 
habi tat. coolponents such as pool quanti ty and qual i ty or cover, judged to be 
essential to existing cold water fish populations. Improvement of habitat can 
include bot.h the I'eduction of sediment delivery to a stream and the restoration 
of physical habitat components, such as pool availability, vegetation for cover 
and streambank stability. The plan does not propose to n.itigate deteriorated 
water quality with improvement of the physical habitat. Habitat restoration 
will be limited to those specific sites wher'c p2' 1. c;CtjOI'~ hav€ lesulted in 
degraded habitat. Maintaining water qualit.y at a level satisfactory to a cold 
,.·ctel' fjf.bery is a Fore"twide objective. It. is agr'eed that preventing habit.at 
det.el ioration ~s the most. efficient lnean~ of protecting fisheries. 

cCCCTable II-4 reflects outputs under the Minimum Level Benchmark, Which includes a 
decreasing level of road and trail maintenance. Although this is perceived as 
having a negative effect on fish populations by allOWing temporary increases in 
stream sedimentation, the analysis did not quantifY fish population changes 
resulting frool sediment product.jol", However, U.e Forest does recoqnize that 
altel'nati ves with high intensi tie~ of management would likeJ y affect fisheries 
t.o a gl'eater extent than alternatives with lesser intensities (see discussions 
in D-6, Chapter' II, and F, Cbapter IV). The lower quantity of fish habitat 
impr·ovement and the continued grazing conflicts (fin,t. decade) due to Jow 
investrrent result in lower projections for fish populations in this benchmark 
than in alternatives wher·e investments :n bc.t.b Lsh habit.at. improverr."nt and 
range, such as protective fencing, is planned. 

DODD Afi nr:ted eadier. the Lolo Plan was being developed while 13j I.e "pee! fie wat er' 
quality dot.a wa" being gathered. After collecting and analyzing ditla fl'OIlI 
Monture Creek for' thl'ee years, the Forest determined that the natural 
vari abl j Jt.y of this drainage wes too great to serve as a control station for a 
eJaciated belt series geology drainage. Therefore, dat.a Which had been 
gathered in West. Fork Gold Creek was substituted for the K:>nture Cr'eek data. 
K:>nitoring in Lolo Creel< detected a downward trend in water quality and aquatic 
habitat indicators. As a result of this monitorint feedback, the Forest 
Management Teal" er-tabl i shed the foJ) owi ng requi relllent for' project.:'" pr'oposed in 
Lolo Cr'eek: no project can be implemented unless it produces a calculated net 
decrear,e ill sediment yield. 
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Cumulative effects of management on streams that lie outside the LNF bOUndary]E E E E 
appear to have been ignored. The Plan needs to address this responsibility. 

13. Visual. 

It is difficult to compare visual quality objectives among alternatives based ]F F F F 
on the information given. The percent of inventoried visually sensitive 
areas maintained is not a useful nor meaningful measure. It would be 
preferable if the acres of suitable timber allocated to each visual quality 
class were shown. This would enable both a better comparison among alter-
natives, and an opportunity to analyze the impacts of the proposed visual 
quality objectives on timber harvest levels. 

14. Fire. 

The range of annual suppression costs shown on p. IV -19 should be checked. JG G G G 
A range from $1,000 to $2,000,000 is shown. The $1,000 value appears to be 
exceedingly low. 

The Montana Airshed Group and Cooperative Smoke Management Plan ahould JH H H H 
be referenced on pp. Il-71 and III-36 of the DEIS. 

FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE CONTINUED 

E E E E Just as one resource acti v i ty affects another resource acti v i ty, so do 
on-Forest activites have effects off-Forest. However, it is difficu:t to 
determine the off-Forest effects because private and other agency activities 
also contribute to these effects. The Forest will continue to encourage data 
collection off-Forest and work with the other agencies and adjacent landowners 
to maintain water quality. The Division of Forestry, Depar'tment of State 
Lands; the Water Quality Bureau, Departn~nt of Health and Environmental 
Sciences, and the Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks ar'e the State agencies 
responsible for data collection and evaluation of waters downstream from the 
Lolo National Forest. Off-Forest analysis is dependent on a strong data base 
related to private land activities and off-Forest stream conditions. Where 
downstream data is available, the impact of management activities on the 
off-Forest aquatic environment will be evaluated at the project level, as 
required by Forestwide Standard No. 28. 

F F F F To improve the comparison of Visual Quality Objectives amongst alternatives, 
Table II-16 now displays acres of "inventoried visually sensitive areas 
maintained" instead of percent. 

GGGG The range of annual suppression costs shown on RDEIS page IV-19 (FErS page 
IV-24) is incorrect. The sentence under question should read: "During this 
period. suppression costs ranged from approximately $100,500 to more than 
$2,000,000 a year." 

HHHH RDEIS pages II-71. 1II-36 and others state that coordination will be made with 
State and local fire organizations for the purpose of managing smoke relative 
to air quality conditions. The sPeCific group and plan under which the 
coordination takes place have been added and can now be found in Chapter II, 
Section D12, and in Chapter III, Section B15. 
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APpeNDIX A 

MONTANA DEPARTMENT OF FISH, WILDLIFE AND PARKS 
COMMENTS ON 

THE LOLO NATIONAL FOREST LAND ALLOCATION 
UNDER ALTERNATIVE D, THE PROPOSED ACTION 



Land Allocations under Alternative d - Proposed Action. 
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PU 9€ 22. 

We request the following land management emphasis allocations be changed: 

MANAGEMENT 

EMPHASIS 

£~ERAL AREA LOCATION FROM TO 

E. of See lev Lake 516, IB, 20, 28, 3D, 6, 8, Tl7N, R14W A c 

59, 10. 14, 15. TI6N, R14W A C 

Justification - This area is an important elk migration corridor to the 

Clearwater Lake-Morrell areas. Because of the intermingled private and public 

lands and because timber harvest is being maximized on the private lands. it is 

important that the public lands in this area be managed with respect to this 

important migration corridor. 

Lodgepole-Dunham Cr 513, 14. 15, T17N, R13W A F 

523, 24, 25, 35, 36, T17N, R13W A C 

Justification - both areas represent important elk summer-fall range for elk 

that winter on the state's Blackfoot-Clearwater Wildlife Management Area. This 

is based on radio collar relocations of elk from the wildlife management area. 

Grizzly Bear Mgt. Situation 2 Line - The boundary should extend down to the 

forest boundary in the SW corner of Sec. 3, T16N, R14W and proceed easterly 

FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE CONTINUED 

Land Allocation Replies: 

E. of SeeJey lake 

Based on recent data collected by Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks, the 
Forest recognizes the importance of this area as an elk migration route. 
Reallocating the area to critical elk summer range or other wildlife emphasis 
area is not a feasible alternative. The area is under checkerboard owner'ship 
and already heavily roaded. Significant investments have been made to manage 
timber on both National Forest and private lands. Road Cost-Share agreements 
commit the Lolo to certain levels of existing access. The elk migration 
factors are composed of minimizing access and retaining adequate amounts of 
cover'. Since existing clearcuts are well stocked and providing hiding cover, 
consideration for elk migration can be made through careful management of 
timber harvest design and seasonal road access to provide forage and cover. 

LodiepoJe Dunham Cr. 

These areas are important elk summer range. The data base indicates that there 
are large inclusions of wet, gentle, mid to high elevation lands in the area 
that fit the criteria for critical summer elk range. When such areas represent 
less than 50% of designated land units, as is the case here, the areas are not 
shown on the map as Management Emphasis c. However, these sensitive areas will 
be managed as Management Emphasis c when encountered on the ground. The 
concept of managing such areas as sensitive inclUSions is covered in the rorest 
Plan under Management Area 26. The concept is also applied in Management Area 
Standards, such as Standard 6 of Management Area 16. Roadless designation 
(Management Emphasis f) was not considered for the area. The Seeley Lake 
D.istrict is currently in the process of testing timber sale suitability in the 
Dunham Creek drainage. 

Grizzly Bear Mgt. Situation 2 Line 

The location of the MS 2 line is somewhat arbitrary in this particular area 
since there is little data to support the assumption that "occasional use" by 
the grizzly bear is occurring. As grizzly bear research and grizzly bear 
habitat inventory is available, this boundary will be reVised. rorest Standard 
No. 24 (originally rorest Policy 13) was designed to provide protection for the 
grizzly bear in MS 2, although the wording requires protection anywhere on the 
rorest. Thus, protection will occur regardless of the actual designation of MS 
2. 



along the forest boundary to where it meets the present line in the 5W corner of 

524, T16N, RI3W. 

Grizzly Bear Mgt. Situation 1 line - The boundary should extend down Monture 

Creek to the NE corner of Sec. 19, T16N, Rl2W, thence westerly along section 

line to the NW corner of that section, thence south along section line to where 

it meets the present situation 2 line, thence easterly along said line to the SE 

corner of Section 28, Tl6N, R12W, thence northerly along section line to the 

original situation 1 line. 

Monture-Dunham Cr. 532, 28. 29, 21, T16N, R12W A B 

Justification - the extension of the situation I line encompasses essential 

spring grizzly bear range. This is based upon reported sightings. 

<--~ Little-Shanley 52, 3, 4, 5, 8, 9, 10, 11, 14, 15, 16 --.. Cave .;;;C:;.r;..' __ _ 17, Tl6N, R13W A C 

JustifJ.cntion - Provides important summer/fall range and migration corridor to 

the Young Cr. drainage in the Bob Marshall. 

Ovando Mtn. 54, T15N, RIIW and 532, 33, 34, T16N, RIIW A c 

Justification - This area is an integral part of the FWP Ovando Mtn. winter 

range and also provides an important fall security area for elk, mule deer and 

black bear. 

Burnt Mtn.-Mormon 5~ and N. 2/3 527, S. portion & N~ A c 

SEr.-East Hill Area 528, and all 534. 35, TIIN, Rl6W Alt. d-proposed 

action map deats. 

OR 
i 

Corrected Rock Cr 

map desill.nation 

FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE CONTJNUED 

Grjzzl y Bear Mgt. SitJjat jon 1 Line 

The recommended MS boundary change has not been made. Grizzly bear habitat 
designations are very dynamic and are constantly being revised as new 
information is collected. The Mcnture Creek area does have some suitable 
spring/fall bear foods, but the feeding areas are very close to a private 
cattle operation. Encouraging bear use in this area could actually be 
detrimental to the bear by exposure to n~rtality factors. There is no known 
documented grizzly bear use in the area. 

Mcnture-Dunham Cr. 

The habitat inventory does not support the occurrence of desirable bear foods 
in the area. Also, there is no evidence of recent documented grizzly bear 
activity in the area. 

Little-Shanley-Caye Cr. 

The area is prime elk summer range. The data on timber age classes, habitat 
types and clearcut restocking indicate that a high level of cover and a 
minimum of open road density will exist in the area for the forseeable future. 
Thus the current mix of allocations appears adequate to maintain the 
migration/summer range values in the area. 

Qyando Mto. 

The value of this winter range is recognized. Adjacent National Forest, 
however, is summer range. Lands suitable for timber production comprise a 
rather narrow strip between the winter range and the Scapegoat Wilderness. 
Based on high amounts of cover in the area, a rather conservative timber 
harvest entry schedule in the area and the presence of the large amount of 
wilderness area in the vicinity, the total elk habitat will be protected. 

Burnt Mtn.-Hormon Spr.-East Hill Area 

Some designated non-winter range lands in Sec. 27 do "Winter" animals in mild 
winters or in early spring. The Forest assumptions, however, indicate that 
desired big game targets can be met with the current allocation mix. The 
portion of Sec. 28 recommended for "wildlife emphasis" meets none of the 
criteria for critical wildlife habitat. It is a north slope with no winter 
forage or thermal cover potential. The steep, well-drained nature o~ the area 
does not meet the criteria for critical elk summer range. The securlty values 
can be maintained with the current timber emphasis. Sec. 34 is already 
allocated to winter range, as is Sec. 35. 



<.. -\ --~ 

Justification - This area Is an important, integral part of an elk, deer and 

bighorn sheep fall, winter and spring range. The timbered portions contain 

shrub production areas and old growth which provide for security. thermal cover 

and snow interception adjacent to open bunchgrass slopes. 

5tonv Peak Area Area south and west of the proposed F H 

Quigg Pk. wilderness and Rock Cr, Alt. d-proposed 

and between Alder Cr and the Deer- action map desig. 

lodge Forest boundary OR c h 

Corrected Rock Cr 

map designation 

Justification - This area and adj acent areas on the Bitterroot and Deerlodge 

National Forests should remain roadless. However, based upon past experience 

the only way to insure an area remains roadless is to give it wilderness status. 

The Governor endorses wilderness designation for this area. 

Tyler Cr. Area 534, TIIN, R15W & S3, 4, 9, SE~, 55, A C 

E~, S8, TION, Rl5W Alt. d-proposed 

action map desig. 

OR 
m 

Corrected Rock Cr 

map designation 

Justification - This area represents an important elk summer/fall range and 

important moose range. It contains numerous wet meadows with adjacent security 

areas. 

!acker Creek sp, 24, 25. 26, 27, nO,N, R3lW A F 

FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE CONTINUED 

Stony Peak Area 

The area contains important big game values. The Forest assumptions indicate 
similar wildlife values between roadless (MA 11) and wilderness (MA 12) 
assignments. The area is assigned to MA 11, which is primitive, nonmotorized 
recreation. Wilderness classification is discussed in the wilderness section 
of this letter. 

Tyler Creek Area and Packer Creek 

The areas do contain a number of critical wet sites which are extrerr,ely 
important for roose, elk and a number of nongame wildlife species. These areas 
will be treated as inclusions of Management Area 26 (critical summer elk 
habitat) and managed for wildlife values utilizing timber harvest as a very 
limited and restricted management tool. This is covered in the For'est Plan 
under MA 26. 



530, 31, 33, 35. 36, T20N, R30W A F 

Justifiration - Important security areas for elk, mule deer and black bear. 

54, 9, la, 11, 12, 13, 14, TI0N, R28W A C 

Justification - Important security areas for elk, mule deer and black bear. 

Big Creek S2, 3, la, 11, 23 A C 

Justification - Important security areas for elk, mule deer and black bear. 

Little ~"e 52, 3, 11, T16N, R29W A C 

Justifi<ation - Important security areas for elk, mule deer and black bear. 

Cache C:reek in 513, 14, IS, 17, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 

24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, T12N, R25W F H 

Justification - Important security areas for elk, mule deer and black bear. 

High wilderness values. 

826, T27N, R27W A C 

JustifIcation - This is an important winter range area. 

8E of Thompson Falls 

CherT" at. Bot tom From the Clark Fork confluence A C 

upstream to the junction of Lynx Ck. 

Justification - This is white-tailed deer winter range. 

Clark Mtn. 519, 29, 30, 32, 33, and 34, T49N, R29W A C 

Justification - This is elk winter range. 

I.ama.r:.ac~ 
Bi" Creek 
Little Joe 

FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE CONTINUED 

Big game security is a significant concern in this area. The Forest 
assumptions indicate that careful timber harvest timing, design and post-sale 
road management will maintain security habitat. 

Cache Creek - Great Bllrn 

This area has been designated wilderness. 

WJd. 
Cherry Cr. Bottom 
Clark Mtn. 
MoSQuito Cr 
Prospect Cr Burn 
Nprth & SOllth Forks of Wilkes Cr 

A portion of these areas is winter range. The Forest data base indicates that 
the desired wildlife targets can be met with the current amount of winter range 
acres. 



Mosquito Ck. 529, T22N, R30W 

wm· C- -/(.,.., 

fO-Je Z{P 

A C 

Justification - The areas shown as management emphasis C should be extended to 

include this area. 

Prospect Ck. Burn Head of Brush gulch A c 

Justification - This area is critical elk summer range similar to the adjacent 

Therriault Gulch. 

North and South Forks 513-26, T20N, R31W, 519, T20N, R30W A c 

of Wilker Ck. 

Justification - Important elk summer range. 
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OVANDO? MONTANA 

Mr. Orville Daniels 
Lola llAtional Forest 
Building 24 Fort 1·1issou1a. 

a, tIT 59801 

February 28, 1985 

I note in your Forest Service Plan that you are considering 
quite a considerable a:nount of road building and logging activity into 
some of the now roadless areas. 

My concern would be for the welfare of the wildlife in these areas 
and also the future of hunting opportunities. 

As MOre huntable areas are eliminated frOr:t our National Forest A 
lands the more pressure is being exerted on our shrinking wilderness 
areas. This may throw us closer to a permitted system with our hunting 
licenses and also with the public in the use of the wilderness. 
l~is would be very determental to the outfitting industry fa the state 
if the liceses were on a drawing. 

Thankyou for your consideration, 

1,~~t1c~....N 
v Jack lIooker / KiJ 

,.,,11 iSSIONAL WILDERNESS OUTFITTERS ASS'N ... Q MONTANA OUTfITTERS ~ GUIDES A~'N 
A'ECiI5T£REP BRIff/[) 3£ 

A 

FOREST SERVICE RESPO~SE 

WM-I-1 

The Lolo National Forest Plan provides several Forestwide Standards to protect 
wildlife as well as associated recreation opportunities. Standard No. 8 
provides for " ••• quality hunting and fishing opportunities on the Forest by 
means of habitat manipulation, transportation management and planning, and by 
coordinating and cooperating with the Department of Fish, Wildlife, and Parks 
to provide for a wide diversity of hunting and fishing opportunities." 
(Chapter II, Section E8, Forest Plan) 

Standard Nos. 21 through 28 are specific to wildlife and fish and provide 
habitat protection on the Forest through a variety of means. Standard No. 26 
speaks specifically about providing a variety of hunting recreation 
opportunities by using project planning and road management to assist the 
Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks in meeting its goal of 
maintaining long hunting seasons with minimum restrictions. 

Forestwide Standard No. 52 states, in part: "Manage Forest roads to provide 
for rsource protection, wildlife needs, commodity removal and a wide range of 
recreation opportunities. In most areas on the Forest this will involve 
leaving some roads open, closing some roads seasonally, and closing other roads 
on a permanent basis •••• Primary benefits to be considered are: optimizing big 
game production, providing a variety of hunting recreation experiences •••• " 
(Forest Plan Chapter II, Section E) 
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Mr. Orville L. Daniels 
Forest Supervisor 
Lolo National Forest 
Building 24, Fort Missoula 
Missoula, MT 59801 

Dear Mr. Daniels: 

May 2, 1985 

The Montana Power company (MPC) has reviewed the Lolo National 
Forest Plan Revised Draft Environmental Impact Statement. 

MPC wishes to endorse Alternative e as the preferred alternative 
for the Lolo National Forest Plan. Alternative e provides minimum 
restrictions on accessibility to public lands. We oppose "locking 
up" resources by wilderness, roadless area or other such 
designations. 

We take exception to the insinuations on Page IV-14 that special 
uses such as transmission lines on Forest lands provide only for 
convenience and comfort. 

Electricity and natural gas are more of a necessity than a conve
nience. Take as one example, all the Montanans who heat their 
homes utilizing electricity or natural gas. A transmission line 
is the vehicle that takes energy to the distribution lines to 
serve homes. Without them, many would not survive our harsh 
climate. 

} 

B 

We commend the Forest for including utility corridors in the ] 
Forest Plan (Management Area 5). The description of this area C 
must, however, be expanded to include access roads for construc-
tion and maintenance of existing and future facilities. Also, we 
strongly recommend each management area's management standards be Jo 
revised to be consistent with the rules for s~ting linear facilities 
under the Montana Major Facility Siting Act. 

We appreciate this opportunity to comment. 

DMS/MGS/tlmw 

180573 

, FOREST SERVICE 
LOLO "ATI()N.l.F~,~T 

. t~1'r~'" .... " 

yp..,. -6 \985 

l RECEiVED J 

sr;;;fl 
D~~Manager 
Environmental Department 

FOREST SERVICE RESPotlSE 

WM-I-3 

A Alternative d was selected as the prefened alternative for the Forest. This 
selection is based upon an ana"ysis of public resource demands and the 
capability of the land to provide goods and services. Altemative d p'ovides 
for the enhancet:lent of resou!'ce value:, 011 wilderne::.s and road less lands as well 
as on lands that will be developed. Lands detenr.ined tc be suitable for tlffiber 
will alse be managed to meet other resource goal~,. 

B The Citing of transmission and telephone lines as reflecting convenience and 
comfort-type special use~ was meant to pl'ovjde a !'ead::y familiar explanation 
of what cou:d be considered convenience or comfort perm:ts, without getting 
into a w01'dy discussion. The use of land for tranSlliission purposes may 
certainly be considel'ed a necessity to maintain acceptable levels of "ifestyle 
or development. 

C The description of Management Area (MAl 5 does not include the access roads 
~ocated outside the corridor right-of-way, but provision for these roads is 
made in the MA 5 Standal'ds (No.4). Often times the roads needed to access a 
transmission corridor are of a multiple-use nature, not limited to corridor 
access, and should not be identified only with a transmission facility. 
Designat:on of all roads necessary to access a cor1':dor are best handled in the 
use authorization. 

o The rules for siting linear facilities under the Montana Major Facility Siting 
Act are meant to provide for compatible use and protection of land values/uses 
when the siting of facilities is being processed. The laws, regulations and 
policies governing land use planning on the Nationa: Forests are more 
far-reaching. The rules for Siting a linear facility do not govern land use 
planning, but rather are subordinate to land use planning. 
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Y.ay 7, 1985 

Lola ~2tional Forest 
Montana 
Forest Plan Revised 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Mr. Orville L. Daniels 
Forest Supervisor 
Lolo National Forest 
Building 24, Fort Missoula 
Mi.ssoula, Montana 59801 

Dear t-!r. Daniels: 

Co- f- f 

TEXACO 
C,H.A. 

p.o BOX21OU 
DE:-';\"EH. COLORADO HO:.!Ol 

(au:!) 7Ha·4000 

Thank ~IOU for the oppor=ity to conment on the Rev:Lsed Forest Plan and the 
third nElS recently furnished to interested parties. We appreciate the tiJne 
and cost that has gone into this plan. 

Minerals and energy resources should be major issues in this plan; however, it 
does not appear that an in-depth analysis was undertaken as required under 
Forest Service regulations. The Forest sits on top of the overth..'"11st belt; 
therefore, all of it should be designated as non-wilderness and managed for 
multiple use to obtain the maximum net public benefit over the long term. 

The adjoining Bob Marshall Wilderness Area offers vast opportunities for a 
wilderness experience. It also offers sufficient habitat for the grizzly 
bear, ",nere it can proliferate virtually undisturbed. Not every forest, nor 
the nation, can afford to give the grizzlies priority over minerals and 
timber. Consideration of these facts should have significantly affected the 
Forest Service's recommendations. It is not felt that the bpst public 
interest is being servp.d under your plan. 

Very truly yours, 

TEXACO INC. ~ 

'7;./,/ { / 
/// cr'cUu.....-J 

.' / 
G. X. Bart:6w 
Land Department - Lease Records 

G1B:JE 

} 

} 

} 

FOREST SERVICE RESPOI;SE 

A The Forest has developed an inventory of minerals anO.collected information on 
oil and gas from all available known sources of information. This information 
was considered in the decisions for' the Forest Plan. 

B Energy leasing was a public issue addressed :r. the Forest Planning process. 
Other than designated wilderness al'eas wbich have already been wi thdrawn from 
mine,a" entry and leac,ing by the Wilderness Act of 1964, all other areas on the 
Lolo National Forest are· open and avai.l.able for leasing of hydrocarbons. 
Access to these areas for exploration/development purposes will be allowed, 
subject to special conditions to mitigate sit.e specific impacts to other 
resource values. 

C Under the dictates of we Endangered Species Act (1973) and amend,,;ents, the 
enhancement of habitat and recovery of the species listed is given highest 
priority over other federally sponsored activities. In areas designated as 
grizzly bear habitat, stipulations have been formulated to allow the 
possibili ty of commodl ty resources being developed, While still adhering to the 
intent of the Act. 



(~'V\ ~ Marathon 
MARA'''' Oil Company 

May 6. 1985 

Mr. Orville L. Daniels 
Forest Supervisor 
LoLo National Forest 
Building 24 Fort Missoula 
Missoula, Montana 59801 

Dear Mr. Daniels: 

RE: FOREST PLAN COMMENTS 

WY-J:- 5 
Casper DIVISion 
Production United States 

P.O. Box 120 
Casper. Wyoming 82602 
Telepnone 307/235·2511 

The Forest Plan is lacking in the treatment, evaluation, and implementation 
in regard to minerals. There appears to be a significant absence of 
mineral analysis. There is no clear indication of ~hat lands will be 
leased, of the oil and gas potential of the leasable areas, or the economic 
benefits from leasing and development. 

The Forest Plan. 

Although the National Forest Management Act is vague in its discussion of 
minernls in a Forest Plan, there are numerous other statues that clearly 
authorize minerals as one of the mUltiple uses: 

The 1920 Mineral LeaSing Act 
The 1947 Mineral Leasing Act for Acquired Lands 
The 1955 Multiple-Use Mining Act 
The 1960 Multiple Use - Sustained Yield Act 
and most recently, the 1980 Energy Security Act 

It is inconceivable that the plan does not address land allocations for 
mineral resources. If an analysis were done to relate potential with 
stipulations, this would enable you as planners to allocate management 

j: 

prescriptIons in appropriate areas of mineral potential while balancing Jo 
other resource uses. How can 'lOU compare mineral values to other resource 
values when no benchmark has b~en prepared for minerals? 

FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE 

WY-I-5 

A Public comments led to the revision of several portions of the minerals 
sections of the Forest Plan, including parts of the Rock Creek Chapter. The 
amount and location of the mineral activities and their associated 
environmental costs and benefits are now discussed more fully. 

B The areas on the Forest o~n to oil and gas leasing are identified in FEIS 
Chapter II, Section Dl0; leasing is acceptable on all lands not specifically 
withdraWn, after analysis which will be done for new leases and reissuances. 
Other than designated wilderness areas which have already been withdrawn from 
mineral entry and leasing by the Wilderness Act of 1964 and small acreages in 
administrative sites, campgrounds and lookout towers (Appendix H of the Forest 
Plan), all other areas on the Lolo are open and available for leasing of 
hydrocarbons. The latter areas will be re-examined as mandated by Section 204 
of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) to determine whether the 
existing withdrawal is still necessary. Access for exploration/development 
purposes will be allowed to all available areas, subject to special conditions 
to mitigate site specific impacts to other resource values. 

C Mineral exploration and development are among the recognized multiple uses on 
National Forest System lands. The Forest Plan recognizes current mining 
activity in Management. Mea (MA) 4. An inventory of mineral activity - past 
and present -, coupled with local geologic terrane and economic feasibility, 
was used to determine the mineral potential of the Lolo Forest lands. 

o The general approach used by the Forest related to minerals and other resources 
is that mineral exploration and development will occur as provided for by the 
various mineral laws. Constraints protecting other resources are listed in 
each Management Area in the Forest Plan. 



~r. Orville L. Daniels 
May 6. 1985 
Page No. :2 

In light 0f the proposed land exchange between the Bureau of Land 
~!anagernent and Forest Service, it seems apparent that you must include a 
more cptailed analysis of minerals in your plan if you are going to be the 
sole steward of them. There is no concrete cuta or method to assimilnte a 
leasing Environmental Impact Statement from the data presented. This leads 
to a fragmented time consurr.ing approach to mineral leasing and 
environm~ntal documentation. Further, the constraints on the preferred 
alternative are set without regard for minerals. Hinerals are affected by 
all of the constraints ypt none of these same considerations are imposed on 
other resources~ 

The plan appears to be bias towa~d grizzly bears, roadles5 areas and 
wilderness instead of a balanced multiple use concepts. 

Please include an overall map of the general stipulations and 
restrictions to be inposed on oil and gas leases. 

A map of current areas leased and areas proposed to be leased. 

A map of areas closed to leasing and the reasons. 

A benchmark analysis of the cost benefits from all phases of oil 
and gas operations (i.e. leasing through production). 

An oil and gas potential map. 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit these comments and we hop~ they 
will be incorporated. 

Sincerely, 

Sradley G. Penn 
Land/Environmenta.l 
Coordinator 

BGP:dg 

p. <;).. 
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FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE CO!>.T2I1UED 

Based ct! a pJ"~CI r.t!v':rcnn.ent.,,: analysis of non-wildel'nes!:i Jand::-) & set je5 of 
leasing sUpulatiom' ,'pecific to tbe individual Management Areas wet e 
idenLfied. As a result, recotmlendations by the Forest on nlinf,l £,} leasing have 
consistently been completed well in advance of tt,e due d!Jte est&b: <,;hed by the 
Bureau of Land Managen,en:. 

C:c·nstraints on all soil-disturbing activities such as t<oad constr<uct:on, }og 
skidding, or mineral explon:;tion and developn<enL are sirr'ilar in sCGre and 
application, in that they are applied to pmtect the soil and water< resources 
while allowing the di!'turbot"c(> to (x<our. A t (laci constructed for mineral 
developnent would be tt ested lIO diffetf't<::,< ([an a road built for< LVll)!"! 
harvesting. Constr'aints placed on tbe t erBov,,] (,f overburden to aJ .leI' fot 
miner"al actjvit}€,s rflc(y tiIlrec:1 t.t.) jngent in compbt'ison to other resouce 
activities, ae; there are no comparable activities associated ",ith the 
developnent of other r<e,'ource,'. Even the,,€. however, at<e 1 imi ted to the 
protection of on- and off -si te soi 1 and water r<e"ources. 

A Forestwide map showing the varioul\ stipulations and re:>tdctions on oil and 
gas leases would be very difficult to decipher, because of the many 
symbols/patterns nece~",~wy and the map scale utilized in the planning process. 

A map showing existing le8se!' if avail able on r'equest at the Lolo Forest. 
Supervisor's Office. There is a large volume of lease speculation; the amount 
of land leased and/or r<elinqui::.bed in any one n~mth may be up to 250,000 acres. 
Thus, a map printed for incluEion in the FOl<est Plan would quickly bec:c,oie 
obsolE.'te. 

Except for de~ignated wilderness areas and the small pat'cels withdrawn for 
campgrounds, lookouts, et.c., all other areas on the Lola .we available for< 
leasing. 

Leasing 1s the only phase of oil and gas operations currently done on the Lolo. 
It would be difficult to construct a benchmark considering oil and gas without 
knowing the costs and benefits for oper<ating on the Forest. The benefit of a 
benchmark analysis without this infor'mation would be negligible. 

An oil and gas miner<al potential map j Po on LJ e ct tbe For<est Sup" 1 V j sor' s 
Office, and is avail able upon request. 
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April 26, 1985 

Orvil Ie L. Daniels 
LOLO NATIO~!AL FOREST 
Bldg 24, Ft. Missoula 
Missoula, MT 59801 

sin 

P.O. Box11n 

n._ 
STEPHEN to( ZW;urlt 

&W.1MJ41IMI6jJt, 
AOaEAT S NOBIS 

COEUR I)'ALENE, IDAHO 
83814 

The enclosed resolutions were adopted by the 47th Intermountain Logging 
Conference at the annual meeting in Spokane, Washington, April rs, 1985. 

They are the result of e~ten$lve study, several discussions and meetings, 
editing and selection. It would be difficult to emphasize or call your 
attention to anyone of them. These four are most Important to us. TRey 
represent the recommendations of over 600 registrants at this year's 
Conference. 

\'Ie ask that you seriously consider these four resolutions and refer to 
them as you make your decisions. 

Your comments are sol ielted and if thIs office can be of any further 
assistance to you, please don't hesitate to contact me. 

Yours very truly, 

-p~s.~.~ 
Robed S. Nob I II 
SecreTary-Manager 

enc. 

RSN:bg 

FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE 
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Where applicable to the Lolo National Forest, the resolutions adopted by the 
~7th Intermountain Logging Conference, April 13. 1985 are compatible with the 
Forest Plan, specifically as follows: 



RESOLUT ION ;H 

I'IHEREAS, fish and wi I dl i fe consi deral ion5 wi II be an important part 
of each t~ational Forest Pion; 

I'IHEREAS, unreal istic fish and wildlife goals or unyieldina pol icies 
can unduly and unnecessarily reduce timber sale programs through the 
planning process; 

WHEREAS, employment and funding for local government in many I'Jestern 
communities Is heavily dependent upon maintaining historical levels of 
timber harvest from State and Nattonal Forests; 

NOW, THEREFORE, 8E IT RESOLVED that the membership of the 47th 
Intermountain Logging Conference calls upon "Iestern Governors and State 
Legislators to: 

L Investigate the process for developing fish and wi Idl i fe 
pol icies and goals in each State, and 

2. Evaluate the implication of these goals on the timber or other 
natural resource-basEd i ndustri as in each state, and 

3. Take appropriate legiSlative and administrative action to assure 
maximum compatibil ity between fish, wildlife, and timber in 
each State F ish and Game Department pol icy and pi enning. 

RESOLUTION 112 

:r:ti!i. MUL TIPLE ~-SUSTAINED YIELD ECQ.NOI\\CS 

WHEREAS, The lAul tiple Use-Sustained Yield Act of 1960 and the National 
Forest I.\anagem,,,,! Act of 1976 direct the United states Forest Service to 
manage the National Forests with consideration being given to relative 
values of the various resources, Including timber production, wildlife 
management, water resources, forage, and recreation; and, 

I'IHEREAS, the Forest Service is further directed by the I.lultiple Use
Sustained Yield Act to not necessarily manage for the greatest dollar 
return or the greatest unit output of these resources; and, 

WHEREAS, the Forest Service has the mandate to be responsive to the 
needs of conmunities that are dependent on natural resourCe programs for 
their socio-economic wei I-being; and, 

WHEREAS, some Forest Service timber sales have been shown not to 
generate pes it i ve short-term cash flows to the Un i ted st ates Treasury 
although total benefits may exceed total costs; and, 

WHEREAS, it is recognized that Forest Service accounting methods may 
not allocate benefits and costs properly among all such resources; and, 
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RESOLUTION ~2 continued 

WHEREAS, provIsions lor many of these addi tionnl benefits entai I 
costs over and above those that should be normally experienced by private 
timber purchasers operating on National Forest lands; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the membership.of the 47th 
Intermountain Logging Conference recognizes that the United States 
Forest Service must make investments In the future for the management of 
these various resources such as roads, timber stand Improvement, planting, 
and other forest practices, and that prudent management of public resources 
requires the Forest Service to operate as effiCiently as ble taking 
into consideration that it Is not always possible to so a positive 
cash flow to the United states Treasury; and, 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVEO that the United states Forest Service continue 
to protect said National Forests from fire, insect and disease by the 
constructIon of needed roads to al low access for such protective programs 
os well as the management of range, wlldl ife, waterShed, and recreational 
v~lues which require continuous and timely forest management programs; and, 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the membership of the 47th Intermountain 
logging Conference recommends that the United states Congress should 
thoroughly review and understand the economics of National Forest timber 
sales before changing any current pol ieies deal ing with such sales on 
Nat ional Forest I and; and, 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the membership of the 47th Intermountain 
Logging Conference Is very cognizant of the need lor community stability 
In many Western areas by providing the timely flow 01 natural resources 
to various Industries that provide employment opportunities lor the 
citizens of these various states as well as providing direct monetary 
contributions to support schools and roads situated In these states. 

RESOLUTION 113 

RESOURCES PLANNinG 6£I 

WHEREAS, the Nat ion has a Resources PI enning Act (RPM which 
includes RPA goels for National timber production; and, 

WHEREAS, RPA goals are disaggregaled to United States Forest 
Service Regions and Region One's goal being 1.22J oil I ion board feel; 
and 

WHEREAS, the greatest oppor/uo; ty 10 the Northwest to meet or 
exceed this RPA goal Is in Region One; and, 

WHEREAS, the of the Forest Plans of the United Stales 
Forest Service to make II appea,· that the Unl ted States Forest 
Service does not choose to meet the RPA limber target; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the membership of the 47th 
Intermountain Logging Conference urge the united stutes Forest Service 
to consider those available, logal al ternallves that will provide the 
t Imber product ion Ilvai I abl e for both the Nat Ion end the I umber i ncltlstry. 

A 

A 

B 

} 

FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE cOtrrINUED 

The discounted timber benefits for the planning horizon for the Lolo Forest are 
greater than the discounted timber costs, which means that overall financial 
returns of the timber progt'am are positive. However, the positive values do 
not mean that below cost sales have been avoided (Chapter II, secticn 15). In 
spite of alternative and prescription cost-efficiency objectives, indications 
are that below cost sales will occur. Sales with high investment costs in the 
immediate future are followed by sales in the future that have lower costs and 
higher returns so that the entire set of management activities provide a 
positive return. 

Recognition of the importance of community stability is a component of Net 
Public Benefits. The reason the RPA Alternative was deleted fronl furhter 
consideration was because of its negative impact on community stability 
(Chapter II, section 4b). As part of Net Public Benefits, the concern for 
community stability is interwoven throughout the FEIS document. It is listed 
issue No. 1 in the Timber section of Chapter I, and as issue No. 1 in the 
Social Economic section. 

Measurement of social and economic impacts is described in Section V of 
Appendix B. The primary method used to assure community stability is the 
even-flow constraint discussed on 8-58, which guarantees a sustained level of 
timber over time. 

An alternative was developed to meet the Forest's share of the National RPA 
1980 objectives, as assigned by the Regional Forester. The analysis made for 
this alternative was equal to the analysis made for the Description of 
Alternatives Considered in Detail except that detailed mapping necessary to 
ground-truth the solution was not completed. In order to meet the RPA timber 
objective, departure from the base sale schedule of the Proposed Action was 
necessary. The RPA alternative would contribute toward satisfying the national 
demand for timber, but the magnitude of the departure could be disruptive to 
community stability. 



RESOLUTION 114 

I'MEREAS, the I nit 101 al ternat i Ve for the Flathead Nat i onal Forest is 
complete and a final Forest rlan about to be selected; and, 

WHEREAS, the sel ected al ternal Ive \'I! II govern the use and management 
01 the Flathead Not ional Forest for the next ten years; and, 

WHEREAS, the pre/erred al ternat i ve has an imuedl ate and de\lOl:;! at i ng 
effect on the lumber Industry; and, 

I'MEREAS, legal and available options exist that will provide the 
\lolumes of timber necessary for the lumber industry; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the membership of the 47th 
Intermountoin Logging Conference strongly urges the united States Forest 
Ser\lico to imploment a Forest Pion that wi I I provi de the annual 130 mi I I ion 
board feet necessary for the existGncc of the lumber industry In the 
Flothead Val leYi 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, thot the Flathead National Forest Plan Is 
ani y one examp I e Of many FOr<:!st P I ens current I y be i"g revi !lwed and the 
membership of the 47th Intarr.~untaln Logging conference urges the United 
States Forest Ser\llce and Congress of the united stotes to consider the 
combined effect of all the National Forest PI ans in the Intermountain 
Region and provide the volume necessary to sustain the timber Indu~try 
In that region. 

47th Session 
INTERI:OUNTAIN LOGGING COI>FERENCE 
Spol(ane, \'lash i og Ion 
Apri I 13, 1985 



May 23, 1985 

Mr. Orville Daniels 
Forest Supervisor 
Lolo National Forest 
Building 24, Fort Missoula 
Missoula, MT 59801 

Dear Mr. Daniels: 

PlumCreek Timber Company, Inc. 
CiearW31er Unit 

700 South Avenue West MIssoula MT 59801 

406,728·8350 

Plum Creek Timber Company, PCTC, has reviewed the Lolo's second revision 
to the proposed Forest Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Statement. Our 
comments reflect our June 18, 1982 letter (attached) on the first revision 
to the proposed Plan and DEIS, 

As you have stated in the atta.chment to the revised 
Plan "remains relatively unchanged" and !lis 
drafts". Therefore, our original comments are 

documents, the proposed 
the same as earlier 

applicable and valid. 
and this current summary. We ask that you address both our earlier comments 

We are pleased that in the last few years the Lolo Forest has been cooperative 
in its land exchange program. We are, ho~ever, concerned that on paper the 
policy; Guidelines for Landownership Adjustment, is still too restrictive 
and potentially could hinder current practices. 

00 the one hand the guidelines state that l.andownership change will occur 
when the change provides a greater net public benefit. We support this 
position. On the other hand, however, the guidelines continue to present 
a long list of reasons why the Forest will not exchange lands and it does 
not list the benefits of landownership consolidation (see our 1982 letter" 
page 5). The criteria used to E£! dispose of land is based on subjective 
terms such as Ifs ignificant or substantial adverse effectslf~ How will sig
nificant or substantial be measured? \fuy hasn't the Forest listed the 
benefits of land exchange? 

We ask the Forest to take a more positive approach in presenting the Guide- JA 
lines for Landownership Adjustments, The recently proposed BLM-USFS land 
exchange demonstrates the values of land consolidation. We believe these 
same values should be presented in your land exchange policy. 

Two of the proposed wilderness Swan Front and Monture, are adjacent ] 
to peTC lands. The Plan needs to and resolve potential access andl 
or land management problems between peTC and the USPS where these ownerships 
meet. We recommend that the USFS include within its" acquisition plan our B 
properties in I, 2, 3 Tl6N R14W, section 17 Tl7N R14W, and section 
21 T17N R14W. last two sections are incorrectly identified in the Swan 
Front wilderness proposal according to your roadless area map. 

A 

FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE 

M-I-7 

The Fot'est Service recognizes the benefits of 
demonstrated by past actions. The Guidelines 
Appendix I in the For'est Plan, are wi thin the 
to be the process used to test proposals for 

a goOd land exchange program, as 
for Landownership Adjustments, 

Guide, and will continue 
ownership adjustrrents. 

Land ownership adjustment is a primary tool to help achieve management 
objectives and to reduce conflicts between adjacent landowners. The Lolo is 
proceeding as rapidly as budgetary limitations and willing landowners allow to 
consolidate needed ownership adjustments. 

It is neither possible nor practical for the Forest Service to acquire all 
private lands within the boundaries of the Lolo Forest. Many of these private 
lands provide goOds and services necessary for the support of Forest activities 
which could not be provided by the agency. The acquisition of all private 
lands within the boundaries of the Forest is not compatible with national 
policy and direction. 

The Guidelines for Landownership Adjustment are based upon guidance in the 
Northern Regional Guide (1983). '7he pattern of ownership for other Wildlands 
may change as a result of analysis associated with Forest Plans. However, 
private lands should not be acquired simply to: (1) improve Forest Service 
management efficiency; (2) relieve private landowners of lands having low 
commodity production potential; (3) improve a private landowner's management 
efficiency. " 

B The PeTC lands adjacent to the Swan Front-Monture area will be considered for 
acquisition by the Forest through the Land Exchange Program. The road less area 
map will be corrected as suggested. 



Mr. Orville Daniels 
page 2 
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In our previous analysis of the Lolo Plan's Water and Soil chapters we 
made five recommendations. A major concern was the Forest's unjustified 
assumptions on water yield models. We urge the Lo10 staff to review 
and respond to our earlier comments and recommendations. 

Under our 1982 Wildlife section V. we requested clarification on the Forest's 
position on elk habitat, road construction limitations, snag management, 
livestock grazing, and grizzly bear management. The Forest needs to respond 
to these issues in regard to intermingled landowners. We request that the 
Forest state its intent to coordinate with landowners or resolve conflicts 
where wildlife issues could encumber private landowners. This especially 
applies to our lands within grizzly bear management situation 1 where any 
proposed activity requires a forest biologist's opinion. If the biologist 
believes the activity will affect the bear, consultation with the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service is required. Our road and harvest program on PC lands 
within M.S. 1 is critically affected by this process. 

C 

Our primary land use goal is to manage for timber production. We intend 
to remain profeosiu11ally involved witll grizzly bear management, however, 
we believe M.S. 1 deSignation on intermingled ownership is inappropriate 
with our economic objectives. We therefore request the Forest to either 
alter the M.S. 1 boundary to exclude our lands or discuss land exchange 
with us to acquire our properties within this designation. 

} 
In summary, we support the Forest's intent to prepare an objective and 
workable action plan for managing the land and resources on the Lolo Forest. 
The Plan will be incomplete, however, without an integrated policy on land 
ownership supported by neighboring private landowners. PCTC is committed 
to working with the USFS to reduce costs and resolve management conflicts 
between adjacent private landowners. Your committment, too, is essential 
to this goal. We believe landownership consolidation is the tool to imple
ment this goal. 

We appreciate your consideration of our comments and hope you give serious 
attention to our recommendations in finalizing the Lolo Plan. 

Sincerely, 

D.B. Sigars 
Manager Clearwater Unit 

JAB/seg 

attachment 

cc: Tom Coston 

FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE CONTINUED 

C The Lolo Forest goals for snag-dependent wildlife, elk, grizzly bear and other 
wildlife are the same on all Forest acres, including checkerboard lands within 
given Management Areas (HA's). The Forest intends to·meet each HA's Wildlife 
objectives for National Forest lands within checkerboard ownership areas. 
Ob~iously, for those species of wildlife that are wide-ranging, such as elk or 
grlzzly bears, their populations will be influenced by private land 
activities. Those factors will be considered at the project level' however 
general wildlife constraints will still be applied to meet Forest Service ' 
responsibilities for Wildlife habitat on public lands. In terms of road 
management, the Lolo will attempt to coordinate with private landowners to meet 
their needs as well as those of wildlife. 

o Essential habitat for threatened and endangered species was designated on the 
basis of the needs of the animals and the habitat available. Essential habitat 
is defined as that land needed for species recovery. Thus, regarding the 
grizzly bear, some of the MS 1 lands (considered essential for recovery of the 
bear) do encompass checkerboard lands, which requires careful cooperation with 
private landowners. Most of the constraints on essential grizzly bear habitat 
that would involve adjacent landowners concern road management. Many conflicts 
can be resolved by careful coordination between landowners. 



June 18, 1982 

y~. Orville Daniel. 
Forest Supervisor 
Lolo National Forest 
3ulldinu 24, Fort Miosoula 
Missoula, M:r 59801 

RE: Response to Revised Lolo Forest Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement & Draft Plan 

Dear Mr. Daniela! 

As s neighboring landover to the Forest Service and a major land manager 
of over no,coo acres of forestland ":Hhin th .. Lolo National Forest, 
BN T1=herlands Inc. (BNTI) will be significantly influenced by the out
come of. the LoIn Plan. We are. therefore, disappointed that the Forest. 
in its revised DElS and Draft Plan, did not, in our opinion, adequately 
respond to our initial co~enta. These substantive comments were sub~tted 
to JOU in letter d .. ted September 22, 1980. and in Ii report titled "Lolo 
Plan end UEIS - Lend Adjustment dated August 27. 1980. We do 
not "aive any of the positions held these e .. rlier c~ntarles. 

In this we request that the Lolo Forest seriously reconsider its 
tre"tment our concerns and more thoroughly address both our ear11er 
co~nts aud the additions thereto which follow in light of national 
directives, presidential policies, and the Secretary of Agriculture's 
st~te~ent on Federal Fore.t Planning. 

Gen~ral COT.nents 

O~~')r~~*~~~~P{~;~~~~~, - The Lol0 forest did not give llN'TI 
the ge~eral public, to effectively 

the planning process. The National Forest Management Act 
regulations require Forest Service planning to felly recognize 

~ffect"d pri~ate landowners' need. ane objectives. The revised DRIS 
state, that an i.ntensive effort "". IMde by the Forest Service to involve 
nnd coordinate planning with privete landowners. We dId not find this to 
he true, as there ~s~ atte~pt by the forest Service to involve 
B~71 in the Forest 

sentiment. Sa veIl a8 national dire~
and the Secretary of Agriculture. s11 

The Lolo Forest does not comply 

E 

E 

FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE CONTINUED 

The Lolo Forest considers coordination with intermingled landowners essential. 
Private landowners within or adjacent to the Forest, as well as the pub:ic, are 
personally contacted by Forest specialists through letters and news releases to 
solicit input in any land adjustment situation. Coordination is required as 
part of any environmental assessment process, as well as stipulated in the 
National Forest Management Act of 1976. 

Ongoing consultations occur with private landowners, and the Lolo did consult 
with Plum Creek at the beginning of the Forest Planning process. Throughout the 
process, the Forest has consulted with the large corporations owning lands 
within the Lolo boundaries. 
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Mr. Orville Daniels 
JU!le 18, 1982 

(I' .1'1,10) 
PaG" t'm 

with these directives as is evidenced by the fact that management effi
ciency is de-emphasized in regard to landownership adjustment. 

3. L""~i' Analy.."'.!! - The NF:1A regubtions and other po lid a" and 
guic~lines (refer to the more specific co",,,"cncs attache!!) re~uir" the 
Forest Service, in the ?orcst Plan. to annlyzc the econo~ic3 of n project 
and to fully display n range of alternatives for the !'lanage:::ent proposal. 
There was no econol<lic Bnalysia or range of altenativcc dcvclo?cn in the 
?l~ for either the lancowncrship issue or the l~nd ndjustcent propos~l. 

The Lolo Forest states that it selected the proposed land adjustment plan 
because of direction from the Region 1 Plan (which has not been approved). 
This decision fails to justify the process used to select the proposal. 
It is essential that the Yarest completely analyze the land issues to; 
1) fully disclose to tbe public tbe array of opportunities. benefits. 
and costs of alternative landownership patterns and 2) assist in the 
selection of an adjustcent plan which maxinizes net public benefits. 

Enclosed is a more detailed analysiS of our concerns which expands upon 
the general comments above. B:ITl supports the Forest Service's goal to 
establish an integrated land management program. such as the Lolo Plan 
is intended to be. Essential to impleoenting this goal is the need to 
encourage and maintain a good working relation ,nth neighboring land 
managers such as liNT!. For this reason, we urge the Lolo Forest to 
adequately consider our concerns in developing the Final Forest Plan. 
"" are not: suggesting thaI: you arbitrarily 1ll1ple",ent our recOl!al\eI\dations, 
but merely that you respond to them in a way which logically documents 
your rationale, 

S1acerely. 

Donald M. Nettleton 
As~i3tant Vice Preuide~t 
Tir..berbncs 

JAIl/me 
Attachments 

bee: Larry Blasing, IFRC 
Jim Riley, NFPA 
Jim Bentley, Champion 
Pete Jackson WETA 
IFA 
Max Peterson 
John Crowell 
L,J. Brady/N.J. Kirkmire 
K.II. Kroschel 
D.O. Whitesitt 
D.B. Stgars 
C.E. lIuhre 
Forest Supervisors 
Montana Congressmen 

J 

G 

F 

G 

FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE CONTINUED 

Management efficiency is a rr~asure of how well a proposed action compares with 
other proposed actions. To presume that a particular land pattern is mor-e 
efficient than another indicates that the criteria for measuring economic 
efficiencY are obvious or agreed upon by everyone. The Lolo National Forest 
Appendix I, Guidelines for Landownership Adjustments, develops the criteria 
that will be used to judge the overall management efficiency of future 
proposals, based on all the resources considered, including the public 
interest. 

The EIS for the Northern Region Plan addresses the problem of checkerboard 
ownership. It considers four alternatives to solving this problem, ranging from 
total consolidation to no consolidation at all. This guidance was the basis 
for the 20 categories of classification used in the Lolo's landownership 
adjustment program. These 20 criteria include all facets of land adjustment 
priorities and philosophies. 



Detailed Comment. on the Revised Lolo Draft Plan and lIS 

This critique contains $everal issues from the revised Lolo Draft Plan and XIS 
which the Lola Forest did not adequately analyze in response to BNTI'a initial 
comments dated September 22, 1980. Pollowing these issues are our coomants 
and recommendations. Afte~ each 1ssue, ~eferenee 1s cade to the exhibits 
L~cluded in the Septembe~ 22, 1980, letter. The page numbers referred to are 
found ia the revised Draft Plan (DP) and Draft Environmental I~acc Statement 
(D::1S). 

(Compli~nce with Laws and Regulations - A). All of DP and 
are several rcquirencnta, as stated in several poliCies, regulations, 

nndldirectives with which the Lola Forest has not cOr.lplied: 

A. Coordination of planning with interm:l.np,led and adjacent laudo.mer. As 
requireoil by, -

1. National Forest ManageMent Act (~A) regulations-Code of Federal 
Regulations (CFR); sections ZI9(g), 219.8(b) 

2. Forest Service Manual (FSM) 1920, 1922.46A 

B. Landognershlp ad1ustment. As required by: 

1. FSM 1921.21(7), 1922.46 

2. NFMA regulations-CFR; section 219.10(7) 

C. Salification of Erivate landovner. As required by: 

1. FSM 1920.'73(g) 

2. NYMA regulations-CFR; section 219.8(g) 

D. Analysis of economic costs and benefits. As required by: 

IFMA regulations-CFR; section 219.5(c) and (g). (There should be an 
econonic analysis for e variety of landownership patte~.) 

E. !rlequate display of alternatives. As required bYI 

Jational Environmental Policy Act (NEPA); part 1502.1 requiring a full 
and flllr analysis of the impacts and mitigating measures of each project. (A 
full taU!e of landownership alternatives should be displayed.) 

F. !ianagetlent eHide':!£!.. As required by: 

1. 1980 Recommended Renevable Resources Planning Program, pages 95-96 

1. President Reagan's Ycbnlnry 17. 1931, Executive Order 12291, section 
2(c), r~i~ing selection of the alternative having the least cost to society. 

3. Secretary of Agriculture's expectations on efficient ~nagement, as 
atated :I.!l a January 26, 1932. paper by D. ~acCl"ery. 

4. I'Sli 1970: Economic and Social Analysis 

Recomr.enJation - All of the above directives nend to be fully analyzed and inte
grated ittto the £1nal Forest Plan. 

H 

H 

FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE CONTINUED 

Concerning the legal adequacy of the Forest Plan and associated documents, the 
Forest has strived to read and understand all of the direction and meet all of 
the requirements. The adjacent landowners were notified and concerns solicited 
throughout the planning process. 
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II. L~~ds ISBue (Plan's Fornat-B. Intermingled Lands-C) 

A. Altern3tivcs consicered - DEIS, pa~cs 11-47. Re~~lations direct the 
Forest Service to examine alternative opportunity levels, above 3nd beyond existing 
leve~s. 1n order to ~~lmize public benefits. Tho Lola Forest did not exacine any 
alternative to the proposed land adjustment plan. Through this proposed plan. 
the Lola Forest restricts land exchange Yithin checkerboard areas and. therefore. 
taUs to provide a full range of landolouership opportunity level" for =..,<imum 
public benefits. 

n. Affected enviro~ent - DEIS. pages 90-92. The OEIS states that the Lands 
issue Yas resolved by Forest policy, standards, and guidelines. The guidelines. 
i.e., the Resion 1 Plan, used to guide the lands decision have not been approved. 
The DZIS also states that the environnent will not be affected differently between 
land alternatives. This is incorrect, since various landownership patterns can 
significantly change the environment by providing opportunities for more intensive 
forest. wildlife, watershed, and visual management, among others. 

Rec~~ndation - The Forest should develop a comprehensive range of landownership 
alternativca. -from adjustments within checkerboard areas to total consolidation. 
The intent of these slternatives yould be to identify; 1) the opportunities 
beyond the existing situation and 2) the beneficial eff""ts these alternatives 
can have on the enviro=ent. 

C. A~~lv6is of the man~~ement situation - DP, pages 143-173. There is no 
econo~c analysis of the costs and benefits of the menage~nt situation for the 
existing landownership pattern, for the proposed landaYnership plan. or for a 
pote!1tia.1 consolidated lando,mership plan, The public has a right to know the 
costs and benefits of various management decisions. Regulations require that 
these econo~c effects be evaluated. We oaintain that an intermingled lands 
pattern creates higher costs to society than ,,"'Culd a consolidated lands pattern. 

Recot"men2ati:>n - The Forest Sel"Vice should make every effort to identify yays to 
improve ~nagcment efficiency on both public and private lands. This 1s essential 
in achieving national goals to encourage the wise and efficient use of public tax 
dollars. The Lolo Forest should analyze the economic effects of the proposed 
land~~ershlp plan and coepare these figures with an economic analysis of a con
Ilolidated plan. 

III. Roads (Plan' a Forest-B and Transportation Planning-·n) DEIS, pages 95-97. 
131-132, and 237-240. 

G 

F 

A. The various road classifications, i.e., arterial and collector roads. are ~I 
not defIned. This could cause confusion. 

B. The Forest atetes that there is a limited opportunity to reduce road } 
costs because road construction will access tougher country. Ro~ever. the Forest 
also implies that most additional roads will be needed for resource activities 
rather than for mobility and travel efficiency. It 16 unconvincing that the Forest 
cannot sl1"" "",re flexibility :!.n its road standard policies and thereby reduce 
road costs" 

C. The 
will have on 
adjacent and 

revised draft does not discuss ths potential effect federal activities J 
non-federal activities in designing logging roads. Coordination with K 
intermingled landowners in regard to road closures is also not addressed, 

J 

FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE COtITINUED 

The various road classifications are defined individually in Olapter VII of the 
DEIS. A general definition, "Road Classifications, II bas been added to the FEIS 
Chapter VII. 

The Forest has some flexibility in road standards, and presently designs roads 
to the minimum standard consistent wlth proposed use, safety factors and " 
resource needs. Road design will emphasize minimizing soil movement; drawage 
design will follow Forest guidelines for the" particular _ type of 5011 lnV~l ved. 
The most cost-effective method of road-bu1ld1ng slash dlsposal that meeL" 
management and environmental need~ ~ill be used. An approved transportat10n 
plan and environmental analysiS w111 be reqUlred pnor to constructlOn of roads 
on National Forest lands. 

K In ar-eas of intermingled landownership, th~ Lolo works "wit~ other landowners 
when r"oads are being planned, located, des1gned and mamtawed 1n the ar"ea. 



3. 

RflcOt:Jmeudation" 

-A clear definition of road classification should be included. 

-The Forest ean and should seek alternative. to reduce road costa per mila, 
Thi. include. eupporting Forest policy revision. vhich allow more flexibility in 
road standard .. , 

-The Final Plan should address tbe effect road location, road closures, and 
road maintenance viII have on affected private landowners. 

Also, in the last sentence on page 98 of the DEIS, the sentence should read, 
'~ocal road construction viII continue a8 government end cooperator needs dictate," 
On page 99 of the DEIS, the text should state that road closures viII not limit 
use by holders of outstanding valid rights. 

IV. Water and Soil (Exhibit F) DP pages 3, 159; DEIS pages 8. 79; Appendix B-7e 
and B-7f. 

A. The cooperative approach outlined for watershed protection is unacceptable. 
Cooperative efforts betveen public and private forest managers are inefficient due 
to differing management objectives. 

Recomnendation - The Plan should establish a clear delineation of ovnershlp responsi
bilities through an active land exchange program. 

3. The Plan makes the erroneous assumption that increases in water yield 
following timber removal have no commercial value. However, research has contin
uously shove that the largest relative yield increase occurs in the late summer 
and fall. Therefore, the increased water supply has a definite market value 
because part of it is available during a period when demand for yater is very high. 

Reconmendation - The Forest should reconsider ita assumptions and revise its 
position on vster yield to reflect current research. 

C. Soils 1nfo'lnation 1s needed in the Plan. Better scheduling should have 
insured completion of the Lend Type Inventory prior to completion of the Plan. 
Also, there are other Boils considerations that should receive higher priority 
than compaction. These includa inventory. fertility, stability, and displacement, 

Reco~endation - The Forest Plan should analyze these soil issues. 

D. Minimizing stream crossings sounds desirable from a water quality stand
point, but effects on total road mileage (and total acce~8 costs) should be con
sidered. 

Recornm~ndation These effects should be analyzed and incorporated into the Plan. 

E. Appendix B-7e - The EGA model yas developed to predict increases in 
annual water yield folloving timber removal. More and more researchers are 
recognizing that channel degradation is the result of major peak floys, rather 
than increases in annual flows. These major peak flows are not significantly 
affected by timber removal. 

Recommendation - Use of the modp.l to predict streae channel degradation is erron
eous and should be deleted from the Plan. 

JI 
} 
JK 

} 

} 
} 

} 

1" 

FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE CONTINUED 

L Forestwide Standard No. ~9 in the Lolo Plan provides direction for 
transportation planning Which meets the needs of adjacent landowners as well as 
the Forest Service. 

M People holding valid rights to use roads on the National Forest are not 
adversely affected by road closures; Forestwide Standard No. 521 provides for 
this use. 

N In areas of intermingled,ownership, cooperation with adjacent landowners if a 
first step in watershed protection, as discussed in Forestwide Standard No. 14. 

o The value of increased flow created by timber harvest is addressed on page 
IV-26 of the 1985 Revised DEIS. Increased flow does have a value in the arid 
west, particularly for downstream irrigation purposes. However, in order to 
capitalize on this value, storage capacity (dams) is necessary to regulate 
distribution. 

P At the time that Forest Planning began, Land System Inventory (LSI) was 
considered as one of many possible bases. Because it was not complete at the 
time and monies were not available to complete the LSI within needed time 
frames, it was not used. In future planning efforts, the LSI will be much more 
extensively used. Because of its importance, the Forest has emphasized the 
completion of the LSI and stream surveys which have been incorporated into the 
Forest Plall. Stability and displacement are always a consideration; this is 
why the Forest regulates tractor logging over 35$ and why sensitive soils are 
carefully reviewed before any development. 

Q Protection of water quality is just one of many considerations taken into 
account in designing Forest road networks. Among the other factors considered 
are economics, wildlife use areas and sensitive soils. 

R The "ECA model" (water yield increase calculation procedure) ~ predict 
stream channel degradation and is not used for such. The model calculates the 
relative amount of increased runoff that will be produced in a watershed as a 
result of timber removal. The Lolo has established threshold levels of 
increased runoff beyond which channel impacts may develop. Once these 
calculated threshold levels are reached, a more detailed project evaluation is 
required. 
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F. Appendix B-7f - Sediment coefficients for management effects are extended 
from an extreme treatment and an extremely erosive site. In addition. the base 
sediment production levels used to calculate the increases are questionable. 

Recor.nendation - These sediment coefficients and levels should be revised, other
Wise the result of these problems viII be to grossly over-estimate the impacts 
of timber management on fisheries and the aquatic resource. 

V. Wildlife (EyJlibit E). DElS pages 214-215. 221; DP pages 85. 91 

A. The relationship bett'een the Lola Forcst's elk productivity objectives 
and interningled B~71 lands has not been clarified. Is the Lolo's goal of 
increasing existing elk habitat productivity by 125% (i.e., a population increase 
to 11,580 elk) dependent solely upon the capabilities of USFS lsnds or ~ll 
interatngled private lands be required to achieve and maintain this goal? 

Recommendation - Clarify the above relationship. 

II. Restrictions on road construction on }la.nagement Area 21. Old Grovth 
Management. remain the same since the first draft. with no activity allowed from 
March 15 to July 15 to reduce distrubance to old growth nesting species. partic
ularly the goshawk. This could pose real economic constraints on road construc
tion. particularly if there is no actual nesting taking plaee. 

Reco~dation - Specific language should be inserted into the Final Plan to waive 
the8e-~1"tions if goshawks are not nesting in the area or if activity will be 
far enough from a nest site to minimize disturbance. 

c. Snag management guidelines (Forest Policy #12, Plan page 4) have 
"'ppree:l.ably changed from the previous draft. They are directed at maint- ,lg 
viable population levels for the most demending snng-user, the pileate d-
peeker. However. simply providing 20" DBH snags preferred by the pile, 'wood
pecker in cutting unite will not be enough. 

llecomoondations 

-The snag management policy should specify that large snags for pileated 
woodpeckers should be allocated in proximity to Management Area #21 locations to 
provide required nesting as well as feeding babitat. 

-Since the Lolo does not intend to preserve snags for wildlife within 200 
feet of system roads, there should be an analysis of the planned future increase 
in system rosds and its effect on achieving snag management objectives. 

D. Management guidelines for Han.agement Area 1120 have substantially limited 
livestock grazing in grizzly bear habitat. 

Recocaendat10n - While this practice will bave positive benefits for both grizzlies 
and conifer regeneration in timbered areas, intermingled landowners with grazing 
leases vill have to be involved in revising existing allotment canagement plans. 

VI. Land Adjustment Map and Appendix I (Exhibit H) DP pages 139. 168; Appendix 
1-2. ), 7 

A. Tba Forest haa identified approximately 27.600 more acrea of land that it 
int.ncla to acquire than it intenda to dispose of. !hi. i __ hort-aighted planning 
and w1ll create land exchange problema. 
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FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE CONTINUED 

Project monitoring has shown that the base sediment levels used in developing 
sediment coefficients were not out of line. Sediment coefficients for 
management effects ~ extended from extreme treatments in an extremely 
erosi ve site. Rather they were developed from a range of Forest SerVlce and 
university research studies in many representative soil types. 

The Lolo' s outputs for Wildlife are based solely on National For'est lands; 
however, elk and other wide-ranging species are affected by adjacent private 
lands. In project level activities, adjustments are made in tin~er harvest 
scheduling, design and post-sale road management within checkerboard lands to 
minimize impacts on wildlife as well as conflicts with private industry. 

MA 21 areas are designed to provide opportunities for' all old gr'owth dependent 
species. The goshawk was used as an indicator species. Thus, the absence cf 
goshawks nesting in a given stand would not necessarily just;fY a waiver of the 
operating season constraint, since the objective was to provlde nestlng 
opportunities for many old growth dependent species. However, extenuating 
circumstances may allow flexibility of this constraint, on a case-by-case 
basis, if impacts to old growth dependent species can be avoided. 

Twenty-inch snags won't, by themselves, provide nesting habitat for the 
pileated woodpecker. Snag management prescriptions are designed to provide 
feeding habitat fot' t.he pileated woodpecker and nesting/feeding habitat for all 
other cavity-users. Pi lea ted nesting habitat was treated as old growth. This 
will be provided by scattered pockets of MA 21 (and wilderness, roadless and 
unsuitable lands). This. in addition to scattered feeding snags (covered in 
Forestwide Standard No. 25), will provide for the total habitat needs of the 
pileated woodpecker. 

Roads at a density of 4-6 miles per square mile, an estimate used for 
cable-logged ground, preclude snag retention on 20~ of the land that is roaded. 
Thus, Forestwide Standard No. 25, which requires snag retention on 70~ of the 
roaded portion of the Forest, recognizes this allowance. 

X Grazing restrictions to protect grizzly bears should have little if any impact 
on permittees, due to the relatively limit.ed amount of g~azable land wlthw 
essential grizzly bear habitat. Where allotments occur ln essentlal,habltat, 
particularly where multiple landowners are involved, close coordlnatlon wlll be 
needed. 
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Recot:lOendationm 

-to realistically achieve the land exchange goals. the Forest needs to 
identify more disposal areas than acquisition areas. This ~ay the Foreet vill 
hava enough lands to exchange out of; the result viil be grester flexibility for 
both the Forest Service and the exchange participant. 

-The Forest should discard the tabla in Appendix ! on pages 1-2 and 3 and 
replace it with a map shoving general acquisition and disposal areas. 

B. Regarding the proposed Lola Forest's land adjustment tlllp, there was 
probably l~ted interest to include the tlllp within tha text because the general 
public did not know it existed. 

Recommendations 

-For full public disclosure, the Forest should incorporate the proposed land 
adjust~nt map into the text. This will assist public review of the land adjust
ment issue. 

-The Forest should request that BNTI and other affected 
provide maps showing where the landowner desires to exchange 
should then be displayed in tbe Forest Pla" so the public elm 
adjustment proposal they prefer. 

landowner .. 
These """1''' 

choose whicb 

C. We have found several problems with both the land adjustment map and tha 
land exchange section in Table 1, Appendix I of the Draft Plan. For exemple. 
only 160 of the 640 acre .. or BN Section 10, T16N. R16W. have been listed to bel 
acquired. Other scattered portions of BN lands are dea:!.gnated "do not acquire," 
sueh as Sections 17. 21, 23. T19N, R30W. 

These are only a few examples of the land adjust",ent proposal'!! piecemeal 
planning approach. We find it impossible to approve of such a proposal when it 
vill create additional land manageoent problems and will be lese efficient for 
both the public and private land manager. A consolidated land adjustnent plan 
could eliminate these problems. 

Reco~endation - Our suggestion under A. applies to the above comments. We also ] 
believe ~rest Plan should identify the following public and private a~vanteg8. F 
of & consolidated landownership pattern. Larger blocks of o~~erahipl 

-reduce the need to survey property boundaries which lowers managemant costal 

~ake it easier to protect and land from encroachoents. trespass, and vanda1ism, 

-require les8 time spent ~ith other intermingled landowners on cooperative 
agreements such as cost share. coordination of harvest plans, forest planning, etc. 
Right-of-way acquisition costs and general administrative costs (timber ssle layout., 
sales adcinistration, etc.) also are reduced. 

-ioprove the feasibility of 1::tpleoenting intensive lrumagst:lent practices such 
as fertilization, thinning, etc.; 

-reduce adcinistrative conflicts Which may result from different management 
objectives betyeen intermingled o~~ers. Exchsnge provides the opportunity for the 
publ1.cto /lcquire high public value lands in return for lands "here future land 
use con£ll.cta "r.6 1 .. 08 likely to occur. 

FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE COt.'TINUED 

y Lands are identified for disposal and acquisition based on resource management 
goals identified in the Forest Plan. In the process of developing individual 
land exchanges, the Forest generally proposes more disposal areas than 
acquisition areas in order to provide flexibility in adjusting for land value 
differences. 

Z The table in the 1982 Forest Plan Appendix I, pages 1-2 and 3, has been 
removed. A map shOWing acquisition and disposal areas is available for public 
viewing at the Forest Supervisor's Office. 

AA The proposed land adjustment map was available at the Forest Supervisor's 
Office for review by interested parties, and the demand for this review was 
minimal. Due to the limited interest, reproduction of the map for the Plan is 
an unneccessary expense. 

BB Information concerning the availability of private land for exchange is 
gathered as individual land exchange proposals are formulated. 



,rJJ-I- 7 
6. (/.I0tf J O; 

VII. Io?le~entation (Exhibit B) DP page 125-132 

In the }!onitoring and Evaluation Chapter of the Plan, the Forest has not 
addressed the need to determine whether management practices on the Lolo Forest 
are precluding ~nagement practices on adjacent and intermingled private lands. 
We recor~end that the Forest, in monitoring the Plan, determine how it is 
affecting the goals and ohjectives of the private lando~~er and seek ways to 
mitigate any negative impacts. 

JIJJ 
6/18/82 

FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE CONTINUED 
CC The Forest will monitor the effects of Forest Plan implementation on private 

landowners and identify emerging issues that could require re-analysls. 
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COMPOSITE PUBLIC COMMENT 

TX-I-B Shell Western E&P Incorporated 

WA-I-9 U.S. Borax & Chemical Corporation 

Two members of industry expressed the belief that all areas of mineral or 
energy potential should be excluded from wilderness designation, even if no 
economic deposit is now known. other areas within the Forest should be managed 
to provide reasonable access and the possibility of development for energy or 
mineral resources. 

They both expressed their interest in potential oil and gas exploration in that 
portion of the Lolo National Forest east of Range 20 West, believing that 
Subthrust Paleozoics (potential objective) may exist this far west beneath 
Overthrust Precambrian Belt rocks. 

FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE 

TX-I-8 W/I-I-9 

Other than designated wilderness areas which have already been withdrawn from 
mineral entry and leasing by the Wilderness Act of 1964, all other areas on the 
Lolo National Forest are open and available for lealling of hydroc&r"bons. 
Access to these areas for exploration/development purposes will be allowed. 
subject to special conditions to mitigate site specific impacts to other 
resource values. 



ARea Exploration Company 
Exploration Operations * Western U.S. 
707 17th Street 
Malting address: P.O. Box 5540 
Denver. Colorado 80217 
Telephone 303 575 1000 

May 23, 1985 

Mr. Orville L. Daniels 
Forest Supervisor 
Lola National Forest 
Building 24, Fort Missoula 
Missoula, HI 59801 

MAY 31 ali 

RECEIVED 

Re: Lolo National Forest Proposed Land and Resource Management Plan 
and Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Dear Mr. Daniels: 

Atlantic Richfield Company appreciates the opportunity to COMment on 
the Proposed Land and Resource Management Plan (LRMP) and Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Lolo National Forest in 
Montana. As you know, ARCO Exploration has an active exploration 
program in ~'ontana and is, therefore, concerned with the way the Forest 
Service chooses to manage important Forest lands. 

The OEIS states there are approximately 950,000 acres currently under 
lease and that another 200,000 acres are under lease application. 
Further, it is stated that there is moderate potential for energy 
resources in the northern and eastern portions of the Forest. In spite 
of this potential, it does not appear that energy resources played an 
active role in land management planning decisions. With the exception 
of roadless and wilderness designations, oil and gas activities appear 
to be affected similiarly in all alternatives; and we do not feel that 
oil and gas resource potential has received the same consideration in 
the planning process as other resource values. There is no trade off 
analysis contained the the planning documents; in fact we can find no A 
discussion of the planning issues on minerals in the DEIS. The 
planning issues themselves imply that in order for minerals to 
influence land allocations, the oil and gas potential must be extremely 
high or that production is taking place. We believe a detailed 
discussion should be prepared illustrating exactly how mineralized 
areas were addressed in the planning process. 

The National Forest Management Act regulations state in 36 CFR 21~ that 
the probable effect of renewable resource prescriptions and management 
direction on mineral resources, including exploration and development, 
be recognized to be extent possible in the Forest Plan. Therefore, we 
believe that areas identified as having oil and gas potential should 
influence other resource decisions. Access to these areas should be ] 
restricted only by the minimum, not the maximum, legal standards 
estab li shed for envi ronmental protect; on. In areas where conf1 ieti n9 B 
resource values may outweigh mineral values, the Forest Service should 

A 

B 

FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE 
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In making land use decisions, the Forest considered the benefits and impacts of 
all known and potential resources, including the possible occurrence of 011 and 
gas. Since no petroleum reservoirs or drilling targets have been discovered, 
no areas on the Forest have been specifically allocated to 011 and gas 
production. 

Other than designated wilderness areas which have already been withdrawn from 
mineral entry and leasing by the Wilderness Act of 1964, all other areas on the 
Lolo are open and available for leasing of hydrocarbons. Access to the 
non-Wilderness areas for exploration/development purposes will be allowed, 
subject to stipulations to mitigate site specific impacts to other resource 
values. Access requirements vary by alternative; they are summarized in 
Chapter II. Table II-35 shows the amount of land subject to restriction by 
alternative. 
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identify m1n1mum environmental protection essential to meeting plan Jc 
objective~hese resources. 

On Pages II-55 and 56 of the DEIS, the Forest Service states that those] 
areas with the capability of producing more food for grizzlies or the 
capability to reduce human-caused mortality will be managed to enhance 0 
the grizzly (with apparent disregard of the mineral potential of these 
lands). Hence, all "essential grizzly habitats" have been allocated to 
either wilderness or roadless management. 

The Preferred Alternative allows for a departure from the timber 
harvest schedule to contribute to a national need for housing lumber. 
This exception, however, seems to be triggered by the belief that in 
certain areas after a timber operation is completed, more food will be } 
available for the grizzlies. No such departure, however, is allowed 
for oil and gas. In fact, there is no recognition of the national need 
for energy resources in the DElS. Yet, the United States is a net 
importer of oil and gas. 

On Pages IV-II and 12, short-term use vs. maintenance and enhancement 
of long-term productivity is discussed. It is stated that any 
exploration and development of energy resources is 1 ike1y to have a 
long-term impact on the productivity of the specific sites since sites 
in that area will not be as productive as they were before 
disturbance. While it may be true that rehabilitation is difficult.' it 
is inaccurate to say that it cannot be done or that rehabilitation is 
impossible to accomplish. While it is pt'obably true that vegetation 
may be lost during a well operatio~. it mu~t be poi~t:d out that the 
vegetation is usually restored to 1tS prev10us cond1t1on or even 
enhanced through the use of native species and other approved species. 
Further, the nature of oil and gas activities should itself be 
considered short term since a developed field only lasts 25 to 30 years 
-- exploration activities require a much shorter time frame. 
Therefore, we disagree that there is irretrievable da~a~e t~ a site 
where oil or gas is removed or that long-term product1v1ty 1S 
compromised. Statements such as these should be deleted from the 
planning documents or rewritten to reflect an accurate assessment of 
the situation. J 
With regard to wilderness resources on the Forest, according to the 
DEIS the Lo10 National Forest is already providing sufficient dispersed 
recreation opportunit~es. The L~10,tlation~1 ~or7s~ ~lready ,has 130,000 ] 
acres of designated w11derness w1thln its ~u:1sd1c1t~on. ~1th the 
additional dispersed recreational opportun1tles prov1ded Vla areas, G 
managed as road1ess. over 171,000 acres, we do not agree tha~ there 1S 
a need for increased wilderness. Western Hontana already enJoys well 
over 3 million acres of wilderness. We find it difficult to 
rationalize that additional wilderness is essential in all Montana' 
National Forests. It must be remembered that the Forest Service is not 
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FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE CONTINUED 

The listing of lease stipulations identified in each Management Area (MA) in 
the Forest Plan shows the constraints on leasing and exploration in that area. 
The extent of mitigating measures attached to a lease/geophysical permit will 
depend on the number and var'iety of other resources to be protected, Access 
restrictions will be that which is adequate to provide environmental protection 
for the other resources. 

The Endangered Species Act of 1913 and its subsequer;t amendments mandate that 
all federal land management agencies provide for habitat enhancement and 
recovery of all species appearing on the listing. Seventy-six percent of 
essential grizzly habitat on the Lolo occurs within lands allocated in the 
Forest Plan or by an act of Congress to roadless or wilderness management. Any 
activity, including minerals or oil and gas explot'ation and development, will 
be within the scope defined by law and direction. Those activities permitted 
within essential grizzly bear habitat must be compatible with recovery goals 
for the species. While minerals development is not precluded, special 
operating stipulations will be required to avoid adverse impacts on the grizzly 
bear. Minerals or oil and gas development also may be allowed in the other 24~ 
of essential grizzly habitat - ~~ 20 (2~) and 20a (4~) - if it does not 
conflict with management goals for the area. 

The nation's depandence on foreign sources for minerals as well as energy 
resources is noted in Chapter VI of the Forest Plan. The percentage of 
domestic consumption supplied by imports for the minerals fcund on the Lolo 
Forest is listed there. 

The mineral impacts and evaluation section in Chapter IV has been rewritten to 
more accurately reflect the effects of mineral exploration and development on 
the environment. 

The Final EIS (FEIS) identifies and recommends to Congress roadless areas that 
meet the criteria for wilderness designation. There are 116,190 road less acres 
on the Forest available for wilderness consideration; of that, approximately 
223,600 acres are recomn~nded for Wilderness, based on the analysis in the 
FEIS, included in Appendix C. 

As amended Sept. 7. 1983, National Forest Management Act regulations state that 
"roadless areas within the National Forest Syst.em shall be evaluated and 
considered for recommendations as potential wilderness areas dUl';'ng the forest 
planning process." Among the areas to be evaluated are: those previously 
inventoried as roadlessj those contiguous to existing wilderness, pnmlt.l ve 
areas and administratively proposed wildernesses; those contiguous to road less 
and undeveloped areas that have identi fied wilderness potential" and those , 
which Congress has designated for wilderness study. The evaluatlOn process 1S 
to consider wilderness values of the area, the effects of wilderness management 
and values foregone on adjacent lands, management feasibility, neighboring , 
wilderness areas and the expected long-term effects on animal and plant spec1es 
diversity. 
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the only Federal agency with a wilderness program. BlM wilderness 
proposals will be coming up before Congress in the near future. And it 
is mandated that diversity in the wilderness be considered prior to 
maki n9 wi] derness recommendati ons. 

We are concerned that such a large block of roadless acreage is having 
severe impacts on other multiple uses on the Forest, including oil and 
gas activities. Since the primary use of roadless areas is for 
primitive or dispersed recreation, we feel an alternative method of 
management should be considered. The Forest Service budgets for trail 
development. Therefore, we propose that the Forest consider utilizing 
roads as trails by closing them when the need for them ceases. The 
Forest Service could in this way shift roadless area boundaries to 
accommodate other activities on an as-needed basis. In order to 
provide primitive recreation opportunities, the Forest would then be 
able to close roads when they are not longer needed, thereby expanding] 
the land base needed for primitive recreation. When the need arises, 
the Forest could open a road on a temporary basis to allow for a H 
particular activity and close an unneeded road somewhere else to make 
up for the lost primitive recreation opportunity. We believe this 
proposal is an equitable solution to a serious management problem. 

In conlu5ion, we cannot support any of the Management Alternatives 
contained in the Proposed Forest Plan because we do not believe energy 
resources were afforded the same consideration as surface resource 
values. We believe it is essential for the Forest Service to revise 
the DEIS and Proposed Plan to reflect a comprehensive analysis of 
energy and mineral potential on the Forest and to incorporate these 
resources into the planning decisions, i.e., making appropriate land 
allocations which are more conducive to oil and gas exploration and 
development activities in areas where there is significant oil and gas 
potential. We suggest that in order to prepare this analysis that the 
Forest Service use the RMOGA Matrix System. (A copy of this proposal 
is attached.) This system has been used successfully by BLM in its 
planning efforts and by Forests outside of Region I. We suggest that 
you or your staff contact the planning team on the Wasatch-Cache 
National Forest in Utah to discuss their use of this system during 
their planning efforts. 

If you need assistance in this endeavor, please don't hesitate to 
contact us or Ms. Alice Frell at the Rocky t10untain Oil and Gas 
Association (Rt10GAl. 

Yours truly, 

(!.~, ~u+-
C. M. Moseley () 

(Note: Attachment is on file 
at the Lola National Forest 
Supervisor's Office) 
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Generally! Forest roads are built to access economioally viable commodities, 
such as tlmb~r, for management purposes. Areas designated for roadless 
management elt~er do not contain adequate commodities. to justify the cost of 
road constructlon or possess resource values such as Wildlife, watershed or 
threatened/~ndangered speoies habitat that can best be managed as road less. 
The suggestlon to close roads when they are no longer needed is part of the 
Forest Plan. 

The analysiS of energy and mineral potential on the Forest was originally based 
on the U.S.G.S •. McKelvey Sys~em. In order to use the RMOGA system, the Forest 
would have to dlsregard all original mlneral potential assessments and begin 
again. 



SEELEY LAKE, MOI'fT ANA 

Forest Supefvi sor 
lolo National Forest 
Sui lding 24, Fort Missoula 
Missoula, MT 59801 

Dear Sir: 

MAY 311005 I 
REC~lVED J 

Re: Response to Thi rd Environmental'
Impact Statement of the lolo 
Forest Plan. 

We have participated in and concur with the response you have received 
from the Inland Forest Resource Council concerning the third draft of the 
Envi ronmental Impact Statement of the Lo10 Forest Plan. 

We would also like to make the following specific comments: 

1. \~e are concerned with the economic impact of enlarging and 
strengthening the grizzly bear management area and designating 
more productive timber acres as unsuitable for timber production. 

2. We appreciate your efforts to work with the Department of 
Fish, Wildlife and Parks in helping provide a variety of hunting, 
recreation opportunities by using project planning and road man
agement if the action taken does not disrupt harvesting operations 
by providing too restrictive operating seasons on timber sales or 
a "lock out" policy towards the public compared to the current sit
uation. We feel there is still too much emphasis on roadless re
creation compared to the actual demand for this activity. 

3. The proposed timber sale volume of 107 million per year is not 
sufficient to sustain the timber industry as we know it today. Private 
timber has been heavily supporting local industries in recent years 
when Forest Service sell volumes have been down. However, this source 
will no longer be available to substitute for National Forest timber 
in the very near future. If the Forest Service is to be responsive 
to the local industry, it must take the responsible role of increasing 
to its true potential yield of timber, not reducing it. 

} 
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A The intent within occupied grizzly bear habitat has been to do whatever is 
necessary to recover the grizzly bear, while minimizing the impact upon 
commodities. While more essential grizzly bear habitat has been designated on 
the Forest based on new grizzly bear data, the suitable portion of those acres 
has been retained in an allocation that allows timber harvest. This 
allocation, Management Area (MA) 20, utilizes timber harvest to optimize 
grizzly bear habitat.· While· the goal in this MA is foremost grizzly bear 
recovery, and secondarily timber production, actual timber yield will vary 
little from other lands allocated to timber harvest. Most of the change 
between this allocation and other timber harvest allocations will be in the 
form of seasonal constraints, timber scheduling and post-sale road management. 
While this will constitute some inconveniences, and in some cases higher 
logging costs, it is felt that timber yields will be only minimally impacted. 

B A variety of hunting recreation opportunitites will be provided by the current 
mix of roaded/unroaded allocations, and by road management. Road miles 
currently open to the public will remain roughly static. M:lst new roads will 
be closed, although in some cases, new roads will be left open and existing 
roads will be closed. In areas of high big game sensitivity, the open road 
density will be about one mile of road per square mile. In addition, "closed 
roads" will be opened periodically for f:ir'ewood r·eoJOval. Big game productivity 
needs can be met at this level of access management. Timber industry needs 
will generally be met by this strategy, although seasonal activity restrictions 
will be necessary in some situations. 

C Many roadless non-Wilderness areas serve important recreational needs of the 
public, as well as absorbing use that might otherwise be concentrated in the 
Wilderness, degrading the quality of that experience. Some road less acres are 
not presently, or may never be economically or biologically suited to timber 
management. Although they offer little recreation opportunities, they ar·e not 
considered for timber production for non-recreation reasons. 

D To offer 160 MMBF each year for the next ten years would Significantly reduce 
other resource outputs and could result in environmental damage. The Forest 
could provide an annual amount of 160 MMBF for a few years as long as the 
decade's Allowable Sale Quantity (ASQ) did not exceed 1070 MMBF. An estimated 
150 MMBF of unregulated timber is also available during the next decade. In 
the future, the ASQ is projected to increase to 1310 MMBF and the unregulated 
timber estimate remains 150 MMBF. 

Current timber purchases indicate a period of low demand for wood products. ~s 
demand increases, the Forest can increase timber sale offerings within 
biological, budget, and legal constraints. If demand were to increase beyond 
the decade ASQ, the Forest could address these changes through the Forest Plan 
revision process. The revision process includes full public involvement. 
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Forest Supervisor 
May 29, 1985 
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Pyramid Mountain Lumber is heavily dependent on national forest timber 
and depends on the Lo10 Forest for a significant share of its timber ] 
supply. We see artificial reductions in timber sale programs on all E 
national forests we oper'ate on through each new forest plan that evolves. 
Our working circle includes the southeast half of the Swan Lake District 
of the Flathead Forest, the Lincoln District of the Helena Forest, the 
Seeley lake District of the lolo Forest, the Garnet Management Unit of 
the B.l.M., the Swan and Clearwater forests of the State of Montana, and 
a dwindling supply of local private timber. This would lead one to believe 
that a small business mill like ours should be able to survive with this 
sized resource land base. However, due to many constraints, the follow
ing indicates our "real world" of future timber supply: 

Southeast half Swan lake District-
Flathead Nati ana 1 Forest (Forest 
Plan FY '86-'90) 

Seeley lake District, lolo Forest 
lincoln District, Helena Forest 
Portion of Missoula District, lola 
Forest 

B.L.M. 
State of Montana, Swan Forest 
State of Montana, Clearwater Forest 
Sma 11 - pri vate 

Total: 

Proposed Annual Timber 
Sale Volume 

14 MM Bd. ft. 
1 MM Bd. ft. 
7 MM Bd. ft. 

2 MM Bd. ft. 
3 MM Bd. ft. 
4 MM Bd. ft. 
3 MM Bd. ft. 
2 MM Bd. ft. 

42 MM Bd. ft. 

To sustain our operations in the foreseeable future, we would need to 
purchase 70% of this total annual volume. It would be very unrealistic 
to assume such a purchase success would be possible considering the other 
headrig capacity in our working circle. 

On behalf of all 116 di rect employees at pyrami d Mountain Lumber, we want ] 
to emphasize our concern about any timber sale program that is below the E 
full potential of the Lolo National Forest. Our jobs depend on you. 

cc: Inland Fores t Resource Counei 1 

Yours~y, D 
?...,-d/I'0eu/~ 

GERALD V. PARKER, 
Timber Manager 
PYRAMID MOUNTAIN LUMBER INC. 

E 

FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE CONTINUED 

The Lolo Forest is concerned about the well being of timber purchasers and 
associated community stability. However, there are many non-timber r'esource 
considerations on the Seeley Lake District, as well as the remainder of the 
Forest. Without altering the level of non-timber outputs, it is not possible 
to offer a higher timber output, unless economically unsuitable timber is added 
to the allowable sale quantity. Alternative c was designed to show the 
tradeoff between non-timber and timber resources at an allowable sale quantity 
higher than that in the Proposed Plan. 



(t~ ~ INLAND FOREST RESOURCE ,~~~.~~~ 
MISSOULA, MONTANA 598.2 

PHONE 14061 728·,110 

Mr. Orville Daniels 
Forest Supervisor 
Lolo National Forest 
Building 24, Fort Missoula 
Missoula, MT 59807 

Dear Mr. Daniels: 

May 31, 1985 

JUN -1 1G85 

I 
RECEW~D 

Please accept this letter as the Inland Forest Resource Council's 
initial response to the Lolo's revised proposed Forest Plan and 
DEIS. Due to recent unanticipated membership losses and impen
ding staff reductions in our organization. we were not able to 
complete our full response within the comment deadline. We 
intend to complete our analysis, however, and will be sending 
additional technical comments within the next week or two. In 
the meantime, this letter and the attached summary sheet will 
outline our basic thoughts on Forest's proposed plan. These 
comments will supplement the comments we've made on earlier 
drafts. 

In summary, we believe that the draft plan is not acceptable from 
a timber supply standpoint and that it must be revised exten
sively if we hope to avoid significant adverse impacts on the 
area's timber industry and timber dependent communities. The 
proposed allowable sale schedule is not sufficient to support the 
existing industry dependent on the Lolo National Forest. We will 
provide documentation in our technical response to support these 
statements. 

We have raised this concern with both you and the Regional 
Forester prior to finalization of the draft plan, yet the Forest 
Service seem to have consciously chosen to disregard our con
cerns. It seems to us that the agency has lost sight of the fact 
that it has tremendous power over the lives of individual people 
and the communities in which they live. The Forest Service is 
principally responsible for the development and very existence of 
the forest products industry in Montana. Now it seems to be 
turning its back on the people who. as a result, depend on it for 
their way of life and economic wellbeing. 

A 

FOREST SERVICE RESPOt;SE 
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A The Forest's allowable sale quantity can adequately meet the needs of the 
timber industry and timber dependent communities. Although the proposed 
action, Alternative d, does not produce the highest level of timber harvest, it 
does produce a timber harvest level rne~ting current demand and increasing to 
meet projected future demand. During the next decade, the average annual 
allowable sale quantity is 107 MMBF, The Forest can provide an annual average 
harvest of 122 MMBF when the estimated unregulated volume is included. This 
level is higher than what has been offered and sold during the last five years 
- approximately 100 MHBF has been offered and approximately 60 MHBF sold each 
year. 

If the "potential timber supply crisis" occurs in 10 to 15 years, the Forest 
could well meet this need. In the future, the average annual harvest is 
projected to increase to 146 MHBF. This harvest level is within 1~ of the 
requested 160 MMBF. In light of the current economic uncertainty, the 146 MHBF 
harvest level is reasonably close to industry's stated need. 

Alternative c comes closest to meeting the recommended 160 MMBF harvest level. 
The impact and risks to other' resources are higher than necessary to meet the 
needs of being responsive to public issues and management concerns under this 
alternative. When timber harvests are maximized, other resource outputs are 
minimized. With a lower level of harvest, the resource outputs can be better 
balanced. Thus Alternative d produces a more balanced level of outputs amongst 
resources and is more responsive to issues and concerns. No one resource 
overrides another resource or places another resource at substantial risk. 

While the Plan defines the maximum harvest level, the market better defines the 
actual harvest level. In order to become more cost efficient, the annual 
timber sale program will be designed to meet current market demand. The 1985 
sale program was adjusted to 80 MMBF. This annual sale level is 20 MMBF below 
recent sale offerings and 20 MMBF above recent sale purchases. The 
accumulation of some unsold volume will make it possible to quickly respond to 
increasing demand. Thus annual sale volumes can be adjusted up or down 
depending on market demand. In fact, the Forest can provide an annual average 
of 160 MMBF on a short-term basis. Increases are limited to the extent that 
the decade's allowable sale quantity can not be exceeded. If market conditions 
demanded volumes beyond the allowable sale quantity, the Forest would do a 
sensitivity analysis to detennine if a Forest Plan revision is necessaryy NFMA 
regulations outline the revision process which includes full public 
involvement. 

The Forest attempts to offer a sale program responsive to the product demands 
of local industry. Different sale sizes and species mix are prepared to meet 
the needs of different loggers and mills. The Forest, however, can be only as 
responsive as the current timber inventory and advanced planning allows. At 
times, sale offerings will be influenced by urgent management needs. For 
example, in an effort to centrol the mountain pine beetle, the Forest estimates 
40% of the decade's volume will be lodgepole pine. The Forest will continue to 
explore ways to cut unit costs and minimize road miles and standards without 
impacting or damaging other resources. 
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Our review of the draft plans released to date -- including the 
Lolo's -- has convinced us that it is possible to sustain harvest 
levels from the Region's national forests that will enable us to 
maintain a viable timber industry in the region without creating 
unacceptable adverse impacts on other resources, In fact, the 
Forest Service's own analyses show that it can be done, as all 
alternatives (including benchmarks) at least meet minimum legal 
requirements. 

The Lolo's DEIS clearly shows that the Forest can produce the 
timber we need without unacceptable environmental impacts. The 
detailed technical comments we're sending later will focus on 
ways to increase timber harvest on the Lolo without excessive 
conflict with the Forest's other management objectives. The key 
concepts we will stress will include: (1) maintaining as large of 
a suitable land base as possible to provide flexibility in 
distributing harvest over time and space to minimize impacts on 
wildlife and water quality; (2) aggressive road management to 
mitigate the impact of roads on wildlife security and water 
quality; (3) direct habitat improvement for fisheries, if needed 
to mitigate the impacts of timber harvest; and (4) intensive 
monitoring as an alternative to stringent limitations on timber 
harvest to meet water quality and wildlife management objectives. 

We recognize that some tradeoffs may be required in the areas of 
water, wildlife, and recreation to permit increased timber 
harvest on the Lolo; nevertheless, our analysis suggests that 
these tradeoffs will be minimal. The critical contribution of 
the forest products industry to the region's economic base must 
be weighed against these potential impacts in the final decisions 
ultimately incorporated in the Lolo's final plan. If the Forest 
Service is willing to accept responsibility for the industry it 
helped create, then it must resume its historic role as the 
region's leading timber producer. 

We strongly urge that the Forest Service rethink and clearly 
state the objectives of the Lolo plan. If the agency is deliber
ately moving away from timber production with a resulting shift 
in the economic base of the area, then people need to know so we 
can start looking for jobs and selling our homes. If it intends 
seriously to maintain a viable timber industry, then greater 
sensitivity to industry's stated needs is required. 

WWL/bls 
Enclosure 

Sincerely, 

~:":~.'"' """0' Timber Supply & Private Forestry 

J 
o 
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A Community stability is an important objective of Forest planning. Community 
stability, however, is only one of the forest planning objectives under NFMA 
regulations. There are many other objectives including water quality, wildlife 
and fish, recreation and range. It should also be noted that timber and 
community stability are not synonymous terms. Although the timber industry is 
currently the single largest contributor to stability in this area, there is 
some public disagreement on how community stability can best be met - through 
development of ·timber resources or development of recreation resources. Here 
the tradeoff between increased timber harvest and decreased wildli fe security, 
fish habitat and visual quality is considered detrimental to another industry. 
The Plan describes the way the Forest will meet the varied public demands with 
limited and at times competing resources. 

B There is an aggressive road management program. Instead of prohibit.ing roading 
and logging in areas where resources are sensitive to development pressures, 
mitigation measures are taken to protect the resources. Mitigation measures, 
such as proper road design and location, can minimize the negative effects of 
road development - sediment can be reduced and water quality and fish habitat 
maintained. Many road closures are designed primarily to maintain the habitat 
effectiveness and security of wildlife. Under Alternative d, current open road 
density almost equals the density limits acceptable for wildlife security 
needs. Therefore, most new roads will be closed. Other road closure 
obiectives jnclude the need to reduce maintenance and erosion, avcid user 
co~flicts and provide for diverse recreation opportunities. 

C The Forest uses monitoring to avoid excessive limitations on timber harvest and 
other activities. The Forest Plan is based upon reasonable risk. The Plan 
will be adjusted when monitoring activities show either unacceptable effects or 
insignificant effects not requiring mitigation. 
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INLAND FOREST RESOURCE COUNCIL COMMENTS: 
LOLO NATIONAL FOREST PROPOSED FOREST PLAN 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Analysis of mill capacity and historic timber supply trends 
show that the timber industry in Region One is facing a 
potential timber supply crisis within the next 10 to 15 
years as a result of past Forest Service timber sale 
policy. The data show that the Region ,;ill have to resume 
its historic role as the region's leading timber producer 
and increase its timber sale program to at least 1.8 
billion board feet per year (programmed sell) simply to 
maintain existing mill capacity. The data also show that 
the Region's national forests have the productive capa
bility to do so. 

We estimate that the Lolo will have to offer at least 
160 MMBF per year of economically viable timber sales over 
the next 10 years to meet the dependent industry's immed
iate raw material requirements. The data show that the 
Forest has the productive capability to do so if it 
chooses. We believe that the plan must be revised to meet 
industry's needs. 

The Lolo's analysis provides no rational grounds for 
taking productive timberlands out of the suitable land base 
to meet roadless recreation objectives. We suggest that 
the Forest allocate no tentatively suitable forest lands to 
roadless recreation or additional Wilderness. Intensified 
management of existing Wilderness and nonproductive 
roadless lands outside Wilderness will provide the best 
balance between roadless recreation objectives and timber 
production needs. 

The projected impact of timber harvest and roading on water 
quality and fisheries have apparently had a major influence 
on the shape of the preferred alternative. However. the 
scientific literature suggests that these impacts cannot be 
accurately predicted. Given this uncertainty. we suggest 
that final plans include no harvest constraints that 
significantly limit timber production. The potential 
impact of timber harvest on water quality and fisheries can 
be largely mitigated by proper road design. construction. 
and maintenance; and by greater emphasis on direct habitat 
improvement projects. A good monitoring program is 
critical. If excessive impacts occur as a result of timber 
harvest. management practices or land allocations can be 
changed. If not. needless restrictions on timber harvest 
can be avoided by emphasizing monitoring as an alterna
tive to stringent timber harvest constraints. 

A 

D 
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FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE CONTINUED 

In the "ExecUtl ve Summary" section of the letter, lssues are addrel):,ed by 
number. The Forest's response correspOnds to these numbers. 

1., 2., and 11. The timber supply issues are addressed in the preceeding 
remarks. 

D 3. and 7. The nein reason 180,700 acres are allocated for road less management 
is to meet semi-primitive recreation demands. While wilderness areas can 
provide remote recreatiorial opportunities, recreation is not the main emphasis 
of wildernes~. Thus non-wilderness, roadless acres absorb use th.,t might 
otherwise be concentrated in wilderness. 

Roadless acres also provide for old-gr'owth dependent species and wildlife 
security. Grizzly bear security, however, is not the major reason for roadless 
allocations. Six of the 33 road less study areas evaluated grizzly bear 
management and, of these, three have significant road less allocation. The 
Forest recognizes that grizzly bear management can occur alongside judicious 
timber management and approximately 100,000 acres will be managed to meet both 
objectives, 

The Forest was initially assessed for biological timber suitability, without 
regat'd to nenagement alternatives. This assessment was then adjusted to meet 
the objectives of each alternative. The model generally selected the least 
cost-efficient timber lands for l10ntimber assignments when these lands met the 
nontimber objectives. More cost-efficient lands were selected only when needed 
to meet the requir'ements of the alternative. The model's mapped solution was 
then reviewed and adjusted to gain the distribution of land assignments 
requIred by the alternative. As a result, "suitable" timber lands may indeed 
be assigned to roadless or other nontimber management and be unavailable for 
timber harvest. These lands will be reconsidered for timber management during 
each Forest Plan mandated revision. UnSUitable lands will also be reevaluated 
for suitability. 

E 4. Although the projected impact of timber harvest and roading on water 
quality and fish habitat can not be precisely predicted, it is known that there 
are im~acts. These impacts, such as sediment production and runoff damage, 
will lImIt the extent of development. Thus, while development is constrained, 
it is not curtailed. Project constraints are designed to protect water quality 
and fish habitat. Direct habitat improvement projects are expensive and 
designed to restore the habitat of damaged areas. The For'est will therefore 
emphasize constraints and try to avoid the need for habitat improvement 
projects. 

Some monitoring activities are designed to improve the ability to predict 
projected impacts. If monitoring demonstrates project constraints are not 
needed to limit resoUI'ce damage, they will be eliminated. 
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7. 

8. 

We believe that an adequate suitable land base, use of 
well-designed minimum standard roads, and a vigorous road 
munagement program are the keys to minimizing conflicts 
between timber production and other resource values. The 
final plan should include the largest possible suitable 
land base (even if unneeded to meet timber product ion 
goals) to allow maximum flexibi lity in timber harvest 
scheduling to minimize the risk of adverse impacts on water 
quality, fisheries, and wildlife. 

We're concerned that the Forest's attempt to minimize 
visual quality impacts will significantly increase timber 
sale costs and the incidence of "below cost" sales. The 
final plan should limit protection measures to only those 
critical viewing areas most frequently seen by area resi
dents and visitors. 

We generally support The Forest's approach to T&E species 
management. However, we quest ion the need to maintain 
extensive roadless areas to provide security. Grizzly 
management objectives appear to be a major reason for the 
extensive roadless allocations in the proposed plan. We 
suggest that jUdicious timber harvest could occur on these 
sites without excessive impact on grizzly security if 
access roads are designed to the lowest feasible standard 
and permanently closed after use. 

We generally support the Lolo's approach to big game 
management: nevertheless, we're concerned that some of the 
constraints on timber harvest may be excessive and largely 
unnecessary. The DEIS suggests that forage rather than 
cover is the primary factor limiting elk productivity on 
the Lolo. Increased timber harvest should generally 
benefi t elk under these condi t ions. The research li tera
ture shows that road closures can provide adequate security 
and a greater diversity of hunting experiences without 
imposing major constraints on timber harvest. 

9. lVe generally support management of critical winter range 
primarily for wildlife. Given the uncertainty of manage
ment practices on private winter range, the Forest should 
attempt to maximize the carrying capacity of winter range 
on the Forest to the extent compatible with meeting its 
other multiple-use objectives. We suggest emphasis on 
timber harvest, whenever feasible, as a cost-effective 
alternative to prescribed fire as a habitat improvement 
tool. 

10. We suspect that the Forest's approach to riparian area 
management may be overly conservative. Riparian areas 
include some of the most productive sites on the Forest. 
We suggest that the final plan include greater emphasis on 
timber production on riparian sites where feasible. 
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FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE CONTlNUED 

5. Using 36 CFR 219.14 as the guide, the Forest has proposw an alternative 
with a suitable land base adequately meeting timber production needs. A larger 
land base is available under Alternatives a, c and e, but selection of one of 
these alternatives is not warranted under current condi tions of the >,rojected 
10-year plan. Forestwide Standard No. 49 provides for minimum standard roads 
to meet resource, safety and public access needs. A vigorous road n,aragen.ent 
program is requir'ed by FC1'estwide Standar'd Nc. 52. 

6. The preferred alternative limits Retention and Partia:;' 'Retent ion, to 
viewpoints most fr'equently seen. The:,e viewpoints and associated Vlsual 
Quality Objectives are or, file and available for public review. Although 
management costs are higher as a resu:t of implementinB Visual Quality 
Objectives, all areas must still meet the test of econemic suitability to stay 
in the timber base. There should be no increase in "below cost" timber sales 
attributable to Visual Quality Objectives. 

8. The DEIS represents a sl.lllllary of findi,ngs and research that, because of 
space limitations, cannot be fully displayed. Forest Plan Appendices B-7g, 
B-7j, B-7k and B-71 outline the process for developing elk habitat productivity 
and are available upon request. The process evaluated cover and forage needs 
and the role played by roads in habitat effectiveness. Timber sale 
modifications made to benefit elk on summer range are minor and occur Oll only 
1S of Forest lands. Modifications for winter range are IDOre substantial. 
Since forage is key on winter range, prescribed burning is necessary to 
stimulate browse. Activity must also be scheduled to protect seasonal security 
needs, such as calving. 

9. Management Areas 18, 22 and 23 comprise 69S of the Forest's.winte~ range 
allocation. In these areas, timber harvest followed by prescrlbed flre for 
slash disposal and site preparation will be the main tool for maintaining and 
improving winter range. The r'emeining 31)\, in Management Area 19" is 
economically or biologically unsuitable for tlmber harvest. In t~lS a:ea, 
prescribed fire will be used to stimulate browse and retard tree lnvaSlon of 
forage areas. 

10. The analYsis of riparian area timber production focused on providing for 
ripari.an dependent resources. Timber harvest is scheduled to meet resour~e 
objectives on 53)\ of the r'iparian Management Areas 13 and 14. The rernalnlng 
47$ is considered unsuitable for timber management. 
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11. 

12. 

We consider the Forest's approach to insect and disease 
problems generally sound and support accelerated harvest 
of stands threatened by mountain pine beetle. 

Existing wilderness areas and noncommercial forest lands 
outside wilderness should provide adequate old growth to 
maintain viable populations of old growth dependent spe
cies. Measures to maintain old growth outside these areas 
may be appropriate as long as they do not impose excessive 
restrictions on meeting the Forest's timber production 
ob jecti ves. 

13. We're not certain that the Forest's analysis of a single 
departure alternative is adequate. Departure may offers a 
viable (and possibly the best) opportunity for increasing 
early decade harvest. 

14. We're concerned that the Forest's guidelines for landowner
ship adjustment are too restrictive. Opportunities for 
land ownership adjustment should be incorporated in the 
final plan whenever possible. We also suggest that the 
Forest clearly state its intentions for coordinating with 
private landowners where planned management activities 
(especially grizzly management) could conflict with or 
constrain activities on adjoining private lands. 

IFRC 
5/31/85 
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FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE CONTINUED 

K 12. Laws and regulations require the maintenance of viable populations of old 
growth dependent species. Although there are an adequate number of wilderness 
acres, noncomn~rcial acres and unsuitable c~rcial acres to support these 
populations, the acres are not optimally distributed spatially or by vegetative 
type. To rely only on these lands for old growth habitat would create large 
biological "isolates" and species survival would not be guaranteed. In 
selecting lands necessary to maintain viable populations, unsuitable lands 
were selected first and suitable lands selected second. Suitable lands will be 
managed on a doubled rotation age to provide the necessary over-mature 
component of old-growth habitat. 

L 

M 

13. The NFMA regulations allow three types of departure. The Alter'native dl 
departul'e has been analyzed and displayed in Chapter II, section 4 of the 
FEIS. This departure includes acceleration of timber harvest in the first 
decade to contribute to the national need for lumber used in housing. The 
other two departures wer'e analyzed and do not apply to current conditions on 
the Forest. If conditions change, the need for early decade harvest can be 
reanalyzed during a Forest Plan revision. 

14. The Forest has an active land adjustment program. Over 80,000 acres of 
land have been exchanged during the last five years with the Forest often 
leading the Region and Nation. When the Forest plans activities on lands of 
intermingled ownership, the adjacent landowner's are informed and involved. 

The letter sent on June 28, 1985, contains additional background support 
for the above points and is included in the planning records on the Forest. 
It is not reproduced here due to the size of the document. 
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Nr. Orville 1. Daniels 
Forest Supervisor 
Lolo ~ational Forest 
U. S. rorest Service 
Building 24, Fort l1issoula 
Hissoula, Hontana 59801 

Dear Orville: 

Hay 30, 1985 

:he managers and staff of Champion International Corporation, 
Timberlands, Rocky Mountain Operation, have completed their review of 
the revised Lolo National Forest (LNF) Plan and Draft Environmental 
!r.pact Statement (DElS) dated January, 1985. Because of the long and 
complex nature of the public response period associated with this plan 
anc the past two plan proposals, we request that all previous comments 
in our letter of June 24, 1982, covering elements of the January, 1982 
plan, that have not changed, be included as part of this response. In 
addition, Champion has actively participated in and agrees with the 
results of the comprehensive industry reviews of the April, 1980, the 
January, 1982 proposed Lolo Plan, and the January, 1985 proposed Lolo 
Plan and DEIS as presented by the Inland Forest Resource Council under 
separate covers. 

Employees of Champion actively participating in the review of the 
January, 1985 proposed Lolo Plan and DEIS are Ernest Corrick (Vice 
President and General Manager), Jon Dahlberg and Chuck Seeley (District 
Land l·:,magers), and Lorrie LaBrie (Area Forester). 

Decisions made regarding the present and future management of the LNF 
are of critical importance to Champion, its employees and the economy of 
western Montana. Champion is a major forest landowner ,dthin the LNF 
with approximately 500,000 acres within or in close proximity to the 
LNF boundaries. Champion's Forest Products Division operates two large 
sawmills, a remanufacturing plant, a large 300-million-square-foot-per
year plywood plant within the LNF, and a sawmill adjacent to the LNF at 
Silver City, Montana. Champion's Packaging Division's 1,900 ton-per-day 
pulp mill is located near the center of the LNF at Frenchtown is the 
only pulp mill in western Hontana and requires both mill residuals and 
pulp logs from a wide geographic area for its continued operation. As a 
Inajor local employer, we arc very concerned about providing a healthful, 
satisfying and productive working environmental for our employees while 
assur~ng that federal land managers do a professional job in managing 
the publically-ot.'!led resources entrusted to their care. 

The u,r DEIS is well organized and reflects a high professional quality. 
Essentially, Champion feels that it is a good plan, but we have some 
concerns about the timber resource outputs. The following are 
Champion's major concerns! 
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1. The wildlife timber issue should be re-analyzed. Road closure 
programs should be initiated by the LNF to lower timber harvest 
conflicts and increase bib game habitat potential. 

2. Base harvest titlher schedules are too low to meet the timber 
1ndustry t s raw material needs. 

} 
A 

FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE 
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The Lolo National Forest has implemented an active road closure program that is 
responsive to the various resource needs identified, including benefit to big 
game sllll!l1er and winter range use. The net effect of the transportation plan 
will be to maintain approximately the current road density open to unrestricted 
use. This is displayed on Table IV-24 (FEIS Chapter IV, Section 02). Also, 
see Forestwide Standard No. 52, which provides direction for road management. 

The base harvest schedules, as displayed in the DEIS, reflect the suitable land 
B base and the timber volumes available fl'om those acres. 

Alter'native d provides 1,239,000 acres of suitable timber' land; of this, 
728,649 acres of Management Areas (MA's) 16 and 17 will be managed with a 
timber emphasis. In addition, other suitable timber lands will be managed for 
timber outputs as well as other values such as wildlife winter range, riparian 
zones and visual quality. 

An analysis of historical timber volume sold on the Lolo Forest shows a pattern 
of significant change over time. In the seven-year period from 1955 to 1961, 
the aver'age volume sold was 78.4 miJlion board feet (MMBF) per year. From 1962 
to 1970, the average volume sold on the Forest more than doubled to 166.8 MMBF 
per year, with the highest being 206.5 MMBF in 1962. This represented a period 
of strong market demand. It was ah,o prior' to the e~tablishment cf 
enVironmental quality standards and restrictions through legislation such as 
the National Environmental Policy Act in 1969. During the period fr'om 1971 to 
1979, the market continued to be strong. However, the Roadless Area Review and 
Evaluation II (RARE II) and wilderness legislation passed during this period 
had some impact on volume offered in the Region. In 1980, the timber market 
collapsed as a result of a national recession and the five-year average sold on 
the Lolo from 1980 to 1984 was 58.4 MMBF annually. The peak historical period 
of timber sold on the Forest was from 1962 to 1970. Earlier factors mentioned 
influenced and continue to influence both the market and the ability of the 
Forest Service to offer timber. 

Information from the current Forest Planning data base is relevant to today's 
market, the availability of timber fr'om tbe present land base, and current 
laws, regulations and public values. The Lolo Forest is presently offering 
about 80 to 100 MMBF per year; however, in tbe past five years, the Forest has 
sold only an aver'age of less than 60 MMBF annually. 

Since the current supply from the Forest has exceeded market demands, the 
Forest presently has a large amount of volume prepared, but "on the shelf" or 
offered but unsold. The Allowable Sale Quantity (ASQ) for the Forest, that is 
the planned harvest for a decade, is expressed in terms of an average annual 
volume available. As market conditions change, it is possible to adjust 
volumes offered from year to year as long as the decade average volume does not 
exceed that specified in the Forest Plan. Therefore, with the large amount of 
"shelf" volume accumulating under these market conditions, the Forest could 
adjust to a short-term increase beyond the ASQ as long as the decade average 
volume was not exceeded and thus meet additional demands by local mills at the 
end of the decade. If market conditions continued high, demanding volumes 
beyond the decade average, the Forest would be required to address the problem 
through the Forest Plan revjsion process called for in the National Forest 
Management Act (NFMA) regulations, which includes full public involvement. 



3. Roadless recreation has received too much emphasis in the proposed 
plan cancelling out many timber management opportunities. 

4. Champion is concerned that visual quality objectives, old-growth 
constraints, as well as other constraints that have a potential to 
increase the number of IIbelow cost" and "deficit" timber sales. 

Enclosed are more detailed comments relating to the above concerns as 
w~ll as other comments relating to the LNF Plan. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. If you have questions, please 
contact me. 

Very truly yours, 

1_~~ 
~~:~~entley 

Logging & Procurement manager 

kjg-NFPLAN 
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FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE CONTINUED 

In the Proposed Action, annual volume is projected as 122 MMBF per year 
(includes 107 MMBF regulated and 15 MMBF unregulated) in the next decade. In 
the future, as existing stands are harvested and replaced with managed stands, 
it would be pcssible to increase the ASQ. That volume is projected to increase 
to 131 MMBF annually with an additional 15 MMBF which can be harvested as 
unregulated. 

The ability of the Lolo Forest to offer a higher volume of timber than that 
displayed in the Forest Plan is limited by the nature of resources available, 
public attitudes about how those resources should be managed, utilization and 
technologY. The biolcgical capability of the Forest to support a volume such 
as 160 MMBF would mean a significant reduction in other resource outputs as 
displayed in other alternatives analyzed in the Revised Draft EIS. In addition 
to biological problems of offering increased volumes for harvest, there is the 
problem of offering volume that is affordable. In other words, if other 
resources are to be maintained at levels desired by the public, increased 
timber volume would have to come from marginal lands. 

The Forest will attempt to respond to local community needs regardless of the 
larger market issue. Although some of the timber types offered for sale at any 
given time are more profitable than others and it is difficult to predict 
demand over the years necessary to prepare a sale, the Lolo will attempt to 
offer species and volumes where they will sellon the Forest and to accommodate 
local small mills to the extent possible. 

Many roadless, non-wilderness areas serve important recreational needs for the 
public. Roadless recreation is an important resource on the Lolo. Areas 
selected for this emphasis, as well as being well suited for road less 
recreation, are often uneconomical to manage for commodity outputs. 

Approximately 363,300 acres will be managed for wilderness and 180,700 acres 
will remain roadless under the proposed Lolo Plan. Most of the remaining 
lands, 1,239,000 acres, are planned for developmant. The remainder includes 
nonforested lands, noncommercial forested lands, lands determined to be 
unsuitable for timber management during the life of this Forest Plan and 
miscellaneous designations such as administrative sites and heavily used 
recreations areas such as St. RegiS Basin, Pattee Canyon and Blue Mountain. 

D For clarification, the Forest Service defines a "deficit sale" as a timber sale 
that does not return a normal profit to the purchaser. The public sometimes 
defines a "deficit sale" as a sale where the revenues do not cover the costs. 
To avoid confusion, the latter situation will be defined as a "below cost" sale 
in this letter. 

The "below cost" sale issue began when it appeared that sale revenues were not 
covering sale costs on Forest Service timber sales. This is sometimes the case 
during the initial sale entry into an unroaded area - the timber sale revenues 
from the first sale do not cover the road costs. However, the roads built for 
the first sale will be used to access several future sales. Therefore, a more 
accurate appraisal of sale revenues and costs requires the consideration of 
revenues from all timber sales. The Forest will road only those areas where 
discounted revenues from all sales cover discounted costs, unless net public 
benefits justify a timber loss. Examples of net public benefits are improved 
Wildlife forage and community stability. To evaluate long-term economic 
implications, Forestwide Standard No. 11 requires an econOlllic analysis of all 
timber sales larger than 1 MMBF and all transportation systems for unroaded 
areas. 
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Base Harvest Schedules 

Less than 30 percent of the LNf will be managed priclarily for timber 

production. The LNF DEIS proposes a timber sale program averaging 122 lWBF 

per year in the first decade, with a long-term sustained yield of 178 MMBF by 

the end of the planning horizon. This first-decade level represents a program 

roughly equal to the past lO-year period. Programmed sales on the LNF 

averaged 117 MMBF per year from 1975 through 1984, and 160 ~WBF from 1965 

through 1971. 

We believe that the LNF's proposed plan is not acceptable from a timber 

supply standpoint. If implemented as written, the proposed plan will have a 
B 

significant adverse impact on local timber industry. Host of the mills in the 

LNF area were built curing the 1960s and early 1970s when the sale program 

averaged about 160 MMBF per year. When the program dropped significantly in 

1972, much of the timber had to come from private lands in the LNF area. Both 

industry and Forest Service analysts predict that private timber supplies in 

the LNF area will decline significantly in the next 10 to 15 years. To fill 

this timber supply gap, the LNF will need to offer affordable timber sales in 

the same historic magnitude of the 19605 and early 19709. 

\o,'e estimate, based on our analysis of mill capacity and historic harvest 

trends, that the LNF will have to sell at least 160 ~BF of affordable timber 

per year over the next 10 years to meet the dependent timber industry's 

raw material requirements. 

Roadless Recreation 

Another area of concern is that the LNF draft plan is heavily influenced by 

assumptions about the future demand for roadless recreation. Because of these 

assumptions, about 55% of the LNF (1,110,000 acres) will remain roadless and c 

undeveloped. This seems to be an overreaction on the part of the LNF. The 

1985 RPA program DEIS indicates that current and future demand for land based 
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recreation in the northern Rockies is the lowest of all regions in the 

country. The distance of Montana from large populated areas simply does not 

lena itself to supplying viable roadless recreation opportunities to places 

like Los Angeles or Detroit. Roadless recreation will likely increase in the 

future, but the existing and future wilderness areas will go a long way to 

meet this demands Certainly roadl~ss recreation should not occur on 

"suitable" timberland base of the LNF. 

LNF \"isual Oualitv Objective (vgO) 

The DElS notes that visual quality increases the cost of harvesting on 

Some areas of the LNF. The draft document does not indicate how much this 

increase amounts to. It is our concern that this increase will be significant 

and ~rill lead to increased "below cost" and "deficit" timber sales. Since the 

DElS does not display the VQO impact on timber sale costs, we cannot 

adequately assess the appropriateness of the LNF VQO. The final EIS should 

disclose what these costs are and try to minimize them. 

The wildlife issue, related to elk security and hunter opportunity, 

stands out as being quite important on the LNF. An aggressive road closure 

program could provide higher quality elk habitat and increase hunter 

opportunity. This would also allow development activities necessary for 

Umber harvest to proceed with reduced conflict. 

Old Growth 

';he revised plan specifies that lIa minimum of 5% of the commercial 

forestland" within each component be maintained as old growth. Since 

extensive aCres of wilderness, road less recreation, custodial management, 

riparian, wildlife, as well as other unregulated allocations are proposed in 

the draft plan, it does seem necessary to require yet another constraint on 

the remaining lands allowing some form of timber management. Champion 

c 
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FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE CONTINUED 

E Th~ information to determine the difference in costs to maintain Visual Quality 
ObJectlves (VQO's) on the Lolo Forest is contained in technical information in 
the planning records. As an example, for a 0-60~ slope in habitat group 4 wjth 
a stand volume of 10 MBF/acre, the cost/MBF for stump-to-truck and roading is 
as follows: 

Modification 
Partial Retention 
Retention 

$35.40/MBF 
$37.00/MBF 
$42.80/MBF 

Thus, to manage an area as Retention VQO rather than Modification VQO would add 
approximately $7.40/MBF to the cost of timber harvest. Stump-to-truck and road 
construction costs are the only costs that vary according to Visual Quality 
Objective. 

Although management costs are higher as a result of VQO's, all areas still must 
meet the test of economic suitability to stay in the timber base, so there 
should be no increase in what are commonly referred to as "below costll or 
"deficit ll timber sales. 

F The wilderness, roadless and other areas mentioned were considered in 
contributing ~o the 8~ old growth needed per drainage. In some drainages, 
these allocatlons provided surplus old growth and no additional old growth 
allocation - MA 21 - was needed. In many drainages, however, allocations of MA 
21 wer'e needed to provide either adequate acres of old growth habitat or 
diversity of old growth habitat types. Failure to do so would have created 
biologic isolates which would not have guaranteed the long-term species 
viability required by the NFMA planning regulations. 



S 
\ -~ 

k;/J7-f - It 
- 3 - (5'" 1/0) 

recommends that this allocation be deleted because the old growth need is 

adequately supplied by other related allocations such as wilderness, etc., 

mentioned above. 

Utilization Standards 

The revised LNF draft adopted the R-I DEIS and plan utilization 

standards. We believe the best approach is to allow the market place to set 

the standards. As wood becomes increasingly in demad, economics will permit 

the use of smaller material. Forest Service utilization standards should 

reflect this trend as it develops and not attempt to force it. 

Uphill Skvline Yarding Distance 

The LNF proposed plan endorses an uphill skyline skidding distance of up 

to 2,000 feet. One thousand feet is the approximate breaking point between a 

conventional gravity feed skyline system with 3-d rum yarders and a skyline 

system with a sophisticated 5-drum yarder, haul-back, and intermediate 

supports. This more sophisticated system sharply increases overall logging 

costs because of the additional personnel required, lowered production, added 

machine cost, and added rigging. From our experience, skidding costs become 

prohibitive when skyline yarding distances exceed 1,000 feet. Champion feels 

that the plan should emphasize that uphill skidding distances should generally 

range near the 1,000 feet range. 

Intermingled Ownership 

The following is a list of responses to the LNF Acquisition List 

presented in the proposed LNF Plan. 

1. Rattlesnake - Missoula County, Section 31, Tl4N, Rl8W - 640 acres: 

Champion is interested in exchanging its fee interest in this parcel. 

2. Lolo Trail - Missoula County, Upper 1.010 Creek - 5,240 acres: Champion is 

interested in exchanging a portion of its fee interest in these parcels. 

G 

H 

} 

FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE CONTINUED 

G A miniorum utilization standard is necessary to detenpi,ne the amount of 
inventory available for harvest. The calculation of the ASQ is based on yield 
tables constructed from estimated volumes. In order to compute volumes, a 
utilization standard must be determined. 

H The Forest Plan was developed on approximately a 1,000-foot road spacing for 
areas requiring skyline logging. Appendix G, "Timber Harvest System Selection 
Guidelines," of the Forest Plan states that the "maximum" uphill yarding 
distance is limited to 2,000 feet. Due to site specific conditions (sensitive 
soils, rock outcrops, etc.), a 2,000-foot yarding distance may be the only 
feasible way to harvest an area. 

Comments about land ownership adjustment areas will assist the Forest in future 
exchange packages. Since the Lolo began operating under the original Draft 
Forest Plan in 1980, more than 80,000 acres of land have been exchanged, with 
the Lolo often leading the Region and the nation in accomplishment. The Lolo 
is in regular communication with its neighbors concerning actions planned for 
National Forest System Lands which may affect private ownership. 
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3. Blue Mountain - Missoula County, Section 7, Tl2N. R20W - 240 acres: 

Champion is not presently interested in exchanging its fee interest in 

this parcel. 

4. Swamp Creek - Sanders County, Section 3, T20N, R27W - 290 acres: Champion 

is interested in exchanging its fee interest in this parcel. 

The following is a list of U. S. Forest Service parcels in which Champion 

is willing to acquire by purchase or exchange if an agreement can be attained. 

1. T16N, RllW - Section 4 320 acres 

Section 480 acres 

Section 12 - 480 acres 

2. Tl6N, R12W - Section 32 - 480 acres 

Section 34 - 420 acres 

Section 35 - 400 acres 

3. TlSN, R1SW- Section 18 - 640 acres 

Section 20 - 640 acres 

4. Tl5N, Rl6W - Section 12 - 40 acres 

5. Tl4N, R17W - Section 10 - 240 acres 

Section 32 - 320 acres 

6. Tl3N, R1BI< - Section 8 -- 200 acres 

Section 10 - 640 aCres 

Section 2 -- 4BO acres 

Section 12 - 320 acres 

7. Tl3N, R17W - Section 6 -- 640 acres 

8. Tl2N, R19W - Section 10- 40 acres 

Section 14 - 320 acres 

Section 12 - 400 acreS 

Section 24 - 320 acres 
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9. Tl2N, R21W - Section 24 - 480 acres 

10. T13N, R21W - Section 10 - 160 acres 

Section 12 - 160 acres 

11. Tl4N, R::!IW - Section 8 -- 160 acres 

Section 10 - 80 acres 

Section 14 - 120 acres 

Section 18 - 320 acres 

Section 20 - 320 acres 

12. Tl2N, R22W - Section 18 - 320 acres 

Section 24 - 560 acres 

13. Tl3N, R23W - Section 2 -- 200 acres 

~ Section 10 - 160 aCres 
\ - Section 3 -- 160 acres 

~ Section 13- 40 acres 

Section 4 -- 480 acres 

Section 24 - 80 acres 

Section 14 - 320 acres 

14. Tl4N, R22W - Section 18 - 240 acres 

Section 19 - 200 acres 

15. Tl4N, R23W - Section 26 - 320 acres 

Section 28 - 480 acres 

Section 34 - 480 acres 

Section 14 - 640 acres 

Section 24 - 640 acres 

Section 36 - 640 acres 

Section 4 520 acres 

Section 3 100 acres 
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16. TlSN, R23W - Section 34 - 240 acres 

17. Tl3N, R24W - Section 4 -- 640 acres 

Section 28 - 640 acres 

Section 32 - 640 acres 

18. Tl4N, R24W - Section 8 -- 160 acres 

Section 20 - 80 acres 

19. Tl3N, R2S\, - Section 2 -- 320 acres 

Section 10 - 640 acres 

Section 12 - 160 acres 

Section 26 - 640 acres 

Section 36 - 640 acres 

'S 20. Tl4N, R25W - Section 35 - 120 acres , 
'& 21. Tl5N, R25W - Section 1 -- 80 acres 

Q) Section 24 - 440 acres 

Section 12 - 560 acres 

Section 35 - 160 acres 

22. Tl6N, R25W - Section 8 -- 400 acres 

Section 20 - 40 acres 

23. Tl6N, R26W - Section 1 320 acres 

24. T20N, R25W - Section 6 80 acres 

25. T21N, R25W - Section 17 - 80 acres 

Section 32 - 40 acres 

Section 33 - 80 acres 

26. Tl9N, R26W - Section 12 - 80 acres 

27. T20N, R26W - Section 6 160 acres 

28. T22N, R26W - Section 2 360 acres 

Section 26 - 640 acres 
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The following is a list of Champion parcels which Champion is willing to 

attempt exchange agretements. 

l. T15N, RllW - Section 320 acres 

2. Tl6N. R13W - Section 320 acres 

Section 17 - 80 acres 

3. Tl2N. R18W - Section 11- 560 acres 

Section 13 - 640 acres 

Section 14 - 40 acres 

Section 23 - 640 acres 

4. ,13::, R18W - Section 32 - 160 acres 

5. T13X, R19W - Section 35 - 80 acres 

'$. Section 25 - 120 acres , - 6. TI3N, R22W - Section 18 - 400 acres 

t Section 19 - 280 acres 

Section 29 - 640 acres 

7. Tl4N, R22W - Section 2 -- 200 acres 

Section 12 - 160 acres 

Section 14 - 600 acres 

B. TUN, R23W - Section 5 -- 320 acres 

Section 13 - 200 acres 

9. TI4N, R24W - Section 13 - 640 acres 

10. Tl6N, R25W - Section 9 320 acres 

Section 8 240 acres 

Section 17 - 640 acres 

Section 19 - 1BO acres 

Section 30 - 120 acres 

II. TIBN, R25W - Section 3 -- 120 acres 
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12. Tl5N. R26W - Section 12 - 160 acres 

13. T16N, R26W - Section 25 - 160 acres 

14. Tl7N, R26W - Section 6 -- 80 acres 

Section 17 - 640 acres 

Section 16 - 40 acres 

Section 19 - 200 acres 

Section 20 - 160 acres 

Section 21 - 560 acres 

Section 24 - 320 acres 

Section 25 - 320 acres 

Section 26 - 320 acres 

~ Section 35 - 160 acres , - 15. TlaN. R27W - Section 19 - 120 acres 
C' 
a Section 33 - 130 acres 

16. T20N, R27W - Section 5 -- 80 acres 

17. Tl9N, R29W - Section 19 - 80 acres 

18. T22N, R29W - Section 7 -- 440 acres 

Section 19 - 200 acres 

19. T26N, R26W - Section 25 - 320 acres 

k j g -1·1FPLAN 

5/31/85 
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W-I FOREST PRODUCTS, INC. 

Mr, Orville Daniels 
rOI-est Supervisor 
Lolo :lation"i Forest 
3 I U':i. 2~ t Fer': Mi :;!::~:;1 J 
l·liss0U I~. Mt. 59801 

Dear Mr_ Daniels: 

JUN 10 \\l85 

RECEiVED 

Thompson Falls Division 

P.O. Box 369 
Thompson Falls, Montana 59873 
(406) 827-3511 

June 10, 1985 

As d part of the Inland Forest Resource Council team which hus ex
ten~jvely examined the Lolo Forest Proposed Forest Plan. we fully 
su~port the response as drafted by I,F,R,C" From our standpoint 
as a I'le;noer of ~lontana's tlmbe" indtl5try, the pro[.losed plan is short 
sighted. highly biased against timber productivity Lapabilities and 
unacceptable relative to the sustaining of our industry. 

Your st~rf appears to turn a deaf ear to the tiMber Industry, while 
over-emphasizing the vilue and projected needs of rU3dles5 recreation 
Oq the Lolo Forest, Timber management seems to have taken the back 
scat La every other resource value on the forest as well. The con
ept of multiple use, wherein all resource values are subject to re
§tricti~n5 so as to make co-existance Dossible. has turned into one 
of putting all of the limitations on timber objectives to satisfy all 
other areas of management, 

The pror0sed cut-backs in timber ~roduction on the Lula Forest will 
bring more "winter kill" to our already weakened industry. WIthout 
a dramatic change in planniny objectives. we certainly hope you are 
prepared for a uralllrltic change in this E.'COnoIllY of Western Montana, 
and also in the bulging staff of the Lolu Forest, 

FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE 

WM-I-18 

Refer to H-I-14 Forest Service Response to the Inland For'est Resource Council. 
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FORE!;T SERV:;CE RESPONSE 

SL-N-1 

Alternative d wa~; selected as the preferred alternat.ive for the Forest. This 
selection is based upon an analysis of public resource demands and the 
capability of the land to provIde goods and services. Alternative d provides 
for the enhancement of resource values on wiiderner.s and roadless lands as well 
as on lands that will be developed. Lands determ:ned to be suitable for timber 
will also be managed to meet other other resource goals. 

The Draft EIS reviewed 116,190 'acI'es of roadless lands. The Forest Plan 
recommends 223,600 roadles~ acres for wlldernens. They are Quigg, Great 
Burn/Hoodoo and additions to the Selway/Bltterroot Wilderness and the Scapegoat 
vlilderness. In addition, 180,100 acres continue under roadless management • 

Grizzly bear, gray wolf, peregrine falcon and bald eagle are the Threatened and 
Endangered species on the Forest. The goal is to recover each species to 
non threatened status. Forestwide Standard No. 24 has been designed to serve 
this goal. The Standard states that management practices in essential habitat 
of Threatened and Endangered species must be compatible with the habitat need~ 
of the species. Grizzly bear habitat will I'eceive special emphasis in 
Management Areas 20 and 20a, which will apply to 96,127 ac:'es. 
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Pllli LEN TWG' r£ N 
610 ~aat Sussex \venue 
Wi •• oula, Wontana 59801 
Warch 6 , 1985 

'Enelol!led are my commentll on the Revised !)raft Environmenta.l Imoact 
Statement for the Lolo ~ation~l Fore~t Plan. 

Generally, the analysis has been imoroved. It seems that no 
longer does the Forest Service promise everything to everyone. In 
the put, it 11'&8 implied that 1I'i th enoujlh money everyone could have 
all they want from the forest resource base. 

Refore the Forest Service disposes of land, it should make sure 
the land viII not be subdivided or that it is not situated along 
imoortant recreational waterwaye. For example, along the Bitterroot 
River there are a number of isolated 40 acre tracts. Thp.ae land., 
by being kept in their natural ptate, maintain floodplains and recreation. 

lYe sti 11 do not have enough data to a08e~s the impacts of increILsed 
wftter yields (from timber harvest) on .tream bank atILbility. ¥irst 
and second order atreams may be able to transoort relatively large 
increasea in volume without bank erosion. Rowever, the main stream" 
could be vulnerable. 'Examples are IIi ller r,reek, Rock r,rp.ek, and the 
Bitterroot River. The lowpr portions of the Blackfoot and r,lark ¥ork 
~iyer8 can carry large additional flow. without bank erosion because 
these 8treILms have profiles adjusted to sucb a volume. 

The anal,vaia Aeoaratea the impacts of timer harvest and rOILd •• 
This separation 8eems to portray lo~~in~ as a relatively omall conflict 
witb water quality, aoila, recreation, and wildlife. L02~ing and 
road. are inseparable and taken to~ether produce the lar~e adver8e 
impacts OD other resource Taluea. 
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FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE 

The Lolo Forest will consider the merits of each exchange proposal to ensure 
that the resource values of non-Federal lands exceed the value lost in the 
exchange. Restrictions limiting the use of Federal lands which have been 
disposed of would diminish the value of the exchange itself. 

The Forest's water monitoring program collects data on streamflow and water 
quality parameters such as sediment and sediment load. The intent of the 
moni toring is to build a sufficient body of data to be able to detect changes 
in channel condition and other indictors of poseible impact. 

The FEIS in Chapter IV discloses the effects of roads and timber harvesting 
separately because they are different activities which impact the land. The 
discussion on roads immediately follows the discussion on timber harvest. The 
analysis and scheduling of timber harvest and road construction were done 
simultaneously. 
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The only place in the document "here the true impact of 
tiMber harvest on recreation and wildlife is aiven is on the 
·~~~TA" Rheet. Thi •• ituatlon i. unfortunate. Clear cuttina 
dra8ticallv alters an area'R value for recreation (who wanta to 
hunt and r'eerpate in these areas~). The remaini nR( unc h, .. ified 
roadlelJ .. unit,. serve e. critical role in pT'ovidin't a "na.tural" 
... tUnR( for recreation. As theae areas are ,level oiled, the 
recreational and wildlife resource base is reduced. Alternative 
" contains contradicting a;oah in this respect. Tht. alternative 
"tate. that a hiah level of timber output .... ill benefit recreation 
by Openina a sizable portion of tbe forest to aecess. ~fter timber 
harveftt i 8 comuleted. the !" .. creati onal value of the land .... i 11 be 
very low .. 

Table 11-17 lists road maintenance energy requirements a8 
being the same for all alternatives even thou~h total roads will 
triple for the hi~h timber output. Something i8 wron~. 

It sbould be mentioned that the alternatives "ith hillh road 
densities will raise .. neray consumption by providing more motorized 
recreation opoortunitiea. 

Administrative protection of roadles" areaa look .. aoo,1 in 
theory but leaves much to be deaired in actual practice. A8 long 
ou th~ areaa are open to mineral and eneray explol'ation, their fate 
remains uncertain. In the Little Missouri ~ational r,rasalands (r.uster 
National ForeRt) roa11e88 acreage wbicb Waft 8unpoeed to be protected 
in the land UAe plan wae reduced by half in a teu year period. This 
reduction .... a8 cuased by petroleum exploration and develooment. The 
8"" hcte for a least part of the roadIes8 acrealte in the Lolo 
~ational Forest will result with the loopholes in the man~ement plan. 

There has been a noticable improvement in tbe quality of 
eleareuta in th8 last decade. A number oC meaeures could be taken 
reduce the impacts. Soils should be replaced On fire line8, skid 
trails and areaa adjacent to alaeb pile8. Improperly burned elaah 
pllee ~bould be leveled. nuts created by the maneuverinR of ~ulldo~er. 
ahould be filled in. Can volunteer labor be uAed to accomplIsh thiS 
task? 

Undp.r environmental consequences of establishing wilderness and 
roadle88 areas, the plan fails to mention that theae two designations 
maximize water, air, and 80il protection. Wildlife habitat aleo i& 
best preseryed in tbese designations. 

Of all tbe alternatives, a compromise betveen alternative b 
and d would ~reatlv assist in protectin~ noo-market values. J suuport 
wUtlernell .. for the" Hoodoo, Lolo r.reek (part), Quio;g Peak, part of 
!'it ... eY, and !'iapnhire Divide. l'/ilderne811 in the last. three would 
a •• ist in protecting water quality in Rock ~reek. 
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FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE CONTINUED 

In addition to wilderness experiences, the Forest provides a wide range of 
roadless, motorized and developed recreation. Expected demand for all types of 
recreation experiences, including primitive type recreation in road less areas, 
will be more than met by the land allocations and management direction in the 
Forest Plan. Development of roadless areas may result in a change in the type 
of recreation opportunity experienced - for example, berry picking, firewood 
gathering, camping and other activities utilizing roads - may replace back 
country hiking and backpacking, and the intensity of use will not necessarily 
decrease. 

Total roads open and maintained varies by only a few hundred miles between 
alternatives. There is no significant difference between alternatives in this 
respect. Demand for total motorized recreation is projected to be the same for 
all alternatives; therefore, energy consumption shows no·measurable difference. 

It is true that mining activity may legally occur in areas deSignated as 
roadless. This potential also exists under certain conditions in wilderness 
areas, The Mining Act of 1872 grants the mining industry the authority to have 
access to claims on public land. 

Volunteers provide a sUbstantial portion of work on the Lolo Forest. The 
impacts pointed out primarily deal with aesthetic values which are dealt with 
on a project basis. These measures are generally prescribed especially in 
visually sensitive areas, 

The technology and knowledge available for wildlife habitat management can 
often best be applied outside of wilderness to provide a continuing productive 
habitat for all of the needs of wildlife. 

The Draft EIS reViewed 776,190 acres of road less land. The Forest Plan 
recommends 223,600 acres of wilderness. The recommended wilderness areas are 
Quigg, Great Burn/Hoodoo and additions to the Selway/Bitterroot Wilderness and 
the Scapegoat Wilderness. In addition, 180,700 acres continue under roadless 
management. 

In the Stony Mountain area, 30,900 acres will be managed in a roadless 
condition during the Plan period. In the nearby Quigg roadless area, 60,830 
acres have been recommended for wilderness. 

The Forest Plan. in the Rock Creek Chapter, provides a specific committment to 
manage Rock Creek as a unique resource. The chapter describes management of 
the Rock Creek drainage planned for both the Lolo and ·Deerlodge National 
Forests. In Chapter IV, the Forests recognize that Rock Creek is a Blue Ribbon 
trout stream and that the values that characterize a Blue Ribbon trout stream 
will be maintained. As part of the fisheries prodUction objective, both 
Forests intend to manage the headlands to provide the quantity and quality of 
water necessary to maintain the total Rock Creek aquatic ecosystem. 
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To whom it may ,"'oncern. laeCEJVEQ 
Reprdiug the 50 year plan ••• 

1. All road less areas should remain wild. JA 
2. Any animal habitat (grizzly, wolf. <aribou, eto.) tnra.xeoed by the ] 
Endangered Species Act should have priority over any eAploration and development, B 

ie logging, oil, gas, miuiug ~tc. 

3. A 500 year Pian snould _e eon~ideredl 

Your poPulation,needs, aud ",ants projections ha.e no basis. Someoue pulled } 
numbers out of thin air or were coutrived by special interests (oil, gas, mineral) 
to e~ploit these and other resourses without looking ahead. ~e boom and bust 
mentality still pre.aiis. (Suisuess as usual) 

R~mesDer. the Forest ServiCe is a steward of OUr national forests, not ao 
agen~y to sell to the highest bidder. Your duty is to protect BAd enhance 
the resour~e8 for many generatiouS to eome. 

There are plenty of existiug tree far~s( 12 million acres in Mootaaa) 
for comercial logging and regeneration. Gas aud oil from Prudnole Bay is 
(urre&>tly exported. Why Open up more areas wheA there is a surpJ.US at.ct 

jeapordise animal habitat? 

Approximately 2% of the lower 48 remain in a wild state.Three generations ........ 
aso most of the area weat of the Missippi River -., "wilderness". It IS 

our duty to protect whata left! 

\IIill you help?-

Sincer11y' ~ r._ / 
/;'L/Z.U:t7 "~t..tJb'~.<..{..A/ 
'~errill ~radsha~ 
5,)0 a~ tea.-
Arlee, ~o"tana 59821 
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FOREST SERVICE RESPOl;SE 

The National Forests are managed under a series of laws passed by Congress, 
datine back to the Creative Act of March 3, 1891, and the Organic Act of June 
4, 19B7, which require these lands be managed for mu:tjple use. In more recent 
years, the Multiple Use-Sustained Yield Act and National Forest Management Act 
require that National Forest be managed for wood and forage as commodities as 
well as recreation, watershed, wildlife habitat, Wilderness and other uses. 

The Draft EIS reviewed 776,190 acres of roadJess land. The Forest Plan 
recommends 223,600 roadless acr-es for wilderness. They are Quigg, Great 
Burn/Hoodoo (which includes the Irish Basin/Cache Creek area) and additions to 
the Selway/Bitterroot Wilderness and the Scapegoat Wilderness. In addition, 
180,700 acres continue under roadless management. 

In accordance with the Endangered Species Act, all habitats designated 
essential for recovery of a threatened or endangered species will be managed to 
recover the given species. Other activites that may conflict with recovery are 
constrained or modified to meet the recovery goal. References to this can be 
found in Chapter II. Section D5c, of the FEIS, in Appendix F-A (minerals 
removal stipulation) and in the descriptions of Forest Plan Management Areas 
(MA' 5) 20 and 20a (these MA' s are also delineated on the Forest Plan nap). 

The National Forest Management Act of 1976 provides the requirements for 
planning the National Forests and that the plan "(5) be revised (A) frolll time 
to time when the Secretary finds conditions have significantly changed, but at 
least every fifteen years, ••••• ". 

Projections of expected resource use are assigned to the Forest from national 
production estimates prepared for the RPA program, as required by the Forest 
and Rangeland Renewable Resource Planning Act. The timber demand estimates for 
RPA come from a national timber model developed by Adams and Haynes (1980) 
which uses population projections developed by the U.S. Water Resources 
Council. 

The Forest Plan established land management allocations - Management Areas -
for tbe entire Forest. The allocations determine the major resource emphasis 
for these areas. In at'eas suitable for timber management (basically !'.A's 16 
and 17), the objective is to provide for healthy stands of timber and to 
optimize timber-growing potential. In other areas, the major resource emphasis 
ranges from visual quality to big game winter range to r-iparian habitat. By 
allocating a given piece of land to the management practices for whicb it is 
best suited, the Forest SerVice provides long-term protection to and 
enhancement of the particular resources present. 
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FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE 

The roadless lands of Knox Creek-Dry Creek are located 1n the Mount Bushnell 
roadless area. The EIS reviewed seven alternatives for this area, with 
Alternative d selecte9 as the preferred alternative. During the first decade, 
half of Haunt Bushnell will be developed and half will remain roadless. 

The impact of roads required for timber harvest can be reduced by road 
closures. During the planning process of individual timber sales, road closure 
w.ll be evaluated. Your name has been forwarded to the Plains/Thompson Falls 
and Superior Ranger Districts. The districts will notify you as individual 
timber sale projects occur in the Mount Bushnell area. 

The Forest will continue to pl'ovide non-Wilderness opportunities. Under 
Alternative d, 180,700 acres of the Forest's roadless acres will remain 
roadless. These areas are shown on the Forest map as Management Areas 10 and 
11. In addition, 131,152 acres will remain undeveloped and road less during the 
first decade. 
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fOREST SERVICE RESPONSE 

P-N-5 

It is essential to combine sound ecology and sound econooics - that i5 the 
forest's objective in land manasement. The EIS evaluated the effect of 
alternatives on local economies and on natural resources. Alternative D was 
selected as the preferred alternative because it adequately meets"market 
den~nds Without straining the resource capability of the land. 

Alternative d balances resource denl8nds and public demands. The grizzly bear 
is now a Threatened and Endangered species because :ts habitat demands have not 
always been n~t. Therefore, the grizzly bear receives s~cial emphasis in 
Hanageoent Areas 20 and 20a. Hore wilder'ness is one public demand. Therefore, 
223,600 roadless acres are proposed for wilderness. Although wilderness travel 
is difficult for most disabled and elderly people, the forest works to 
accommodate their needs in nonwilderness areas. Forestwide Standard Nos. 6 and 
7 emphasize providing recreation activities and sites to a wide segment of 
SOCiety, including the handicapped and elderly. 

According to the forest Plan, development could take place on 317,900 currently 
roadless acres. When evaluating areas for roadless management, timber 
productivity and mineral potential were conSidered. These lands Were rated on 
geologic favorability for oil and eas and for hardrock minerals. Existing 
lease:; and Ir.lning claims Wel"e also considered. 

Other than designated wilderness areas which have already been withdl'awn from 
mineral entry and leasing by the Wilderness Act of 196~, all other areas on the 
Lolo National Forest are open and available for leasing of hydrocarbons. 
Access to these areas for exploration/development purposes will be allowed, 
subject to special conditions to mitigate site specific impacts to other 
resource values. 



COMPOSITE PUBLIC COMMENT 

SL-N-6-Brian Jameson TX-N-8-Donald Purinton WM-N-l0-Craig Davis 

One of these respondents was in favor of alternative f for the management of 
the Forest. 

Two responded in support of alternative g as outlined in the Lolo National 
Forest Plan Revised Draft Environmental Impact Statement. 

Increasing the size of the wilderness system on the Lolo would benefit local 
residents as well as many out-of-State residents. 

} 
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FORFST SERVICE RESPONSE 

SL-N-6 TX-N-8 WM-N-l0 

Alternative d was selected as the preferred alternatIve for the Forest. This 
selection is based upon an analysis of public resource demands and the 
capability of the land to provide goods and services. Alternative d provides, 
for the enhancement of resource values on wilderness and roadless lands as well 
as on lands that will be developed. Lands determined to be suitable for timber 
will al~o be managed to meet other resource goals. 

The Draft. EIS reviewed 776,190 acres of road:ess land. The Forest Plan 
recommends 223,600 acres of wilderness and 180,700 acres for roadless 
management. The recol!Jnended w:i.lderness ar'eas are Quigg, Great Burn/Hoodoo and 
additions to the Se~way/Bittel'root Wilderness and the Scapegoat Wilderness. 
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FOREST SERVICE RESPOllSE 

CA-N-7 

The Nation&l Forests are managed under a series of laws passed by Congress. 
These laws date back to the 1891 Creative Act and the 1897 Organic Act. More 
recent legislation include the 1960 Multiple U5e-Sustained Yield Act and 1976 
National Forest l1angement Act. All these laws require the National Forests to 
be managed for multip:e uses - timber, recreation, watershed, wildlife, 
wilderness and other uses. Dedicating the Forest as a "permanent pre"erve" is 
not the intent of Congress. 

The Draft EIS reviewed 776,190 acres of road:ess land. The Forest Plan 
recommends 223,600 roadless acres for wilderness. TIley are Quigg, Great 
Burn/Hoodoo (Which includes the Irish Basin/Cache Creek area) and additions to 
the Selway/Bitterroot Wilderness and the Scapegoat Wilderness. In addition, 
180,700 acres continue under roadless management. 

The Rock Creek drainage receives special emphasis in Chapter IV of the Forest 
Plan. The Forest recognizes that Rock Creek is a Blue Ribbon trout stream and 
a productive fishery will be maintained. The Forest intends to manage the 
headwaters to provide the quantity and quality of water necessary to maintain 
the total Rock Creek aquatic ecosystem. 

Grizzly bear, gray wolf, peregri.ne falcon and bald eagle are the Threatened and 
Endangered species on the Forest. The goal is to recover each species to 
nonthreatened status. Forestwide Standard No. 211 has been designed to serve 
this goal. The standard states that management practices in essential habitat 
of Threatened and Endangered species must be compatible with the habitat needs 
of the species. GriZzly bear habitat will receive special emphasis 1n 
Management Areas 20 and 20a, Which will apply to 98,127 acres. 



RESPONSE FORM 
Revised Draft Environmental 

Impact Statement (RDEIS) 
' .... ,,') , 

Proposed Lolo '¥o~si Plan 
February 15, 1985 

tv'l1- AI - 9 

NameiJ,I/lam L. b11Jo(,.J 
Address ::t.IO() fdjy (!?f'tf( Pd. 
4/bfd-on I f}7T' 5'fgJo 

Organizational Affiliation 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ (if any) 

This re~ponse form is provid;d" f~r .. y~u; ~o~v~nie~c; in" c~m; - 7 
~he ReVIsed Draft.Environmental Impact Statement and change:nf~nrh~n 
tr~po~ed Lolo NatIonal Forest Plan. Please Teturn your comments on 

:15 orm or yo~r personal letter to Orville L. Daniels, Forest Su er
~~!n98~~10 ~atlodal Forest, BId? 24, F?Tt Missoula, Missoula, Mo~t-

• n or er to use the InformatIon most effectively in the 
process, we ~O~l~ ~p~T:c~a:e recei~i~g_y~u: comments by June I, 1985. 

Ol1l0q I 0 I~O'J. 
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FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE 

WM-N-9 

Alternative d was selected as the preferred alternative for the Forest. This 
selection is based upon an analysis of public resource demands and the 
capabili.ty of the land to provide goods and services. Alternative d provides 
for the enhancement of resource values on wilderness and roadless landS as well 
as on lands that will be developed. Lands determined to be suitable for timber 
will also be managed to meet other resource goals. 

The roadless areas mentioned will be managed as follows: 

Deep Creek (01814) - About half of this area wi]l be accessed for timber 
harvest during the next decade. 

Petty Mountain (01202) - The area will remain roadless during the Plan period. 

Burdette (01803) -This drainage will be managed for big game winter range with 
prescribed fire as the primary management tool. The same prescription applies 
to Lupine Creek, except for a portion at the south end of the drainage that 
will be harvested. This area will remain essentially roadless during the next 
decade. Approximately 500 of the 16,360 acres will be developed. 

Garden Point (01809) - This area will be managed for timber production and 
developed during the next decade • 
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COMPOSITE PUBLIC COMMENT 

M-N-11-J.R. Reynolds WM-N-363-Kirby Erickson 

These two respondents expressed that the timber/wood products industry is ] 
undergoing rapid change. They do not agree with most of the above arguments A 
for 'saving' the local wood industry, and they are in opposition to road 
building and logging on the Lolo National Forest. 

They feel that forest practices during the past two decades left no room for ] 
compromise as to saving all remaining road less areas. There once was a time 
when, if managed correctly, Montana could have had a sustained wood products 
industry. Greed and lack of vision combined with poor management practices 8 
have led to the loss of that economic potential. Montana must now look towards 
the recreational and tourist assets of its remaining lands. Tourism and 
recreation are going to be the 'cas~ crop' that will best serve the regional 
economy. 

A 

FOR!;ST SERVICE RESPONSE 

H-N-11 WH-N-363 

Forest SerVice laws, dating back to the late nineteenth century, require the 
National Forests be managed for multiple uses. The goal of the Forest Plan is 
to blend resource demand with resource supply. When r'esource dernands conflict, 
the goal of the Plan is to pr'ovide for balanced use by all users. The 
selection of Alternative d as the preferred alternatlve is based upon analysis 
of these demands and the ?Spability of the land. 

Forest management requ: res road acces:. for' timber harve~it, recreation and 
protection from fil'e, insects and disease. Forest roads and their' con,,:'ruction 
can have impacts on soi) , water and wildlife resources, but measures have been 
developed to provide protection of these resources during and after,road system 
development. Spec ific descriptions of thel;e measures can be found In the Lolo 
National Forest Plan, Forestwide Standard Nos. 16, 49, 50 and 52. 

B The Forest recognizes the fact that recreati ona1 demand is increasing and that 
tourism is important to the economy of western Montana. Besides wi:demess 
experiences, the Forest provides a wide range of roadless, motorized and 
developed recreation. The current capacity of developed sites exceeds expected 
demand for the first decade; therefor'e, no addition~l construction of 
facilities is planned. The FOI'est will encourae,e other agencies and pnvate 
concessionaires to meet future demand. 



COMPOSITE PUBLI C COMMENI' 

Ninety six people expressed the sentiment that if the Lolo fails to resume its 
timber sale level we stand to lose employment and income in an already faltering 
lumber industry. 

The Forest is asked to reconsider the figure of 122 million board feet per year to 
the 160 million board feet that industry projects is needed to be able to 
survive. 

M-N-12-Daniel Morgan 13-G.A. Diettert, M.D. 15-Gene Chappell 
16-Robert Clubb 17-Hardy Johnson 18-Roger Hoffman 
19-Clifton Farmer 20-John Peters, Jr. 22-Chris Rice 
23-P.M. Anglin 24-Mark Nonnenmacher 26-Glen Munds 
3D-David Quinn 31-Del Johnson 32-Chuck Seeley 
33-Bob Lamley 34-Wayne Maahs 35-Frank Sherman 
36-Jim Bentley 37-Steven Hayes 38-Jon Luibrand 
39-Anthony Liane 41-John WOods 42-Jon Dahlberg 
4~rrie LaBrie 45-Bi11 Free 46-Allen Ransier 
47-Harry Bentz, Jr. 48-Scott Campbell 49-Lawrence Whitcraft 
50-t1ike Depee 51-Rodney Younggren 52-Todd Metivier 
53...Jim McKinley 54-Betty Glover 55-David Stephan 
56-Ken Stephan 57-Allen Oster 58-Claude Allen 
59-Ted Nelson 60-Ed Mcrse 62-David Ibey 
64..Jon Strack 65-Harley Addington 66-Donna Bailey 
61-Earl Privett 68-William Smith 103-Larry Teeters 
lOll-John Anderson 105-Del Heimbigner 106-Lila & Jim Gullette 
107-Pauline Bacon 108-Bud Bacon 109-Michael Bailey 
110-Dana Bailey l11-J. Edmond Trudeau 112..Julie Miller 
113-Alonzo Crawford 114-Twila Crawford 115-Marie Crawford 
116-Michael Bailey 117-Gary Bailey 118-Rodney McCollum 
119-Hike & Connie Spangler 120-Mr.&Mrs. Wm. Howard 121-Donald Rickett 
l22-Mr.&Mrs. Keith Vaughan 123-Mr.&Mrs. Steve Crabb 124-Mrs. Paula Reed 
l25-Mr.&Mrs. Wm. McLees 126-Mr.&Mrs. Joe Rickett 130-(14 signatures): 
Joseph Magone Al Meeks Bobbi Parkin Ed Heppe Jack Carter Ray Knapp 
Donald Sept Larry Buchart Richard Parker Adrian Schoonover Mark Magone 
Kenton Lewis Ron Rickertt Joe Wolff 
13l-liilliam Mancini 142-Don & Donna Dav is 
146-Jim Davis l41-Robert Wall 
354-Craig Hanson 358-N.F. LaVigne 
38l-Fred Guenzler 382-Elbert Abbey 
38I1-Don Doucett 385-Howard Kirk 
387...Jack Hummer 389-George Hart 
39l-Charles Aktepy 405-Steve Pesante 
WM-I-2-Dennis Davaz S-I-1D-Schneider Oil Co. 
M-I-15-Missoula White Pine Sash Co. 

143-Craid Claus 
149-Louis Stemple, 
311-Herb Nash 
383-Glenn Brewer 
386-Thomas Smith 
390-Ron Bailey 

Jr. 

S-I-13-Daw Forest Prods 

This an~wet' aplJlies tv the following pr~vate :ndividuol letters: 

12 13 15 16 17 18 19 20 22 23 24 26 30 31 32 33 
34 35 36 37 38 39 41 42 43 45 46 47 48 49 50 51 
52 53 54 5,5 56 57 58 59 60 62 64 65 66 67 68 103 
104 105 106 107 108 109 110 111 112 113 114 115 116 117 118 119 
120 121 122 123 124 125 126 130 131 142 143 146 147 149 354 358 
371 381 382 383 384 385 386 387 389 390 391 405 
WM-I-2 S-I-10 S-1-13 1'.-1-15 

In the Proposed Action, annual volume in the first decade is projected at 122 
million board feet (~a':BF), :ncluding 15 MHBF unregulated. That :'ncreases to 
146 HHBF (including 15 MHBF unregulated) in the second decade. Fror.l 1979 to 
1985, the Lelo offered about 100 tlMBF annuall Yi however, ~ t sold only an 
avera!;e of 60 MIJ,BF per year. The Forest presently has a number of Llmbet' sales 
prepared, including some offered but unsold. Under pr"esent poor tnB'"ket 
conditions, this unsold vL)lume continues to accumulate, providing the Forest 
the flexibility to adjust to short-tet'm increases if more timber is demanded. 
If mat"ke:; conditions demand volumes beyond the Forest Plan projections for a 
10-year period. the Forest would be required to address the problem through a 
Forest Plan revision. National Forest Management Act regulations outline the 
revision process, which includes full public involvement. 

The Lolo Forest Plan responds to the existing SOCial and economic structure of 
local communities. It represents a response to val"ied public expressions of 
those social and economic needs derived from public involvement.. The Forest. 
Plan is intended to offer levels of timber volume that support ,'ather than 
impact base employment, income and job distribution in local communities. The 
Forest will attempt to respond to local community needs for timber re{;ardless 
of the larger mal"ket issue. Yearly timber sale programs will be designed to 
accommodate local small mills to the extent possible and by offering species 
and volumes where they will sell on the Forest. In addition, the Forest is 
attempting to identify where costs can be reduced in preparing and 
administering sales. 

The abH i ty of the Lelo FOI"est to project a higher volume of timber than that 
displayed in the Forest Plan is limited by the nature of the resources 
available, utilization and technology, and public attitudes about management of 
other forest resources. The biological capability of the Forest to support a 
yearly volume such ar. 160 ~1BF would mean a sign:ficant reduction in other 
resou,"ce outputs, as show in alternati ves analyzed in the FEJS. If other 
resources al'e to be maintained at levels suggested by the public, increased 
timber volume would have to come f,"onl marginal lands where timber harvest 
maynot be cost effective. 
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Lola National Forest 
Bldg. 24, Fort Missoula 
Missoula, Montana 59801 

Dear Sir: 

Carole Nackin 
Rt. 2 Box 2184 
Whitehall, Montana 59759 
May 15, 1985 

The following sentence appears on page IV-44 of the draft EIS: 

"If roads are not built, timber cannot be economically harvested 
and an irretrievable loss of a resource occurs. II 

I am interested in understanding the line of reasoning that led 
to this conclusion and was unable to find it in Section N. Roads. 

Sincerely, 

!d.c .!-i.~ ')?C~-£~ 
Carole Mackin 

MAY 161985 

1 RECEIVED 
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FOREST SERVI CE RESPOl;SE 

HH-li-14 

This statement refers to t.he cornmodi ty value of timber for pt'oduct:cll of "ur:lber 
and other wood pr'oouct::, a,; well as the generation of income, on "ands suitable 
for t.imber management. :n order to ut.ll~ze and benef:t from this va_ue of 
t:.mber, road access is genet'a""y needed. If rOBds are not construct.ed to allow 
fOI' the economic .. : hat've!;t of timber, then the V,Lue of the timber re:;OUl'ce can 
not be recovel'ea and is .ost. 

Tne F:na_ EIS clat'ifie~, tk,-, stater.lent.. 



COMPOSITE PUBLIC COMMENT 

M-N-21-Tom Breum 25-Ray Sexton 27-Bob Cannon 29-Ken Miller 
40-Jeffrey Comfort 61-Gary Bartz 63-Ron Burrington 

Seven people wrote letters with the similar comments regarding this region, and ] 
more importantly our community, which is dependant on the wise use of the 
public's forests for timber production. It has been shown through numerous 
stUdies that wildlife, recreation, water quality, etc., are compatible with the A 
levels of timber harvests of the early 1970's. All of the local people enjoy 
the diverse use of our National Forest, but also need to have jobs to be able 
to enjoy these resources. 

The Forest Supervisor is urged to increase the annual cut to the level of the ] 
early 1970's and to provide sales which are economical for the lumber companies B 
to buy and convert to a marketable product for the well being of our people and 
communities. n 

A 

FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE 

M-N-21 25 27 29 40 61 63 

The Proposed Forest Plan has established land management allocations for the 
entire Lolo Forest. The allocations establish major resource emphasiS for 
these areas. In areas suitable for timber management, basically Management 
Areas (MA's) 16 and 17, the objective is to provide for healthy stands of 
timber and optimize timber growing potential. However, even in these areas a 
balance must be maintained to protect all resources. The Forest's objective is 
to plan timber sales in ~he most cost-efficient manner pOSSible, while 
maintaining environmentally sound management practices. 

In the Proposed Action, annual volume in the first decade is projected at 122 
million board feet (MMBF), including 15 MMBF unregulated. That is projected to 
increase to 146 MMBF (including 15 MMBF unregulated) in the second decade. 
From 1979 to 1985, the Lolo offered about 100 MMBF annually; however, it sold 
only an average of 60 MMBF per year. The Forest presently has a number of 
timber sales prepared, including some offered but unsold. Under present poor 
market conditions, this unsold volume continues to accumulate, providing the 
Forest the flexibility to adjust to short-term increases if more timber is 
demanded. If market conditions demand volumes beyond the Forest Plan 
projections for a 10-year period, the Forest would be required to address the 
problem through a Forest Plan revision. National Forest Management Act 
regulations outline t.he revision process, whicr. includes full public 
involvement. 

The Lolo Forest Plan responds to the existing social and economic structure of 
local communities. It represents a response to varied public expressions of 
those social and economic needs derived from public involvement. The Forest 
Plan is intended to offer levels of timber volume that support rather than 
impact base employment, income and job distribution in local communities. The 
Forest will attempt to respond to local community needs for timber regardless 
of the larger market issue. Yearly timber sale programs will be designed to 
accommodate local small mills to the extent possible and by offering species 
and volumes where they will sellon the Forest. In addition, the Forest is 
attempting to identify where costs can be reduced in preparing and 
administering sales. 

The ability of the Lolo Forest to project a higher volume of timber than that 
displayed in the Forest Plan is limited by the nature of the resources 
available, utilization and technology, and public attitudes about management of 
other forest resources. The biological capability of the Forest to support a 
yearly volume such as 160 MMBF would mean a significant reduction in other 
resource outputs, as shown in alternatives analyzed in the FEIS. If other 
resources are to be maintained at levels suggested by the public, increased 
timber volume would have to come from marginal lands where timber harvest may 
not be cost effective. 
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FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE CONTINUED 

The "below cost" sale issue began when it appeared that sale r'evenues were not 
covering sale costs on Forest Service timber sales. This is sometimes the case 
during the initial sale entry into an unroaded area - the timber sale revenues 
from the first sale do not cover the road costs. However, the roads built for 
the first sale will be used to access several future sales. Therefore, a more 
accurate appraisal of sale reVenues and costs requires the consideration of 
revenues from all timber sales. The Forest will road only those areas where 
discounted revenues from all sales cover discounted costs, unless net public 
benefits justify a timber loss. Examples of net public benefits are improved 
wildlife forage and conmunity stability. The Forest will continue to explore 
ways to cut unit costs and minimize road miles and standards without impacting 
or damaging other resources. To evaluate long-term economic implications, 
Forestwide Standard No. 11 requires an economic analysiS of all timber sales 
larger than 1 MMBF and all transportation systems for unroaded areas. 
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In the Proposed Action, annual volume in the next 10 years is expected to be 
122 million board feet (MMBF), including 15 NMBF unregulated. That is 
projected to increase to 146 MMBF (including 15 MMBF unregulated) in the 
future. From 1979 to 1985, the Lolo offered about 100 MMBF annually; however, 
it sold only an average of 60 MMBF per year. The Forest presently has a number 
of timber sales prepared, including some offered but unsold. Under present 
poor market conditions, this unsold volume continues to accumulate, providing 
the Forest the flexibility to adjust to short-term increases if more timber is 
demanded. If market conditions demand volumes beyond the Forest Plan 
projections for a 'O-year period, the Forest would be required to address the 
problem through a Forest Plan revision. National Forest Management Act 
regulations outline the revision process, which includes full public 
involvement. 

While wildlife and grazing conflicts are common in the west, most of the Lolo 
National Forest is steep, heavily timbered, brushy, and thus unsuitable for 
grazing. This includes big game winter ranges. One exception is riparian 
areas where grazing, fisheries and wildlife do occur. Severe grazing conflicts 
of this type occur on approximately 11,400 acres or .5% of the Forest. 

The relationship between timber harvest and forage for big game has been 
recognized in the Lolo Forest Plan. On Winter range areas with a suitable 
timber resource (approximately 60% of the managed winter range), timber harvest 
is the principal tool used to increase forage production. In conjunction with 
this activity, roads are closed to provide security for the wintering animals. 



Orville ::C. Daniels 
?orest 3unervisor 
;'010 ;:ational Forest 
Bldg. 24 
Forc ,,:iss oula 
Missou1.a, r'lontana 59801 

Dear :1,=. Daniels, 

Glenn :c::lpton 
5808 ';u-:r.leg Ave. 
3arasota, Fl. 33581 

In response -:0 the aD3I3 and the proposed 1010 Forest Plan, 
in my opinion, I favor Alternative F over Alternative D as 
the proposed alternative. ;:.y reasons are as follows: If the 
Lolo National Forest is to protect its cultural and natural 
resources, certain needs must be addressed: 

1. Establish systems to monitor changes in the parks, 
and make regular reports to the threats facing the resources, 
along with long term plans to deal with them. 

2. Increase scientific research in the area of 
conservation of natural resources. 

3. Acquire more land into the Forest. 
4. Preservation and conservation of natural resources 

should be a top priority. 
5. The Forest should be managed in such a way as 

to emphasize wildlife habitai, improve watershed conditions, 
protect and improve physical and biological characteristics 
of the Forest, maintains or enhances aquatic ecosystems and 
riparian systems, improves water quality, fisheries, wildlife 
habitat, and visual quality. 

Alternative F seems to address those needs which I 
feel are'cimportant to the future management of the Forest and 
therefore I fully support the implementation of Alternative 
F as ,t!1e proposed alternative. 

Yours truly, 

f,i\y 141005 
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Alternative d was selected as the preferred alternative for the Forest. This 
selection is based upcn an analysis of public resource demands and the , 
capability of the land to provide goods and services. Alternative d provldes 
for the enhancement of resource values on wilderness and roadless lands as well 
as on lands that will be developed. Lands determined to be suitable for timber 
will also be managed t.o meet other resource goals. 

B A good monitoring plan has been developed. Also monitoring needs are planned 
and implemented according to the level of development actvities planned for a 
given year'. The mOnitor'ing program does provide for data evaluation and 
feedback as outlined in Figure V.l, Decision Flow Diagram in Chapter V of the 
Lolo National Forest Plan. 

C The research needs to fully implement the Forest Plan are included in Section 
C, Chapter II of the Forest Plan. Several research projects with similar needs 
are being conducted within the Lolo Forest or on similar Forest lands around 
the Region. The Forest Service concurs that research should be agg~essively 
pursued and, where information on the effects of forest management lS lacklng, 
a cautious approach is necessary. 

o Appendix I details the guidelines for the proposed program of landownership 
adjustment on the Lalo. 

E The Draft EIS reviewed 776,190 acres of roadless land. The Forest Plan 
recommends 223,600 roadless acres for wilderness. They are Quigg, Gr:a~ 
Burn/Hoodoo (which includes the Irish Basin/Cache Creek area) and addltlons to 
the Selway/Bitterroot Wilderness and the Scapegoat Wilderness. In addition, 
180,700 acres continue under roadless management. 

F 

The Lolo concurs that conservation of natural resources is a top priority in 
Forest management. A variety of measures in the Forest Plan addresses that 
issue, including the Forestwide Standards discussed below. 

Forestwide Standard Nos, 15-20 show what steps will be taken to protect the 
water quality of the Lolo. These Standards will continue the i~plementation of 
Better Management Practices on the Forest. Because of the contlnued 
implementation of , these practices, a long-term positive effect i~ thos: areas 
with sensitive SOlIs will be noted. The For'est wlll also work wlth pnvate 
landowners to protect watersheds by following Forestwide Standard No. 1~. 

Forestwide Standard Nos. 21-2B deal with protection of wildlife features and 
habitat. Included in these Standards are protection of wallows, miner'al licks 
and seeps management of threatened and endangered species for recovet'y to 
nonthreat~ned status and management practices " ••• designed to have a minimum 
impact on the acquatic ecosystem •••• " 
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Deaf hr. Daniels: 

RECEJVED 
I support Alternative B because of its management 

philosophy, old growth habitat allocations, visual quality 
maintainence, protection of aquatic habitat and riparian zones, 
relatively low level of road building, wilderness and roadless 
allocations, and the recreational opportunitas it provides. This 
alternative also provides a good balance of timber and other 
market resources to maintain employment and provides the same 
economic return as the proposed action. However, the following 
changes should be made to improve the alternative. 

(1) Recommend Stony Mountain and 1010 Peak for Wilderness; 
ado}t hontana Wildlanas Coalition bounaaries tor bwan ~ront ~na 
Gre~t hurn Wilderness recommendations; add BreB ~llocated to 
roa~less along Monture ~reek to Monture Creek Wilderness 
recol:,r,ndation; and recommend Wile,erness for Cube Iron/Silcox as 
pro'posed by liiWC. 

(2) Allocate all of ~jarshall Peak foaUless area to roadless 
manaf(ement. 

\:;) Chante Alternative I, allocation in ~icGregor-Thompson, 
Pat hnob-N. Cutoff, G. ::'ie."el-S. Cutoff, and N. Siegel ~reaS from 
roaeless to wildlife manaBement emphasis. These changES will 
offse t .impact of recon,mendations in (1) and ~ 2) above on, , 
non-roadle.';S flllocations. These areas shoultl be used j.>flmarll;y 
for wildlife management emphasis, particularly elk winter range 
uherA ~ppro~riate. 

(4) hoadless areas management prescriptions shoula require 
No Surface Occupancy stipulations for all new and re-issued 
mineral leases. 

(5) Firewood cutting should be prohibited in old growth 
management areas; seasonal road closures should be used to insure 
that unpermitted cutting does not happen. A minimum rotation age 
of 200 years should be standard. 

(6) A reliable, well-funded monitoring program should be in 
place before developmenr-proceeds. Such a program should use 
automa~edback to curtail development activities if funding 
for moni torrnga:nif/or mitieation is inadequate. ~lOni toring must 
be timely, at least annually, and evaluated promptly. Levels of 
acceptable chanBe should be scientifically documented. Where 
research is lackin!s, it should. be agbressivel;y lJursue<l anG until 
such research data are available, applied resources activities 
whose impacts are uncertain should be scaled back. 

(7) To the Dreatest extent possible, avoidance rather than 
mitigation of en~ironmental impacts should be practiced. 

(8) Sediment yields are too hieh. Tractor skidding should 
be prohibited on slopes !Sreater than 40% and the level of roadine 
should be reduced. 

(9) In general, recreational values are underestimated and 
timber values inflated. This should be corrected. 

Name~~ __ ?.:...J_~~Bld: _____ _ 
Address _ :50C" --0 ;,- u~ _~n ___ _ 

-___ ___ iJ __ '{.,j2_~ _____ ~ 
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Alter-native d was selected as the preferred alternative for the Forest. This 
selection is based upon an analysis of public resource den~nds and the 
capability of the land to provide goods and services. Alternative d provides 
for the enhancement of resource values on wilderness and roadless lands as well 
as on lands that will be developed. Lands determined to be suitable for timber 
will also be managed to meet other resource goals. 

The Draft EIS reviewed 776,190 acres of road less land. The Forest recommends 
223,600 roadless acres for wilderness. They ar'e QUigg, Great Burn/Hoodoo and 
additions to the Selway/Bitterroot Wilderness and the Scapegoat Wilderness. In 
addition, 180,700 acres continue under roadless management. 

In the Stony Mountain area, 30,900 acres will be managed in a roadless 
condition during the Plan period. In the nearby Quigg road less area, 60,830 
acres have been recommended for wilderness. 

A portion of Lolo Creek, including Lolo Peak, is re~Olll!llBnded for wilderness 
designation. This is a change from the draft statement. 

On the Swan Front and Monture areas, recommendations for wilderness are for 
3,690 and 65,560 acres respectively for the Lolo Forest. 

The Final EIS does not recommend wilderness designation for the Cube 
Iron-Silcox areai 9,464 acres are designated for grizzly bear habitat and 
14,136 acres for roadless management. Most of the area (about 36,000 acres) 
will remain roadless within the next 10 years. 

The Marshall Peak roadless area will have 2,776 acres allocated for grizzly 
bear habitat and 587 acres for roadless management. 

The management emphasis for the Pat's Knob-Cutoff and Siegel Creek areas is 
enhancement of Wildlife, particularly big game winter range. The emphasis for 
the McGregor-Thompson area is management of timber and range. 

In Mountain States Lees} Foundation y. Watt (1980), Federal Judge Bremmer 
declared that the Forest Service may not arbitrarily put blanket NSO (no 
surface occupancy) stipulations on roadless lands. During the formation of the 
Forestwide environmental assessment (EA) for oil and gas leasing, the Lolo 
resource specialists identified a number of special stipulations which would be 
added to leases issued in roadless areas to protect/mitigate any impacts. This 
listing of stipulations is inclUded in MA 11 as part of the direction for 
managing the Forest's roadless lands. 

Firewood cutting in designated old growth areas is not considered a problem 
since these areas generally will not be accessible by road. Lands assigned for 
old growth management are scheduled on a double rotation basis. Depending upon 
the site productivity, the rotation period is currently established at 170 to 
190 years. The primary function of old growth, however, is to produce an 
ecological condition, not necessarily any specific age. 
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FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE CONTINUED 

A good rr~nitoring plan has been developed. Also monitoring needs are planned 
and implemented according to the level of development Bctvities planned for a 
given year. The monitoring program does provide for data evaluation and 
feedback as outlined in Figure V.l, Decision Flow Diagram, in Chapter V, 
Section D, Lolo National Forest Plan. 

The research needs to fully implement the Forest Plan are included in Chapter 
II, Section C. Several research projects with similar needs are being 
conducted within the Lolo Forest or on similar Forest lands around the Region. 
The Forest SerVice concurs that research should be aggressively pursued and, 
wher'e information on the effects of fOI'est management is lacking, a cautious 
approach is necessary. 

The Forest designs projects, including roads, to avoid potential impacts and 
high risk situations. Mitigation measures are incorporated into projects to 
reduce unavoidable impacts to acceptable levels. 

Tractor skidding on steep slopes has been an ongoing concern during the 
planning process. The Lolo National Forest has placed special restrictions on 
tractor skidding land over 35 percent. All soils are treated with mitigation 
measures that consider the characteristics of the soil and attempt to minimize 
the particular hazard of each location (Best Management Practices (BMP's». By 
using this kind of approach, areas can be developed with a minimum an~unt of 
sediment production. Road closures are used to protect watershed values and 
help reduce sediment production. Some closures are year-long while others are 
only seasonal, but both do their part to ensure that the watershed is 
protected. 

The values per recreation visitor day (RVD) for different types of recreation 
are based on willingness to pay (WTP) values determined through studies 
contracted by the Washington Office of the Forest Service for use in Forest 
Plans and the RPA program, as required by the Forest and Rangeland Renewable 
Resource Planning Act. While the values may appear low in comparison to 
timber, the values estimate what the recreationist would be willing to pay for 
the particular type of experience. Expenditures for travel, eqUipment, time, 
lodging and so forth to get to the point of use are not included in the WTP 
values, but are a part of the impact analysis, i.e., the impact of recreation 
activities on the local economy in terms of jobs and income. The WTP values 
are used in the economic efficiency analYsis. 

Timber values are based on actual market values for the time period 1976-81. 
The discount rate used in the Forest Plan is based on well-documented research 
concerning the real rate of return on low-risk, long-term investments. 
Sale-by-sale economic analysis is called for as part of the implementation of 
the Forest Plan. Monitoring of economic assumptions, particularly price 
trends, is also an important part of implementation and significant deviation 
from assumptions would trigger the need for a change in the Plan. The 
inability of the Forest to sell sales in recent years is considered to be a 
result of recession in the national economy rather than an indication of lower 
timber values. 



D.ar Mr. Daniels: 

In regard to the plan for the future management of the Lela 
r,ational Forest, I :upport: 

(1) No degradation of e.xisting water guality in tributaries 
of the Clark fork, Blackfoot, Bitterroot Rivers and Rock Creek, 

(2) No reduction in old growth-dependent wildlife and birds, 

(3) A freeze on current road mileage of 5JOO miles to protect 
remaining roadlE:5S elk habitat, fisheries, and to prevent the 

i .spread of spot ted knapweed. 
\ Conservation of the follo"ing wild public lands as wilder-
'n~ss: 

Cube Iron-Ht. Silcox 
The Great Burn (Hoodoo) 

(including Cache Creek/Irish Basinl 
The Rock Creek wildlands: 

(Quigg Peak and Stony }!ountain) 
ClearwB ter-:lon t ur e 
The Swan Front (Lola side) 
}!arshall Peak 

Sincerely, 

2(!--?fr-1?v!rriX 
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A Forestwide Standard No. 15 commits the Forest to utilizing the best management 
practices to " ••• assure that water quality is maintained at a level that is 
adequat.e for the protection and use of the National Forest and that meet:; or 
exceeds Federal and State st.andards." In addition, the introduction to Forest 
Plan Chapter IV. Rock Creck states, "The Rocl( Creek drainage is an outstanding 
fishery and recreation resource, and these va~ues will be maintained" (Forest 
Plan Chapter IV, page 1). Plan Chapter IV recognizes that Rock Creek is 
classified as a Blue Ribbon Trout Stream, and says the Forest "intends to 
manage the headlands to provide the quantity and quality of water necessary to 
maintain the total Rock Creek aquatic ecosystem." 

B 

c 

In the Lolo's issue analysis phase of planning, it was determined that the 
public had strong feelings about maintaining viable populations of all species 
of wildlife, inclUding old growth-dependent wildlife. Few individuals, 
however, expressed an interest in maintaining existing levels of old 
growth-dependent species. The cost of maintaining existing levels of old 
growth would have involved reductions in big game populations, timber 
harvest-related jobs and dispersed recreation. Viable populations, on the 
other hand, can be inaintained with a minimal impact on other resource outputs. 
For this reason, all alternatives have provisions for maintaining viable 
populations of old growth-dependent wildlife. 

Although a large increase in miles of road is projected, the number of miles of 
roads.Qll!m for' use will increase only slightly. By closing roads, the Forest 
Service plans to mitigate much of the potential impact on elk habitat, i.e., 
security. 

Roads do provide a SUitable seedbed for noxious weeds. There is evidence, 
however, to indicate that road construction in itself does not assure the 
establishment of noxious weeds. Recent observations of spotted knapweed 
suggest that even with a good seedbed and seedsource, tree canopy shading can 
prevent its establishment. At the same time, noxious weeds are being found in 
Wildernesses or other undisturbed sites. The basic problem in noxious weed 
management is a lack of a good understanding of the autecological attributes of 
them or the synecological relations in the forest environment. A recent review 
of the literature found almost no refer'ences to noxious weeds in a forest 
environment. Research work done todate has been related to cereal crop and 
range or pasture land control with limited emphasis on understanding the basic 
life cycle of the plant. 

While herbicide use may occur under special conditions, the topography and 
vegetation cover on the Lola make invader plant control extremely difficult 
with present techniques. Biological control, using agents such as insects, 
rusts, molds and other parasites on host plants, appears to provide a 
compatible, long-range approach to this problem. 

A situation paper pr'epared in June 1983 provides the basis for a systematic 
evaluation of each weed species. An evaluation is currently underway to assess 
the risk of noxious weed spread in the vegetative cOI1B1ll,mities found on the 
Lolo, Bitterroot and Flathead forests. Preliminary results of the study 
suggest a number of management practices that may be used to prevent or reduce 
the threat of noxious weeds on forest roads. The study has also identified 
high risk as well as low risk plant communities to the invasion of noxious 
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FOREST SERVICE RESPOI\SE COmlNUED 

weeds. These ,;tudies wi; 1 heer' in the development of alternat:v€5 for cont"oJ 
strategies. 

Continued effor·ts to promote research on the eco~oe:ical characterist ics as weil 
as in the development of biological controls will be promoted. To faci}ltate 
this effort a statement of need has been added to the Researcb Needs "ection of 
the Lolo fot'est Plan. 

The Draft EIS r'ev:ewed 776,190 acres of roadless land. The Forest Plan 
recommends 223,600 roadless acres for wilderness. They are Quigg, Great 
Burn/Hoodoo (which includes the Irish Basin/Cache Creek area) and additions to 
the Selway/Bitterroot Wilderness and the Scapegoat Wilder'ness. In addition, 
180,700 acres continue under road less management. 

Ttle Final EIS (FEIS) does not recommend wilderness designation for the Cube 
Iron-Silcox area; 9,464 acres are designated for grizzly bear habitat and 
14,136 acres for roadless management. Most of the area (about 36,000) will 
remain roadless within the next 10 years. 

In the StonY Mountain area, 30,900 acres will be manaeed in a roadless 
condition during the Plan period. In the nearby Qu:gg roadless area, 60,830 
acres have been recommended for wilderness. 

The Marshall Peak roadless area will have 2,776 acres allocated for grizzly 
bear habitat and 587 acres for roadless managen~nt. 



Cr" '8~. ;:''liIi'e1s, Fore!t 
~o10 ~jat 0ral Forest 
Slcg. ;:'4, ;::,:;rt ~11ssou13 

t11sEcu1a, MT ~9801 

=~eas~ i~:2~: th1S letter' as m~ perscnal comme~t on t~e revlsed oraft 
E1S and :=orest ;:'j;n for the L!:!l,:. llatl·~na~ F',=,.re::t. I have qUlcl:'ly 
rev1ewed :he ~roposed ~~3n ~ut my :omme"ts afe mo!t1y oased on my 
.:' n - ~ ~, E - .;; .. :; un.: f a WI 1 1 i a f ~ t;' hi i t ~ ',T,;j c r, 0 f t t, e L.. c. . c' Fe t' ESt \A! 1 1 d 1 and :: 
:ur,r; :~~ ~ast 20. yesrs. In t~a: t~lS ·5 :~e th~rd :,me ar~un~ wtt~ 
5 craft ~:10 co~eE~ Plan 1 mUlt ~'r!t :o~~eno you an~ ~'~ur staff ~c~ 

~I,:'wr '::'l'i:'f'lued ceC,;c'3t~~T'l S;'1C! r,;,ro <o,,'J"r!:.. nOl~} trat ~r,e t.ur'i .;'ut 
factor CEn be very re31 ~1t~ seemln;ly encle3s p1ann~n; pr0cesses. 

M.:ti;CU';li :,OL! \.<.Iould ;":ot e.;}:-e·:t t-::' recelve the 'foll,)14}1n: corl)ment frc'iT1 
me ! ~Ian! to e~pre!5 m~ daS1re thit the L~~C ~orest C)nt1nue to m~et 
tho! f'le€H:;S of the local t~'·11t'er incw,::",:(!' bJ1tr, 1"':5 t"tistcr1c 60 to 80 (vIMBF 
p~r ~'ear har\fe3t. OesPlte 1nev~ta~le C~ inc ~~~n cycles 1n the timoer 
'"~u!tr~ the 1ong-t;rm ~ea~tn ~t tn1S ,ncustry 1S "'til t~ the soc1al 
a:1 a e: c :1:::1' c f S. td" ~: c. f 1.;12 S 1. ern ;,,1 yr: taT"! a an 0 Z S 1 nee Y e 1 ~I v}: 11 t ! 0 see 
:M15 ~)~:·r~e. I 3m C0~v1nced th2t ~lt~ 'Mprovaa ~t,l,:at·on ~omb1nej 
~I't- ~~re ~-ten5"·e, CGst effee:' e ~ara2emE~t of t~e more p~ocuct'\fe 

;~~ S2n!r3~~Y al~e3~~' 3ccessec =:Yt'e~! ~~ ~~e L~'C ~~re!~ \ale Cs" 
ma~"ta'~ tMe ~orest CYQduc:! lna~~:ry ~h"e SaVl"g :he b~!t of t~~ 

l'3st c,f ::wr !.o)1Ideri'ess i\.ar~ta3e 'Jr the L,Jic' F·:irest. 

At ~re!~r~ only 6% of t~e Lo1~ Cor est ~5 1" t~e Nat'onal W,laerness 
S}'stem c:-:npared ""nth a 21';% 3ver,5ge ':In t,'1~ nat'lor'lal forests 1l'1 t 1 ontana. 
The re\liser.:! draft ~la" mal:'€:S a mC>C'2st bt.:t sC'1d step to correc":. th,::· 
'mb~1ance oy ~Yoposing 27% ~f the ~nprotected Lola Forest r03d1ess 
acreage--some 211,930 ~cres-to De aadea to t~e W,lderness System. In 
aaditlon :0 these recommendations I urg~ you to support the Conser va
tion1st '85 Wilderness pro?osa1 for the Lolo Forest WhlCh calls for 
W,lderne55 d~s,gnat1~n of 37.7% of the reMa1ning roadless acreage; ~r 

about 292.,490 a~res. Even if ali e'T the Conse-rvat~fJ1i7st W11cerness 
recomme"~at,ons 10r the Lola are lm~leme"ted only 18% of t~e Forest 
lPou1c be lnclu .. ::ted In our qat ic,n's -Wl1derne::: Systerr,--a perce:ntase trlat 
wou1d stlll be lo~ler tnan the State aver3ge! 

Spec~i'=;11y, the fol10I~'ng addit10ns !nculd be made ,~ t~e ~ol~ 

Fore;t ~·~aernQS5 reccmmenaatlons: 

1) Gre~t Burn--add tne \1I11c and beautiful Cacf"',e Cree!<Jlr 1 sh 8;::s~n 
dralnage to the W,lderneSE proposal to protect tne 1ntegrlt1 of t0e 
!2 , t t err :q:n D 1 V 1 de an Ij : u r ~ e, unO' n 9 ,.1' 1 d 1 ; nos . ~ t"l , S i.dC' U 1 d '(1)3 l: e i Co r a 
much mor~ M3n3geaole Dou"d~ry o~ CCMnectlng the nOrth and south 
segroent! of the ~reat aurn 'nto a 51"91e ma;~~f,cent W,lcerness. 
;erepheral t,mDer management are3S along tne northern anC e~!tarn 

eoges c~ ":.M~ Great Surn !hculd te removed ~Y0m :he t,moir bsze a~ 

:nei2 'ir~5 3Ye marg1na1 ~or :,mcer OW: a. :reme1y ·alU3cle is 'A!,lCl,~e 

sec:.l"'~Y are;S 3C)=,:en~ :: the "'e';lil:!' "-:·.$C~= ana ·:.;;ea l?nds. 
:2) Cube :rlJl'!-·=,lco::~.--thl:: ··u';gec .3no !",lg~1y =::.eJ11:: E<J~'alp'n8: roadl.:::::: 
ares 1$ "'gMiy sUltaDle a~ W,lcerness* T1mber an~ mlneral confllcts 
are ~e91~9~aDle. Cont1nued encroachment ,n":.0 the area by roads has 
reduc::ea ~t 1n 51:e to b.ltt~HE the \"Iiountaln gc·ats 1r'1 th~ la! t:J: baElns are 
thre3ten~d. There ar~ ve Y 1fied re~orts of O~C3s,on31 grl::1y bears 1n 
the area. ! urse Forest Serv'ce support for the moclf,eo 36,000 acrE 
W,1derness boundary Wh1Ch prO V 1ces room 10r ~'ood cuttlng along the SW 
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FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE 

WM-N-127 

During the period from 1979 to 1984, the Forest offered 100 MMBF of timber 
annually; however, it only sold an average of 60 MMBF. In response to current 
demand, the 1985 sale program was adjusted to 80 HMBF. As market conditions 
improve, the volume offered can increase to the Plan's estimated decade volume 
of 122 MMBF. 

The Forest Plan recommends 223,600 roadless acres for wilderness. They are 
Quigg, Great Burn/Hoodoo (including the Irish Basin/lower Cache Creek area) and 
wilderness additions to the Selway/Bitterroot and Scapegoat. In addition, 
180,700 acres are designated for roadles5 management. 

Concerning peripheral timber management areas along the northern and eastern 
edges of the Great Burn, only lands determined to be economically feasible to 
produce and harvest timber on are retained in the suitable land base. 

The Forest does not recommend wilderness designation for the Cube Iron-5ilcox 
area; 9.464 acres are designated for grizzly bear habitat and 14,136 acres for 
roadless management. 
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FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE CONTINUED 

The Sheep Mountain State Line area 15 not recommended for wilderness. 

A portion of Lolo Creek (01805) is recommended for wilderness designation, 
which is a change from the Draft statement. 

In the Stony Mountain area, 30,900 acres will be managed in a road less 
condition during the Plan period. In the nearby Quigg roadless area, 60,830 
acres have been recommended for wilderness. 

The entire Burdette Creek drainage is to be managed as big game winter range 
with prescribed fire specified as the sole manipulative option. The area is 
classified as unsuitable for timber harvest. The majority of the Lupine Creek 
drainage is equally deSignated, although a portion of the south end of the 
drainage, outside the winter range, is to provide for timber harvest. The Lolo 
recognizes the sensitivity of this area for big game security; however, based 
on the existing cover conditions in this portion of the drainage, it is felt 
that security can be maintained by careful attention to cover-forage ratiOS and 
road management at the project level. 

The Lolo has no long-term water quality or fisheries habitat or population data 
on Mill Cr"eek. Most of the National Forest land in Mill Creek has been traded 
to Burlington Northern for lands in the Rattlesnake National Recreation Area 
and Wilderness. The remaining lands in Hill Creek will be considered for 
future exchanges. 

In some cases, particularly during the initial sale entry into an unroaded 
area, the timber sale revenues from the first sale do not cover the road 
costs. However, the roads built for the first sale will be used to access 
several future sales. Therefore, a more accurate appraisal of sale revenues 
and costs requires the consideration of revenues from all timber sales. The 
Forest will road only those areas where discounted revenues from all sales 
cover discounted costs, unless net public benefits justifY a timber los~. 
Examples of net public benefits are improved wildlife forage and communlty 
stability. To evaluate long-term economic implications, Forestwide Standard 
No. 11 requires an economic analysis of all timber sales larger than 1 HMBF and 
all transportation systems for unroaded areas. This applies to roads funded 
with both capital investment and purchaser credits. 
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~ 
0 Name PAX Lincoln 
W 

(j) > Address BQx .V 
cq jjj 

i 0 ~!au i81; s Eont! 50 81.2 

W Organizational Affil lat ion a: ---
__ -' _S::;.e~l",fO-_________ ( if any) 

... -..... _ ... ", .... _ .. -
This response form is provided for your convenience in commenting on 
the Revised Draft Environmental Impact Statement and changes in the 
Proposed Lolo National Forest Plan. Please return your comments on 
this form or your personal letter to Orville L. Daniels, Forest Super
visor, Lolo National Forest, Bldg. 24, Fort Missoula, Missoula, Mont
ana/59801. In order to use the information most effectively in the 
process, we would appreciate receiving your comments by June I, 1985. 

~ear Sir; 

I hgve sever~l points to list relevant to ~rea 01790. I must go on 
recor ~ favoring Al tern,~tive G for t·~t. Bushnell country. 

Lookout Pass on Interstate 90 is the largest entry ond exit point in 
the State of Montana. Travelers entering or exiting Montana are 
treatei to mini-Glacier Park scenery, P.ontana people nnd the powers 
to be have just recently recognized the strength and cleanliness of 
t::e tourist industry and i ts ~-term dollar turn-over. 

T~is is not ~ one-time, one-crop. one-decade 0, five decade industry. 
This industry is forever, (,reas like 01790 that ret more people ex
posure to W:"Clt :'lont:ona is more than Gl"cier or Yellowstone P3.rk must 
be preserved. -

Even thoui n most of these people will never set foot on the CC DIVISE, 
01790 should be set aside to prove to any doubters that there-are pIaces 
left that are not just story-book tales. 

The [re[,t BPh powerline sweep ::llonr the soutL,ern boun~ary and the 
powerline alonrc the western boundary and the pipeline on the northern 
bounJary are all public notices of the closing in of mnn on this 
private piece of the world. Area 01790 is well defined. 

B 

Each of ~he alternatives lays too much emphasis in the potential ] 
lnfustatlon of the mountain pine beetle, Lots of peopl~ seem to be 
affl~cted with a cancer attitude. They want to cut down the lodgepole 
before the cisease is :iaGnosed. You cannot remove the heart and soul C 
of a person before a t~orouGh diagnosis and study. ~e can legislate 
and deal with the bug thre~t if the short-term interference with nature 
is justified. 

Buil~in;: more loq,";inr, roads into this system would be 3. blat"nt exam,PI} 
of r1,;obinr; peo):le' s noses in t'1e cefacation of the peo:'\le IV"O believe 
in negativa profit timber sellin,. Leavinr 8": 2f somet~in~ ~ is 
mUCh better than havinr ~ ~ §:: W'len you are finished. ' 
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FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE 

WM-N-128 

Alternative d was selected as the P' eferred alternative for the Forest. This 
selection lS based upon an anaiysis of publlc resource demands and the 
capability of the land. Alternative d provjde~ for the enhancement of resource 
such as wildlife habitat, on wilde me:;,'; and roadless lands as well as on lands 
that wil. be developed. Lands harvested for timber will also be managed to 
meet other resource goals . 

Mount BUShnell is not recO!lIilended for wEderness in the Final EIS. Land use 
assignments for this area recognize its visual sensitivity as well as other 
resource va':'ues for weIdlife, riparian a/'eas and timber. 

The Lolo is working to increase opportunities on the Forest for tourism 
especially. in conj~nc:ion with the private sector. Lookout Pass has be~n given 
high Vlsual sensltlvlvY because of both the Interstate and trail use, as well 
as the ski area. 

The mountain pine beetle has proven to be a predictable insect. ExtenSive 
research has been done on how this insect develops, its needs and the extent of 
damage that can be expected when i,t attacks an area. Timber becomes high risk 
t~ n~untain pine beetle attack in an area of extensive lodgepole pine, and it 
Will ultlmately be attacked. By knowing the stand conditions ahead of time, 
stands can be treated to reduce the impacts of mountain pine beetle when they 
do attack an area. Since so much of the Lolo contains lodgepole pine and with 
the epidemic in the McGregor-Thompson area, the Lolo is concerned about future 
management of lodgepole pine. Harvesting green timber will be much more 
profitable than harvesting dead trees. 

The Forest will road only those areas Where discounted revenues from all sales 
cover discounted costs, unless net public benefits justify a timber loss. 
Examp~es of net public benefits are improved Wildlife forage and camnunity 
stabl.lty. To evaluate long term economic implications, Forestwide Standard 
No. 11 requires an economic analysis of all timber sales larger than 1 MM8F and 
all transportation systems for unroaded areas. 
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Located in the Heart of 
Western Montana', 
Scenic Outdoors 

It is mond;:1tory to let the sawmills and loggers have time to get their 
~istHkes of the eorly lQ80's paid off before openin~ up and selling 
any more of :he crop. Somethinr that takes 100 years to grow and 
10 minutos to ssw down can be allowed some additional wilJerness time. 

Recreation is here to stn·:. Whether you are riding a wheel-chair, 
11 saddle 'orse, or on foot as you ',eac townrd l~t. Bushnell you and 
everyone can enjoy ~ wilderness. 

"-, 
Kl(J()O sa- I'B .. " 

Glr=T SHOP « R£STAURANT 
R£X K. UIICOLH 
(.06) 6711-4242 

EXIT .6 • INTEQSTATE 90 
I-lAUGAIi. MONTANA ~2 

I 
I 

TN.It, you lTer~ much, 

Rl~.~ 
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FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE 

WM-N-129 

A Meeting public r'esource demands for timber production, recreation opportunities 
and protection from fire, insects and disease requires an increase in road 
mileage for access. This necessitates that roads be built into some areas 
identified as roadless, and that more roads be constructed into developed areas 
to reach timber which has not yet been accessed. The Forest Plan has many 
requirements, including rQad closures and minimum road standards, to mitigate 
adverse impacts. The Plan also outlines an active monitoring program to ensure 
the protection of other resources. 

B In some cases, particularly the initial sale entry into an unroaded area, the 
timber sale revenues from the first sale do not cover the !'oad costs. However, 
the roads built for the first sale will be used to access several future 
sales. Therefore, a more accurate appraisal of sale revenues and costs 
requires the consideration of revenues from all timber sales. The Forest will 
road only those areas where discounted revenues from all sales cover discounted 
costs, unless net public benefits justify a timber loss. Examples of net 

, public benefits are improved wildlife forage and community stability. To 
evaluate long-term economic implications, Forestwide Standard No. 11 requires 
an economic analysis of all timber sales larger than 1 MMBF and all 
transportation systems for unroaded areas. This applies to roads funded with 
both capital inve~tment and purchaser credits. 

C The Draft EIS reviewed 776,190 acres of road less land. The Forest Plan 
recommends 223,600 roadless acres for wilderness. They are Quigg, Great 
Burn/Hoodoo (which includes the Irish Basin/Cache Creek area) and additions to 
the Selway/Bitterroot Wilderness and the Scapegoat Wilderness. In addition, 
180,700 acres continue under roadless management. 

o The Final EIS does not recommend wilderness designation for the Cube 
Iron-Silcox areaj 9,464 acres are designated for grizzly bear habitat and 
14,136 acres for roadless management. Most of the area (about 36,000 acres) 
will remain roadless within the next 10 years. 

E In the StonY Mountain area, 30,900 acres will be managed in a roadless 
condition during the Plan period. In the nearby Quigg roadless area, 60,830 
acres have been recommended for wilderness. 
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MAY 29 \985 

near Hr. Daniels:, 

W(}J- N- /3:l 

1426 Hamilton Heights ilci. 
Corvallis,!IT 59828 

Hay 27, 1985 

~t~, family ann 1 have enjoyeci fishing anci hildng in the Lolo For~st as wdl 
as the Bitter.root. I write to express my support for Alternative Il in the 
Forest Plan. 

I wouln also ask you to inclucle Stony Hountain anct Lolo Peal< in the wil-1erllBss 
classification. 

I hope you will continue to give high priority to ,dldlife, wilnerness, and 
watersheci values. 

Thanl< ~·ou. 

~
incerrl 

.~~ 
ger Robison 

JB 

FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE 

WM-N-132 

A The selected alternative, Alternative d, provides a good mix of resource values 
enhancing both wilderness/roadless and lands determined to be suitable for 
timber production. The selection of Alternative d as the preferred alternative 
is based on analysis to best meet the resource needs of the public while also 
considering the capabilities of the Lol0 National Forest to provide goods and 
services. 

B A portion of Lolo Creek (01805) is recommended for wilderness designation. This 
is a change ft,om the draft statement. 

In the Stony Mountain ar'ea, 30,900 acres will be managed in a roadless 
condition during the Plan period. In the nearby Quigg roadless area, 60,830 
acres have been recommended for wilderness. 



'l'he Sure!'visor RECE!VED 
'0".0 !(ational ?oreat 
3201 SpurF'in :ioad 
~:issoula, j~ontana 59801 

Dear Sir, 

6f1- AI - /"3 3 

l,or:'lan Johnson 
315 ". 3rd St, .:509 
:Coon" "each, CA 90802 

:,lay 23, 1985 

I have examined your fat DEIS and your revised D~IS 
and your review of Economic Aspects. You and your boys 
have been applying yourselves, for sure. Congrats. 

r:ow, I am aware that you have to plan for muli tple use 
of the Forest. out it does strike me that vlhat with cuttine: 
down the trees, minims activities. roads, destruction of 
wildlife habitats, the gunmen Vlho are allowed to kill for 
"snort", nollution of the streams, human overuse and the like, 
there Vlill be in time little of the Forest left' to show us 
what the natural order here in the '.:est Vias like. Further, 
and nerhaDs deadli'est of all, there are the ever increasim-; 
human Dorulation pressures on you and on the Forest that 
should be anticipated in your plans. 

A 

Ri~ht noVi it is the Grizzly Bear that appears to be } 
the most threatened. For his habitat is bein~ subjected to 
all the above "developments", and you do not ensure his 
continued wellbeing. Your message is: \Ie can't arrest 
"progress" for the sake of a few Bears. lJad •. It means the 
eventual destruction of the Grizzly as a speCJ.es. 

I would like to see the Lolo joined Vii th the Hi tterroot ] 
and Deerlod~e and with the Forests in adjoining Idaho. Then, C 
hopefully. a lar~e carving could be made out of these that 
would ensure the survival of the endangered Grizzly Bear. 

I would appreciate your comments. 

FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE 

CA-N-133 

A The Draft EIS reviewed 776,190 acres of road less land. The Forest Plan 
recommends 223,600 roadless acres for wilderness. They are Quigg, Great 
Burn/Hoodoo (which includes the Irish Basin/Cache Creek area) and additions to 
the Selway/Bitterroot Wilderness and the Scapegoat Wilderness. In addition, 
180,700 acres continue under road less management. 

B Coordination for management of the grizzly bear is by an Interagency Grizzly 
Bear Committee which includes Federal and State agency officials responsible 
for management. One action by the committee has been the design of interagency 
guidelines which dictate the coordination that will occur in management of the 
grizzly bear and its habitat. 

C National Forests have been established by Congress as administrative units. 
Sometimes, these have been combined to reduce costs or increase efficiency. 
Currently, there are no plans to combine any of the Forests mentioned. 
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FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE 

WM-N-134 

The Final EIS does not recommend wilderness designation for the Cube 
Iron-Silcox area; 9,464 acres are designated for grizzly bear habitat and 
14,136 acres for roadless management. Most of the area (about 36,000 acres) 
will remain roadless within the next 10 years. The Draft EIS reviewed 776,190 
acres of roadless land. The Forest Plan recommends 223,600 roadless acres for 
wilderness. The recommended wilderness areas are Quigg, Great Burn/Hoodoc and 
additions to the Selway/Bitterroot and Scapegoat wildernesses. In addition. 
180,700 acres are designated for roadless management. 

Alternative d was selected as the preferred alternative for the Forest. This 
selection is based upon an analysis of public resource demands and the 
capability of the land. Alternative d provides for the enhancement of resource 
such as wildlife habitat, on wilderness and roadless lands as well as on lands 
that will be developed. Lands harvested for timber will also be managed to 
meet other resource goals. 

The reduced demand for Forest Service timber sales in recent years is 
considered to be a result of recession in the national economy rather than an 
indication of long-term market demand. As market conditions improve and timber 
reserves on private lands become depleted, the volume of offered timber sold 
and harvested on the Forest will increase. 

Meeting public resource demands for timber production, recreation opportunities 
and protection from fire, insects and disease requires an increase in road 
mileage for access. This necessitates that roads be built into some areas 
identified as road less, and that more roads be constructed into developed areas 
to reach timber which has not yet been accessed. The Forest Plan has many 
reuulrements, including road closures and minimum road standards, to mitigate 
adverse impacts. The Plan also outlines an active monitoring program to ensure 
the protection of other resources. 

In the Stony Mountain area, 30,900 acres will be managed in a road less 
condition during the Plan period. In the nearby Quigg roadless area, 60,830 
acres have been recommended for wilderness. 

In the Great Burn/Hoodoo arra, the Irish Ba~in-Cache Creek addition is being 
recommended for wilderness 1n the Final EIS. 



Forest Supervisor 
Lol0 National Forest 
Building 24 Fort Missoula 
Missoula, MT 59801 

Dear Sir: 

May 28, 1985 

ulfI- N-/35 

MA'{291985 

REC~i\JED 

The purpose of my letter is to express my concerns over the Lo10 
National Forest plan as it pertains to Irish Basin and Cache Creek. 
This approximate 15,000 acres should be included in a wilderness 
status, as it is of utmost importance in the protecting of both sides 
of the divide as it pertains to fisheries and big game habitat. 

Yours truly, 

dAui;7 
Dean A. :.J:.ig 
Rt 5 Box 450 
Spokane, WA 99208 

WA-N-135 

The Irish Basin-Cache Cr'eek area is recOlllllended for wilderness in the final 
EIS. 
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FOREST SERViCE RESPONSE 

"'M-N-136 

A Alternative d was selected as the preferred alternative for the Forest. This 
selection is based upon an analysis of public resource demands and the 
capability of the land. Alternative d provides for the enhancement of resource 
such as wildlife habit.at, on wilderness and roadiess lands as wdl as on lands 
that will be develor~d. Lands harvested for timber' will also be rr~naged to 
meet other resourc,: goals. 

Ii Ir the Stony Mountain' area, 30,900 acres will be managed in a roadless 
condi tion during the Plan period. In the nearby Quigg roadIes!'. area, 60,830 
acres have been recorrrnended for wllderness . 

In tile Swan Front ar'ea, 3,690 acres are recommended for wilderne::;s on the Lolo. 

The Great Burn/Hoodoo, including the Irish Basin-Lower Cache Creek area, is 
r'eoommended for wilderness in the Final EIS. 

The Marshall Peak roadless area will have 2,776 acres allocated for grizzly 
bear habitat and 587 acres for roadless management. 

Welcome Creek AddiLcJO, 01806, is not recommended for wilderne::.s. It will 
remain roadless during the next 10 years. 

Forestwide Standard Nos. 14 through 20 outline meawres that will be taken to 
minimize sediment yields and maintain water quality On the Lolo. 

Tractor skidding on steep slopes has been an ongoing concern dur in!'. the 
planning process. All soils are treated with measures that consider the 
characteristics of the soil and attempt to minimize the parti cular hazard of 
each location. By using this kind of approach, areas can be developed with a 
minimum of sediment production. 

C Forestwide Standard No. 49 addresses minimizing road mileage and design 
standards while still meeting safety, user and resource needs. 

o The forest recognize:; the fact that recreational demand is inereasir:g and that 
tourism is important to the economy of western Montana. Besides wilderness 
experiences, the Forest provides a wide range of roadless, motorized and 
developed recreation. TIle current capacity of developed sites exceeds expected 
demand for the next decade; therefore, no additional construction of facilities 
is planned. The Forest will encourage other agencies and private 
concessionaires to n~et future demand. 



fiR ORVILLE L. DANIELS 
FOREST SUPERVISOR 
LOLO NATIONAL FOREST 
BLDG. 24, FORT MISSOULA 
MI SSOULA, MONT ANA 5980 I 

DEAR MR DANIELS, 

MAY 301985 

MAY 22. 1985 
RECEIVED 

-I WISH TO COMMENT ON THE PROPOSED LOLO NATIONAL FOREST PLAN. 

I. MY I NTEREST AND BACKGROUND 

CHARLES M. HACKLEY - B.S. IN FORESTRY FROM UTAH STATE UNI VERSITY 
IN 1963. FIVE YEARS AS A FORESTER FOR THE U.S. FOREST SERVICE. 

PRESENTLY A LAND OWNER ADJACENT TO THE LOLO NATIONAL FOREST ON 
THE NINE MILE RANGER DISTRICT. 

OWNER AND PRESIDENT OF A MULTIMILLION DOLLAR, INTERNATIONAL 
CORPORATION BASED IN MISSOULA MONTANA. 

A CONCERNED CITIZEN WITH A FAMILY OF FIVE SONS AND A DAUGHTER 
SERVING WITH THE AMERICAN RED CROSS, AND THE FINANCE CHAIRMAN OF 
THE MULLAN TRAIL DISTRICT OF THE BOY SCOUTS OF AMERICA. 

2. COMMENTS ON PROPOSED PLAN 

OVER-ALL THE PLAN IS AN EXCELLENT PIECE OF WORK. I ONLY REGRET THAT 
IT WAS NOT DONE t1ANY YEARS AGO. MY EXPERIENCE. FROM BACK WHEN WE 
WERE DOING THE OLD MULTI-USE PLANS, IS THAT WE HAVE GONE THRU 
ENOUGH PLAN TYPES THAT BY NOW WE SHOULD HAVE BEEN WELL ON OUR 
WAY TO ACCOMPLISHING SOME REAL LONG TERM GOALS. I WOULD URGE THAT 
WE GET ON WITH THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THIS PLAN AND GET SOME 
ON-THE -GROUND MANAGEMENT DONE. 

THE TIMBER MANAGEMENT IDEAS EXPLAINED TO ME. BY FOREST HAYES OF 
THE NINE MILE DISTRICT, ARE EXCELLENT. I GREATLY APPRECIATE THE 
SMALL AREA CUTS IN THE FOOTHILL TYPE TO PROTECT THE ESTHETICS, AND 
PROVIDE FOR DEER HABIT AT. 

MY MAIN AREAS OF CONCERNS ARE TO DO WITH FIRE PROTECTION, EROSION 
CONTROL. RECREATION USE AND WATER QUALITY PROTECTION. 



ftl/17- A1-/37 
(?-i:3) 

I NOTE FROM COMMENTS BY MR HAYES THAT THERE IS GOING TO BE flORE USE 
OF FIRE AS A MANAGEMENT TOOl. I FEEL STRONGLY THAT THIS IS A REAL 
PGOGRESSIVE APPROACH. WE DO NEED TO MINIMIZE THE FUELS THAT WE 
HAVE IN THE TIMBER AREAS. CONTROLED BURNING WILL DO A LOT TO 
PiiOTECT THE LAr~D AND HOME VALUES ADJACENT TO THE FOREST. I WOULD 
ENCOURAGE CONTROL ED BURNING WHERE EVER POSSIBLE. 

TOO MANY PEOPLE ARE USING MOTOR CYCLES AND SMALL OFF-THE-ROAD 
VEHICLES IN OUR FORESTS NEAR THE POPULATION CENTERS. A TREMENDOUS 
AMOUNT OF EROSION AND SCARING OF THE FOREST IS TAKING PLACE 
BECAUSE OF THIS USE. WE NEED TO EITHER DESIGNATE SPECIFIC AREAS AND 
TRAILS FOR THIS USE OR LIMIT IT TO THE DEVELOPED ROAD WAYS LETS DO 
SOriE MANAGEMENT OF THIS USE AND JUST NOT TOLERATE IT. 

MY t1AJOR REASON FOR MOVING TO MONTANA SOME FI VE YEARS AGO AND 
BUILDING BY COMPANY HERE WAS TO GET BACK TO THE MOUNTAII~S WHERE I 
COULD TAKE MY F AMIL Y AND ENJOY THE RECREATION THEY PROVIDE. TO MY 
UTTER AMAZEMENT AND GREAT DISSAPOINTMENT I FOUND THAT OHE CAN NO 
LONGER USE THE FORESTS AS WE SHOULD HAVE THE RIGHT TO. WE PLANNED 
A"iD WORKED TO SAVE UP TIME TO SPEND IN CAMPING, HUNTING AND 
FISHING. THEN AS WE SET OUT TIME AFTER TIME TO ENJOY THE FORESTS WE 
WERE TURNED BACK ALMOST AT EVERY DRAINAGE BY THOSE DAMMNDABLE 
LOCKED GATESIIIIIIIIII 

I HAVE TRIED AND TRIED TO GET SOMEONE FROM THE FOREST SERVICE TO 
EXPLAIN TO ME WHAT IS SO SACRED ABOUT THE AREA BEHIND THOSE GATES 
TO NO AVAIl. THEY COUCH THEIR THOUGHTS WITH SOME WEASEL 
WORDED COMMENT ABOUT PROTECTING WILDLIFE NOW THAT IS REALLY 
AMAZING. I HAVE A CORPORATE AIRPLANE AND DO A LOT OF FLYING I AM 
CONTINUALLY AMAZED AT THE THOUSANDS AND THOUSANDS OF ACRES OF 
WILDLIFE HABITAT THAT WE HAVE - STILL t1UCH OF IT ROADLESS THERE IS 
ABSOLUTELY NO REASON TO CLOSING ANY ROADS WITH THE BELIEF THAT 
SOME TRAFFIC ON THEM IS GOING TO UPSET ANYTHING OR DO ANY DAMAGE 
THAT !S OF ANY MAGNITUDE COMPARED TO THE WHOLE. THE ONLY THING WE 
AtlE ACCOMPLISHING IS MAGNIFYING THE PRESURE ON THE AREAS WE DO 
HAVE TO USE RATHER THAN SPREADING THE REACREATION USE OVER THE 
TOTAL AREA AVAILABLE. 

A 

A 

B 

c 

FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE 

HM-N-137 

The Forest Travel Plan : imits the U5e of off-road verlic~es to trails at' 

existing roads on National Forest lands. In some cases, e.g., e:ue Mountain 
motorcyle trail complex, the Forest is working w~ th a local motorcycle club to 
encour·age more compliance: staYi.ng on trails, etc. The c:ub also is assisting 
in some maintenance work and the closing of unauthorized traas, as well as the 
posslble creation of additional trails. 

Roads are closed for a number of reasons including protection of sensitive 
soils, n;inimization of disturbance to big game, and reduction of maintenance 
costs. Benefits to wildlife, however, constitute the biggest share of road 
travel restrictions. Data collected independently from several western elk 
studies show conslusively that hunted elk populations react adversely to open 
roads. A density of 1 mile of open road per square mile will reduce potential 
elk use by 30%. A density of 3 miles of open road per square mile will reduce, 
use by 60$. The Forest has tried to balance road management to maintain 
reasonable levels of big game and at the same time maintain desired levels of 
dispersed recreation. The preferred alternative maintains an open road density 
of about 1.1 m~les of open road per square mile on those Forest acres that are 
roaded. While this by itself trades off some elk productivity, that wi:l be 
compensated for by increased winter range productivity. 

Roads are built on National Forests for specific purposes such as logging, fire 
control, recreation and so forth. Controls are placed on the use of roads to 
protect a variety of resources. Refer to Forestwide Standards Nos. 8, 15. q8 
and, specifically, 52. 



7riESE ROADS, AT SOME $30,000 TO $50,000 PER MILE TO BUILD, WITH OUR 
TAX PAYERS MONEY OR TRADE OUT FOR RESOURSES ARE OURS TO USE! THEY 
ARE NOT SOME LAND MANAGERS TO SAY THAT HE CAN STOP tiE FROM USING 
WHAT IS ~1INE. THIS IS THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, NOT SOME 
SOCIALISTIC, BUREAUCRATIC NATION. FREE AGENCY IS THE MOST PRIZED 
il()SSE5SION WE HAVE. IF WE ARE GOING TO SPEND t1Y MONEY TO BUILD THE 
ROADS THEN I HAVE THE RIGHT TO USE THEM TO SEE WHAT IT IS THAT THE 
!.AND MANAGER BUlL T THEM FOR AND TO USE THEM TO GET INTO MY FOREST 
TO ENJOY MY RESOURCES ANOTHER THING. IF THE LAND MANAGER WOULD 
liA VE TAKEN THE $ J 000 • PER GATE FOR THE THOUSANDS OF GATES 
lMSTALLED. AND USED THAT MONEYTO IMPROVE THE WILDLIFE HABIT AT, TO 
STOP EROSION, TO PROVIDE BETTER CAMP GROUNDS, OR ANY OF MANY OTHER 
WORTHY PROJECTS GUESS HOW MUCH FURTHER AHEAD WE WOULD BE r~OW? 

N THE FOREST PLAN I WOULD EXPECT THAT THERE WOULD BE A STATEMENT 
TO THE EFFECT THAT "ALL GATES WILL BE REMOVED SO THAT PUBLIC 
ACCESS WILL BE MAXIMIZED FOR TOTAL ENJOYMENT AND USE OF NATIONAL 
FOREST LANDS." ENOUGH SAID? 

REALIZING THAT OLD TIME GRAZING PERMITS HAVE BEEN INHERITED, I FEEL 
A POSITIVE APPROACH NEEDS TO BE TAKEN TO REDUCE THIS USE WHERE IT 
i5 NOT BENEFICIAL TO FOREST RESOURSES. MOST OF OUR TIMBERED LAND IS 
I«)T A PRODUCTIVE PLACE FOR THE TYPE OF FORAGE USED BY CATTLE AND 
SHEEP. TOO MUCH ABUSE IS OCCURING TO THE STREAM BOTTOMS AND 
rfADOWS BY OVER GRAZING. THIS IN TURN IS CREATING OUR WATER 
QUALITY TO DETERIORATE. I WOULD APPRECIATE SOME MORE CONCERN FOR 
THIS MATTER IN THE PLANS AND IN IMPLEMENTATION 

THANK YOU FOR THIS OPPORTUNITY TO COMMENT ON THE FOREST 
IdlANAGEMENT OF OUR FORESTS. I FEEL A DEEP CONCERN FOR OUR CONTINUED 
PROPER USE OF THIS RESOURCE WE MUST WORK AS A UNIT OF CITIZENS 
AND LAND MANAGERS TO DO THIS. YOUR PLAN MUST ALSO INCLUDE THIS 
fACT AND RELATIONSHIP OR WE WILL FIND A DIVIDED APPROACCH OF THE 
!.J-ND t1ANAGERS AGAINST THE CITIZENS. WE MUST REDUCE THIS TYPE OF 
"EE!NG AND CREAT A WORKING PARTNERSHIP RELATIONSHIP. PLEASE 
ENCOURAGE YOUR PEOPLE TO DO THIS AND TO REMEMBER WHO THEY B£bLLY. 
WORK FOR 

17100 ROMAN CREEK ROAD 
rPENCHTOWN, MONT AN.A 59834 

SINCER,EL Y, ;7..Jl 
C! At, du:-4'y 
C M HACK~EY /' 

o 

FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE COllTINUED 

o Properly managed l~vestock grazing can have short-term adverse impacts on water 
quali ty, and may exceed state or feder'al water queli ty .s.tandards, A nlITlber of 
riparian gr'azing allotments have been terminated because of stream impacts 
during the past five years, All allotment n~nacement plans to be developed by 
1990 (Management At'ea [HAl 111) will address impacts on other resources such as 
potable water sources for domestic or municipal developments, recreational 
dwellings within or closely adjacent to the Forest boundary, fisheries 
resource, and developed recreation sites wher'e the adjacent Forest land 
allocations permit livestock grazing (MArs 1-5, 8-11, 114-19 and 21-25), 



MAY 301985 WM-N-138 

A The Draft EIS reviewed 776,190 acres of road less land. The Forest Plan 
recommends 223,600 roadless acres for wilderness. They are Quigg, Great 
Burn/Hoodoo (which includes the Irish Basin/Cache Creek area) and additions to 
the Selway/Bitterroot Wilderness and the Scapegoat Wilderness. In addition, 
180,700 acres continue under roadless management. 

B The Final EIS does not recommend wilderness designation for the Cube 
Iron-Silcox area; 9,464 acres are designated for grizzly bear habitat and 
14,136 acres for roadless management. Most of the area (about 36,000) will 
remain roadless within the next ten years. 

C In the Stony Mountain area, 30,900 acres will be managed in a road less 
condition during the Plan period. In the nearby Quigg road less area, 60,830 
acres have been recommended for wilderness. 
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?~U :)Y!ll ka.ho Ro;:;.rl 
~~JIJ4" 1 ~on, Nt. l)9840 
l-!-::'t 27, 1985 

I ~lJI :.'tlq.'I"'1"l~rt 1..>'1..4 c('lnC' ........ !1~1 !lbo'lt th~ Lolo ::at ~.":m~l Fn.rest proposal to build 
l:?'y.~ssiv'" ;'tM.~unts of Y! ..... li ro:tds! ';'~is ::-(,)!,~I9S us into a uosition nf havin!Z' 
'·ril"!~"'"!1t:)ss r.esi(!'n.'3.t~on b('> th~ onlY MF)1.nS o.&' :;rotpct1ng t~~ watpr reSQurcp.s. 

: .. _ 1.1sn .rf)!"c~s us int.o ~ choic"? b~twAen \.:iljp!'m~ss vs, :mbliclv subsidized 
:.i!'l~Dr ~?!'V~st. 

~?.vi!'1C'" ,",~~n ')ut ~n tljis '1osition I urp-'e y'1U to ula.ce thq area west of Rocl{ 

C~~',~ f!":")~ 51·n.lkrtho ?ass to thE-'!' ':fp.:lcnme Creel/; ':ri10~!"n~ss under th~ nrotpction 
o~ ro~~lp.ss ~ni/or wilderness des1~nation. 

I a2M U"~Q t"is !),.()t~cti"n "o~ t" 1l'"rQ st h.nd a!'O'md ;"i"" ~pal, 'IS sedi- J 
'l'U;'!1:"ttion c!\used hv rO?Jl bui11in&r r-ouln seriously 'ia"'a..o:-e thp. Roc!,: 'Jr~ek :ishery. E 

I ~sant i!'lVol':nt~1"':lv subsi..dizine: t'1,:. timoe)r inriustrv. Let us ':)':>y th~ real 
cost o~ 'u~~r in t~p m~rk~tnl~ce. And Ipt us not D~y th~ untolj costs , 
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Meeting public resource demands for timber product:on, recreation ~~nnr~"nlT 
and protection fr'om fire, insects and disease an increase 
mileage for access. This necessitates that roads built into areas 
identified as roadless, and that more roads be constructed int.o developed areas 
to reach timber which has not yet been accessed. The Forest Plan has many 
requirements, including road closures and minimum road standards, to mitigate 
adverse impacts. The Plan also outlines an active monitoring program to ensure 
the protection of other resources. 

The Lolo Forest has shown in Forestwide Standard Nos. 14 through 20 what steps 
will be taken to protect the water quality. They explain the items that will 
be monitored and how degradation will be determined. These standards are 
stringent and will continue the implementation of Better Management Practices 
on the Forest. Because of the continued implementation of these practices, a 
long-term positive effect in those areas with sensitive 50ils will be noted. 
The Forest will also work with private landowners to protect watersheds by 
following Forestwide Standard No. 14. 

The "below cost" sale issue began when it appeared that sale revenues were not 
covering sale costs on Forest Service timber sales. This is sometimes the case 
during the initial sale entry into an unroaded area - the timber sale revenues 
from the first sale do not cover the road costs. However, the roads built for 
the first sale will be used to access several future sales. Therefore, a more 
accUl"ate appraisal of sale revenues and costs requires the consideration of 
revenues from all timber sales. The Forest will road only those areas where 
discounted revenues from all sales cover' discounted costs, unless net public 
benefits justifY a timber loss. Examples of net public benefits are improved 
wildlife forage and community stability. To evaluate long-term economic 
implications, Forestwide Standard No. 11 requires an economic analysis of all 
timber sales larger than 1 MMBF and all transportation systems for unroaded 
areas. 

In the Stony Mountain area - the area west of Rock Creek from Skalkaho Pass to 
the Welcome Creek Wilderness -, 30,900 acres will be managed in a roadless 
condition during the Plan period. 

Quigg Peak, which includes 60,800 acres, is recommended for wilderness in the 
Final EIS. The rest of the area (about 9,000 acres) will remain roadless 
through the next 10 years. 

The Rock Creek chapter (Chapter IV) provides for management of the Rock Creek 
drainage by bringing together the direction for Rock Creek from both the Deer 
Lodge and Lolo Forest Plans. 
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Meeting public resource demands for timber production, recreation opportunities 
and protection from fire, insects and disease requires an increase in road 
mileage for access. This necessitates that roads be built into sane areas 
identified as roadless, and that more roads be constructed into developed areas 
to reach timber which has not yet been accessed. The Fcrest Plan has many 
requirements, including road closures and minimum road standards, to mitigate 
adverse impacts. The Plan also outlines an active monitor ing prognili to ensure 
the protection of other resources. 

B There are currently 5,440 miles of system roads on the Forest. Under 
Alternative d, a potential total mileage of 11,109 is projected, but the number 
of miles of roads open for use will increase only slightly. By closing roads, 
the Forest Service can mitigate much of the potential impact on other 
resources. 

c 

The Lolo Forest has shown in Forestwide Standard Nos. 14 through 20 what steps 
will be taken to protect the water quality. They explain the items that will 
be monitored and how degradation will be determined. These standards are 
fairly stringent and will continue the implementation of Better Management 
Practices on the Forest. Because of the contjnued implementation of these 
pl'actices, a long-term positive effect in those areas with sensitive soils will 
be noted. The Forest will also work with private landowners to protect 
watersheds by follOWing Forestwide Standard No. 14. 

To evaluate long-term economic implications, Forestwide Standard No. 11 
requires an economic analysis of all timber sales larger than 1 MMBF and all 
transportation systems for unroaded areas. The "below cost" sale issue began 
when it appeared that sale revenues were not covering sale costs on Forest 
Service timber sales. This is sometimes the case during the initial sale entry 
into an unroaded area - the timber sale revenues from the first sale do not 
cover the road costs. However, the roads built for the first sale will be used 
to access several future sales. Therefore, a more accurate appraisal of sale 
revenues and costs requires the consideration of revenues from all timber 
sales. The Forest will road only those areas where discounted revenues from 
all sales cover discounted costs, unless net public benefits justify a timber 
loss. Examples of net public benefits are improved wildlife forage and 
community stability. 

o Since the construction of roads and growing of timber is a long-term 
investment, it must be analyzed for the long term. The Lolo's analYsis 
indicates that the lands termed "suitable" are indeed economical to road and 
manage timber on While Wildlife and recreational uses continue. 

E In the Stony Mountain area (the area west of Rock Creek from Skalkaho Pass to 
the Welcome Creek Wilderness), 30,900 acres will be managed in a roadless 
condition during the Plan period. 
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RECEIVED 

Mr. Orville DanlE,ls 
ForeDt Supervisor 
Lola Natlonal Forest 
Bldg. 24, Ft. Missoula 
Misscula, MT 59801 

Dear Mr. Daniels: 
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"liIlIES F. C"tCTlS 
9650 Grant Creek Road 
Missoula, MT 59802 
May 28, 1985 

I appreciate this opportunlty to comment on the 1985 Lola 
Natlonal Forest Draft Plan and EIS. 

Among the various alternatives I find alternative b to be 
the most iJ.cceptabl e bec:ause of its stated obj;~ti:;;~-:;;:;d phi 1 050-

phy.. However, before §li~!:!J.§j;iY~ Q can be supported with com
plete enthusiasm several modiflcations need to be made. In cad
ditl.on there are a number of pu:;:zling c.nd inconsistent state
mer,ts cancer-nino alternative ~ irl the EIS tnat need to be ex
plain~d or corr~c~;~~--------

Specifically, r find the followlng to be puzzling and in
consistent with the objectives and philosophy of §!.:t.€H:Q~!;.;Ly~ Q.; 

TablG 11-24; Potential Catchable Fish Populations in Streams 
indicates that R will have one of the lowest populations of 
catchable fish despite the fact that the objective of b is "to em
phasize nonmar~~et uses, especIally roadless management~ visual 
quality, wildlife, fish habitat, and water quality." Also to be 
noted is the statement on page 11-25 IIAquatic habitat lmprovement 
projects are featured, acceptable activities in riparian zones 
are 1 imi ted, and mai ntenanc::e of the Forest· 5 appeararlce is em
phasized. Direct habitat improvement, along with limited 
sediment-producing activities on the rest of the Forest, results 
in a potential for increase in fish populations. II ObVIously, 
the number given in Table 11-24 is completely .nconsistent with 
these statements concernIng §l~~CQ!t!yg ~. 

'able 11-26 indicates that the timber output tor §1t~[D§!;!.~~ 
R wlll be al most as h. gh tor the first four decades as that of 
alternative d, despite the fact that the.r objectives and philo
sophy are stated to be qLtlte dlfferent. Note the following 
statements concerning Q; On page 11-24, HTimber management is 
confined to the most productive sites. II On page 11-25, IITimber 
manaQement is enc:ouraoed on the most productive sites that do not 
have Salls, wildlife~ or visual constralnts. This results in 
fewer acres suitable for timber management and lower tImber sale 
volume offerIngs from the current sltuation~1! Contrast these 
statements with the description for Ilt~[D§ti~. d, page 11-30, 
"The oblective is to a.lloca.te most lands of moderate or higher 
site quality to timber producrtion, maintcuning or Increasing 
current sell levels. Timber harvest levels are higher than the 
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Alternative d was selected as the preferred alternative for the Forest. This 
selectlon is based upon an analYSis of public resource demands and the 
capability of the land to provide goods and services. Alternative d provides 
for the enhancerr~nt of resource values on wilderness and roadless lands as well 
as on lands that will be developed. Lands determined to be suitable for timber 
will also be managed to meet other resource goals. 

Al ternati ve b has a lower fish population in the future than other alternatives 
because the '.'natural" philosophy of this alternative was interpreted to provide 
for use of dlrect habitat improvement projects only on those streams that had 
been adversely altered by man in the past, with the objective of restoring full 
flsherles potentlal to these altered stream segments. The statement that 
indicated habitat improvement projects would be featured was misleading and has 
been deleted. The greater level of direct habitat improvement proposed on 
several other alternatives more than compensates for the adverse consequences 
some of the associated management activities may have on fish habitat in these 
other alternatives; hence, the larger fish propulation expressed in these 
alternatives. 

The fish numbers projected for the future in Alternative b are slightly lower 
due to the slightly increased access when roading is complete. 

The major differences between the preferred Alternative d and Alternative bare 
in areas other than timber harvest levels. The winter range productivity is 
much greater under Alternative d management. Also, in order to maintain timber 
harvest levels, a greater investment in reforestation and precanmercial 
thinning is required in Alternative b. Alternative b has less suitable land 
needed for timber harvest because greater growth is expected from intensive 
management practices. 

~n addition, concentrating harvest on the more productive timber lands 
lncreases the roads in riparian areas. The statement that timber harvest 
levels are higher than the volume currently offered is true for both 
alternatives. Offerings in the last five years have been less than the 
Allowable Sale Quantity (ASQ) in either alternative; previous offerings often 
exceeded the prOjected ASQ. Many comments received showed a concern that 
future timber harvest levels should be increased to make up for timber harvest 
from private holdings soon to be depleted. 
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volume currently offered •.. " Clearly these contrastinq statements 
drs not censi stent wi th the near'l y equal predl cti on for tl mber 
outputs shown in Table 11·-:26.. Something is wrong.. Also incon
SIstent t'llth the timbf?r output number is the diff~:~rent a.creage 
of land suitable for tlmbr.:;>r ma.rlagement shown il"1 Table 11-28. The 
acr"eace tor H is sUbSt'::'Hltli...111y lower thdn that for g. 

~1f!CJther inconsistt.""'rlc',1 is found in T.dbles II-31 and II-32 .. 
Table lI-~l predicts higher water- yields for ~lternatlva b than 
for slther or~. TC:\blo II-::;:~ shows a qreat;;:-;;;;;~;~t-~f- sedlment 

flg vlr~y fot 0tt~[Q~tiY§ ~ than tor either d or e. 
numbers are completely InconsIstent wlth the conirast;ng 

phllosophys stated for the three alternatives and also Inconsis
tent wlth the following st~t8ment on p~qe 11-06, "Alternatives 
~ and f have low management intensities and, as a ~;;~i~~-'~~;rr 
poterlt). al for sedl ment pr-oduct i on and water yi el d I ncr eases are 
low .. " 

Stlll another inconslstencv, th~t may be related to the 
appdrently Inflated (lumbers for water YIeld ~nd sediment yield, 
appears In '"abI8 11-35; Road Constructlon by Decade. Here we 
~re lela that it~?CD~tiY~ ~ will roqulre more miles of road 
constructdlon than ~!t€Cn~tlyg§ ~~ ~~ ~4 or §, despite the fact 
that g is supposed to be a low development alternatlve in which 
"Land IS ct\llocated for- nonmotorized dispf?rsed recreation oppor
tunltles with emphasIs on sImple, rustic facilities that requIre 
minimal dE?velopment and disturbance of the Forest environment. 
MotorIzed access is limited." and in which only 23 percont of the 
776,190 currently roadless acres on the Forest is to be available 
for develDpment with 28 percent recommended for wilderness and 
49 percent allocated to roadIe55 management. In view of these 
these statements concerning the object1ves of alternatIve b the 
nL\lnb~rs for roa.d constrLtction simply do not mak;;-~;:;y-k~~d ~f 
senSf?~ 

It would appear to a lay person, lil(e myself, that the 
numbers in these tables have been derived from some process 
that has little or no relation to the stated objectives and 
philosophies for the variOUS alternative, and one is led to won
der' whlch to belleve, the numbers or the n':1rrativl? descriptiDns~ 
CertaInly, It is imperative that this problem be resolved in 
the final plan If the public is to have any trust in the infor
mation presented. 

The follow1ng lmprovements should be made in §It,§CQo§:t!.y§' Q 
1n the final Lola For~st Plan. 

1.. The wilderness recommendtBtlons should bE? lncreased. The 
acreaqes and boundarIes proposed by the Montana Wildlands 
Coalltion for Stony Mountaln, Lolo Creek, the Great Burn, 
Cube Iron/Silcox shoLdd b", adopted and theSE? areas should be 
inclUded In the WIlderness recommendation. 

There are n6 significant conflicts with wilderness 1n the 
Stony Mountaln area. It would constItute a valuable addition 

and 
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FOR~~ SERVICE RESPONSE CONT1NUED 

The information in Tables 1I-31 and 1I-32 is inconsistent with the statement on 
RDEIS pa~e II-66. The statement - "Alternatives band f have low management 
~tensltles and, as a result, their potential for sedin~nt production and water 
Yleld ,lncreases are low" - is incorrect. While Alternative b projects a 
relatlvely law managell~nt intensity for the entire Forest, the areas allocated 
to tlnlber management are intensively managed to maintain a flaw of products 
capable of contributing to community stability. Table 11-30 displays acres of 
sllvlcultural treatment by decade. In the first decade for example 
AlternatIve b requires nearly twice as many acres of c1~arcut harvest as 
Alternative d. For the first several decades, the total number of acres of 
regeneratlOll harvest projected is actually greater in Alternative b than in 
AlternaU~e d (Table II-30). Clearcutting and other regeneration harvest 
produce hlgher levels of water and sedin~nt t.han partial cut harve~,ts. A 
clarification in the comparison of alternatives (FElS Chapter II, Section 9a) 
has been made. 

TheY'e is an error in Table II-35, Road Construction by Decade concerning road 
mileage on Alternative b. This table has been corrected in the EElS. 

The errors pointed out have been corrected in the FEIS. The plannIng effort 
has spanned three draft ElS's over several years. Methodology and terminology 
have become more refined. As drafts wet'e completed and alternatives aoded or 
subtracted to display different philosophieE, discrepancies in the tables have 
become apparent. Through the editing of the ReVised Draft EIS, noi. all ef't'Ors 
were found and corrected. Errors discovered by you and others have been 
corrected in the FEIS. 

The Draft EIS reviewed 776,190 acres of roadless land. The Forest Plan 
recommends 223,600 road less acres for wilderness. They are Quigg Great 
Burn/HoodOO and additions to the Selway/Bitterroot Wilderness and'the Scapegoat 
Wilderness. In addition, 180,700 acres continue under roadless management. 

The FEIS does not recommend wilderness designation for the Cube Iron-Silcox 
area; 9.464 acres are designated for grizzly bear habitat and 11\,136 acres for 
roadless management. Most of the area (about 36,000 acres) will remain 
roadless within the next 10 years. 

In the Stony Mountain area, 30,900 acres will be managed in a roadles5 
condition during the Plan period. 
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to Mont~na s designated wllderness. There is a strong lrlcal 
constltuency for wilderness for the Stony Mountain area 

Boundarles for a Lola CreE:'~': wilderness a.ddition were 
negotiated between conservationists and industry representatives 
1n 1983. This negoti~ted agreement should be respected. 

the 
and 
the 

The division of tht'";\ Great Burn into tv.;o areas by le~ving out 
Cache Creek/Irish Basin area is \fer-v bad land allocation 
should be corrected. There is no justIfIcation for splitting 
LJredt Burn. 

All of the Marshall Peak rO<ldless a..-ea should be allocated 
to roadless manaqement. 

'':''. Hi neral leases for all roadl ass manaqement a.reas, wh~ther 

new or reissued, shoLlld include No SLtr'fac:e Occupancy Stipulations .. 

Following .are general comments that apply to the plan as a 
whol e. r ather than to part i cuI ar al tern.3t i ves. 

The information presented on water yields and sediment 
yields is entirely inadequate. Although the numbers presented 
in Tables 11-31 ~nd II-32 provide some basis for comparisons 
amonq al ternati ves (pravi di ng one aSSSL1mes the nLtmbers to 
have some basis in hard data), they provide no basis for 
predicting the real effects on the aquatic environment .. 
There are no answers to such questions as: What is the 
expected percentage Increase in water yields for any stream? 
In quacnti ti ave terms what are the sHpected sedi mentati on yi elds 
for variolts alternatives.. WithoLlt such quantitative data 
numbers indicating potential catchable fish populations 
a..-e pure guess work. The plan should admit this, rather than 
pretending that there is a solid basis tor such predictions. 

The statement that the Lola Forest supports 96,000 
catchable trout IS p8thetically inaCCL\rate~ Rock Creek, 
dIone, supports sever.al times that number .. 

There is no Indication that the Forest is committed to 
long range maintenance of the aquatic habitat. For a Forest 
in WhICh management practices can have profound effects on 
some of the best trout streams in the country this IS a very 
serious ma.tter.. Mltigatlon measures ar"e no answer, since they 
can never more than partIally offset the neg~tive impacts 
of danlaglng management actIvities, e .. g., road construction, 
tractor logging, clear cuttIng. 

E!!)e!!!o:: 5!!)ntl!'l<il! 

Throughout, there is too much emphasis on timber manaqement 
and t1mbel" "ha,r,v .. st. No justification is ,given fO"-"th1s,o'{er
emphasl S !;lr;> ··:~·l",be..- prpducti,or.. G1 vein the ..-",cent· hll;tory o·F 
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FORES1 SERVICE RESPOflSE CONTINUED 

The FEIS reoonm~nds a portion of Lolo Creek for wilderness designation. This 
is a change from the draft statement. 

J In response to public comnents, the Irish Basin-Cache Creek area is recomnended 
for wilderness. 

K The Marshall Peak roadless area will have 2,776 acres allocated for grizzly 
bear habitat and 587 acres as roadless management. 

L In Mountain States lec?] Foundation v. Watt (1980), Federal Judge Bre!1llrer 
declared that the Forest Service may not arbitrarily put blanket flSO (No 
Surface Occupancy) stipulations on roadless lands. During the formation of the 
Forestwide Environmental Assessment for oil and gas leaSing, the Lolo resource 
specialists identified a number of special stipulations which would be added to 
leases issued in roadless areas to protect/mitigate any impacts. This listing 
of stipulations is included in Management Area (MA) 11 as part of the direction 
for managing the Forest's roadless lands. 

M Predictions for water yields and sediment yields are problematic. The yield 
calculations are based on current data and research on a Forest-Wide basis and 
inclUded in the FElS. The numbers are estimates based on projections from 
actual data. The numbers are indicators for comparisons between alternatives 
and are not absolute. 

The water quality, aquatic environment and fisheries habitat monitoring 
proposed in the Forest Plan is designed to sample the range of projects ongoing 
in watersheds of various geologic and hydrologic characteristics that have the 
potential to alter water quality, aquatic environment or fisheries habitat. 
Based on reasonable budgets and personnel ceilings, monitoring efforts are 
designed to have a moderate level of precisicn. Forest level monitoring is 
not intended to duplicate the intensity cf current research efforts or research 
needed to adequately predict sediment influences on fish populations. 
Compatible research to determine the fisheries response to sediment is underway 
by the Forest Service Intermountain Forest and Range Experiment Station. 
Forest-level monitoring is designed to provide management level information to 
the Forest Supervisor that assesses whether assumptions and predictions of 
effects of management actions were accurate. If these assLltlptions and original 
predictions were not accurate, then Forest Plan Figure V.1, Decision Flow 
Diagram for Evaluating Variability of Monitored Activities, will be the basis 
for modification of actions or the Plan. 

N The 96,000 value of catchable trout was developed in earlier drafts with 
essentially no popUlation estimates available for the Lolo National Forest 
streams, Rock Creek being the exception. BPA funded tributary studies in 1984 
by Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks provided new information that 
resulted in a new Forest estimate of 906,000. The new estimates have been 
incorporated in the Final documents. 

o The Lolo Forest has shown in Forestwide Standard Nos. 14 through 20 and 28 what 
steps will be taken to protect the water quality. The Standards explain the 
items that will be monitored and how degradation will be determined. These 
Standards are stringent and will continue the implementatiqn of Better 
Management Practices on the Forest. 
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timber sales there is no re~sof,able basIs for predIctlnn that 
largp./- volumes of timber will be salable in the f\..\tLtr-e~ Even 
i·f the- demand for such volumes of timber v,Jere to develop the 
past h~storv clearly domonstrates that managIng the Lolc 
for tuaber prodLlction is a money 10s1ng prOpOSItIon and makes 
no economl C sense, qUI te apart from the enVl ronment81 damaqe 
th6t ;')evitably results. 

1~ development activitles should take place unless and untIl 
an ade~tate and reliable monitoring program has been developed, 
and funding for such monitoring progr-am has been assLtred.. The 
time is past tor proceeding merrily with development that has 
serlOUS negati ve impacts w~ thout e~en I':nowi ng h~w d~maqi ng sLlch. 
impacts are. If at any time fundlnq for a monltorlng proqram lS 

wit.hdrawn, the related development a.ctivities should immediately 
be stepped. 

It is assLtmed that the OI wi 11 i ngness to pay" val ues for 
recreational use was the mandated national averaqe of $21 per RVD. 
This value is patently ridiculously low and impossible to 
justify. Studies in both Idaho and Colorado hillve shown values 
greater by factors of two to three. On the other hand the 
values for timber are inflated and do not ,take lnto .. ccount the 
subsidy resulting from below cost sales. Likewise, the values 
assigned to live stock grazinq are inflated. since they are not 
based on thE' actual fees. Unl t?SS these matters are corr-ected 
in the final plan, the plan will be subject to challe?g e in 
court on the grounds that it is factually flawed and lnadequate. 

1 look forward to the issuance of the final plc.n~ It is 
to b. hoped that many of the apparen~ defects In this draft 
will be corrected. 
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FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE CONTINUED 

The Lolo Forest Plan responds to the existing social and economic l'tr'uctur'e of 
local communities. It represents a response to varied public expressions of 
those social and economics needs derived from public involvement. The Forest 
Plan is intended to offer levels of timber volume that support rather than 
impact base employment, income and job distribution in local communities. 

Timber projections are developed from harvest volumes sold durIng the past 
20-30 years. History is variable in terms of timber volumes offered ood sold. 
In the past five years, the volume sold has averaged about 60 million boardfeet 
(MMBF). Over an extended time period, volumes up to 160 MMBF have been scld. 
It is evident that during peak value periods, any sale will sell, while during 
low timber value periods, only the best sales will sell. If over an extended 
time period, the timber market results in low volume being sold from the Lolo, 
a revision in the Plan may be considered. 

To evaluate long-term economic implications, Forestwide Standard No. 1 
requires an economic analysis of all timber sales larger than 1 MMBF and all 
transportation systems for unroaded areas. In some cases, particularly during 
the initial sale entry into an unroaded area, the timber sale revenues from the 
first sale do not cover the road costs. However, the roads built for the first 
sale will be used to access several future sales. Therefore, a more accurate 
appraisal of sale revenues and costs requires the consideration of revenues 
from all timber sales. The Forest will road only those areas where discounted 
revenues from all sales cover discounted costs, unless net public benefits 
justify a timber loss. Examples of net public benefits are improved wildlife 
forage and community st~bility. The economic analysis in the Forest Plah also 
considers long-term management for the entire Forest rather than individual 
sales. 

The Lolo is committed to meeting the Monitoring Action Plan appearing in Forest 
Plan Chapter V, D. Monitoring and Evaluation. Forestwide Standard No. 28 has 
been modified to refer to the Monitoring Action Plan. In addition, a statement 
has been added to the Monitoring and Evaluation section requiring a reV1Slon to 
the Forest Plan if budgets are insufficient to implement the intent of the 
Forest Monitoring Plan. 

The values per recreation visitor day (RVD) for differ'ent types of recreation 
are based on willingness to pay (WIP) values determined through studies 
contracted by the Washington Office of the Forest SerVice for use in Forest 
Plans and the RPA progl'am, as required by the Forest and Rangeland Renewable 
Resource Planning Act. While the values may appear low in compar'i50n to 
timber, the values estimate what the recreationist would be willing to pay for 
the particular type of experience. Expenditures for travel, equipment, time, 
lodgIng and so forth to get to the point of use ar'e not included in the WIP 
values, but ar'e a part of the impact analYsis, i.e., the impact of I'ecreation 
activities on the local economy in terms of jobs and income. The WTF values 
are used in the economic efficiency analysis. 



James Phelps 

MAY 301985 

2110 Bradbrook Court 
Billings, Montana 59102 

May 29, 1985 

Forest Supervisor REC:::IVED 
Lolo National Forest 
Bldg. 24, Fort Missoula 
Missoula, ~lontana 59801 

Dear Sir: 

rlease ccnsider this aE ~y co~ment upon the Lolo National Forest 
revised draft Environmental Lmpact Statement and Forest Flan. 
The objective of maintaining a "viable" population of the differ
ent species of wildlife is a change from former Forest Service 
policy of trying to maintain the "maximUl!l" popUlations possible. 
Ho\vever, it is noted that all alternatives offered are designed 
to ensure a minimum viable population. "lIiinimum" is a dangerous 
word i~ dealing with a wildlife population. 

]-
I agree that elk is the big-game species of Ereatest public in- J 
terest on the Forest. But the great increase in roads isn't all B 
tha t gooc. for tte elk, and won't help water quality. I also C 
question the assumption "that deer habitat is similar tc elk J 
habi ta t and pC1,ulation trends will be similar between the species." 
Some similarities, yes; otherwise, no. An early study (Edward F. 
Cliff. 1939. Transactions 4~ North Affierican Wildlife Ccnference, D 
pages 560-569) pointed up that elk can outcompete deer. Management 
practices can keep the two in the desired balance. 
As to the Rock Creek management plan, I'm not well enough acquainted 
with it to do more than applaud the efforts to do it right. I ] 
was puzzled by the use of different symbols of the Deer Lodge and 
the 1010 to describe the same kinds of management areas. It is E 
this sort of thing that makes it hard to analyze documents of this 
kind. 
Regarding the wilderness proposals, I'm on better ground to make 
comment. I would urge the Cache Creek/Irish Basin be included in 
the Great Burn proposed wilderness. I would also ask that the 
service recognize the support for wilderness protection for the 
Cabinet Lake backcountry (otherwise known as Cube Iron/l'lount Sil
cox). Getting back to Rock Creek, mentioned above, is there any 
good reason for not inclucing Stony Mountain in wilderness, as it J appears conflicts here are at a minimum. 

The Lolo wildlife management people were among the first to recog- ~ 
nize "hat snags are important for certain Wildlife, and to encourage G 
management accordingly. I urge this not be lost in the future. 

copi es 
Senator Melcher 
Senator Baucus 
Representative Williams 
Representative Marlenee 

Very truly yours, 

A 

B 

c 

o 

E 

FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE 

EM-N-144 

The National Forest Management Act and subsequent implementary 
state that each Forest mUBt maintain minimum viable populations 
species. 

Security is an integral part of elk habitat. References to security can be 
found in monitoring items 1-1 and 1-2, Forest Plan Management !reaE 18, 19, 22, 
23 and 26, and FOI'estwide'Standard Nos. 21, 23, 26 and 52. 

Wildlife Management Concern lil was a signifi cant prob:em when the planning 
process began in 1978. At that time it wat; understood that there Wat; serne 
relationship betw"en elk productivity, hunting recreation opport.unities and 
open road density. The road management at that time was done on a 
project-by-project basis with no Forestwide goals. As a result of the planning 

the road management for big game involves the following steps; 1) 
FCll'p"l',wiliA Standard No. 52 identifies big game and hunting recreation as a 
primary benefit of road management; 2) based on the Jack Lyon road/elk model, a 
maximum open road mileage of ',833 was established for the Forest. This 
equates to approximately 1.1 miles of open road per section within roaded lands 
(wilderness excluded), and approximately .57 miles of open road I~r section 
Forestwide; 3) as a tool for distributing open road miles, the Forest was 
divided into high, medium and low quality elk habitat. Department of Fish, 
Wildlife and Park personnel at;sisted in this step. In the Travel Plan, all new 
roads in quality habitat will be closed, and existing roads will be closed 
to a of 1.1 miles/section. New roads in moderate quality elk habitat 
will be closed to a density of 1.1 miles/section although existing roads 
currently open will gener'ally remain open, These steps are outlined in the 
Travel Plan Data Base. 

The Lolo Forest has shown in Forestwide Standard Nos. 14 20 what steps 
will taken to protect the water quality. The Standards the items 
that will be monitored and how degradation will be These Standards 
are stringent and will continue the implementation of Better Management 
Practices on the Forest. Because of the continued implementation of these 

a long-term positive effect in those areas with sensitive 50i:s will 
Forestwide Standard Nos. 50 and 52 provide direction regat'ding road 

design road management and the potential impact on water quality. The 
Forest also will work with private landowners to protect watershed, by 

Forestwide Standard No. 14. 

elk have similar habitat requirements and respond to modification 
in a similar fashion. Whitetailed deer require higher levels 

of cover but still follow a similar trend. Both deer species are 
amlIn.13me and less vulnerable to habitat modi fieation than elk. 

the Final EIS were clarified to indicate these differences and 

The Rock Creek was developed to display the common management direction 
for Rock Creek the two Forests, Each Forest is required to develop a 
Forest Plan. Each Forest developed a Forest Plan independent of the other; the 
Management Areas in the Rock Creek drainage were pulled together from each 
plan. This did result in the use of different symbols for each plan, reqUIrIng 
that a merge of the Management Areas and the accompanying management 
direction. Had the need for development of a special section fOI' the Rocl< 
Creek drainage been recognized sooner, the confusion could have been reduced. 



FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE CONTINUED 

F The Irish Basin-lower Cache Creek area is recommended for wilderness in the 
F"inal EIS. 

The Final EIS does not recommend wilderness designation for the Cube 
Iron-Silcox area; 9,464 acres are designated for grizzly bear habitat and 
14,136 acres for roadless management. Host of the area (about 36,000) will 
remain roadless within the next 10 years. 

III t.he Stony Mountain area, 30,900 acres will be managed in a road less 
condition during the Plan period. In the near'by Quigg roadless area, 60,830 
acres have been recommended for wilderness. 

G Forestwide Standard No. 25 provides for continuing snag management on the 
Forest. The procedures for implementing this standard are in Appendix N. 



. . RESPONSE FORM ~ 
Rev~sed Draft En . . ~\ 

Impact Stateme~~~i1:~'i~2f 
P 

no~'t'·,..,- "",,'. '. hI.' \ 
roposed Lolo ~,\>f~ ... : . ,,\C: .. ;,C··· ' 

February IS; isisPlanO~ 
~i'b 

- : - - _ _ _ ,~'C,\\I~Q 
ThIS response form \. .t;:. - - - - • 
the Revised Draft . onded for your co ' any} 
~f.~;of~d Lolo Nati~~~~r~~~:~~a;IImpact Sta~:;~~~n~~di~h~ommen~ing on 

. rm or your p an. Please nges In the 
VIs/or, Lo1o Nationa~r~~nal letter to OrViller~tu~n rour 

comments on 
ana 59801. In order to rest , BId,. 24, Fort Ni; anlels! Forest Super-
process, we would a l;Ise the Information soula, ~hssou1a, ~Iont 
_ • _ _ _ __ . ppreClate receiving ou most effectively in the . ____ . ____ .Y. r comments by June I, 1985. 

~e::'r'I//e J.., Yln{ €J~ hrt'r7 ,j-:rrU;S<l 1': 

711f3. f!,;I!flWi"t 41'02' H<:J e~""i"d'J A1C7! W' tl, --y .:s""$ <t ... ,l J4'"';jUff'S 0'< tt.e 
<. r,.. ).<>/0 N .... t.-fl""'/I-ol" I!J t PI ... " Re .. /lst!'.J Di"".ft Rkw ,;r ..... t ... t"'l x...""c<cf sh.1e .... < .. t .
'\ (!J f.hle .. ,4f'kt"hAi,'Vit "'Eo 
~~_.e...:s,..te> fJ .. Ilt':>d''''I','''' the. S' ... w~iI'J HiI.e/ t:J..e,re I~ ""J..,..> ... rAI'«--eill'if.s. 

"" (ytfp.i"' .... ) d(.f"$li"t"·-Z;h,c...h. (l~ .. Js 1; C~J ... )' 1.."7 L~Ae;> 70 t:4.I!Wf!s-/; ..... J 

i"do '::-r.J i. Ba..si", '''Ie cl.l! 'C ___ si:, 'Tket·e. h ""/;><>- .... hi Oi'~ I'I!C.fI .. t .:;1' .... ,,:; 

Gu/o1J ..... .1. CJegcl.." ... , ~ -1: .. :; ,,-r tt." S",.w lifl'(' J. YJIlfD$' t "pu bj, sited i .. "'£ao""#,,,,<. 
Clevie,,},; Vr.;/. gV) 1'1'65;lf 3'1'1-'10') 7/..1'$ s-h..dj I.M<J..S .1" .. ",;" J'l7dl'l71. 

@ (:9 .... pro:feJseJ 1t1fe.1'", ... 1;I./ e I, 9 ~ 7/:;;t (II/f( ;J..>W mo,J . .e 0. II ,,{, S<L~+,}>"J /9 <f.Jo 

to /vf(),,,,,-! ... ~ .. i ~k1(J'ki4s/J D/;rcrlp1/a ... @ ~ .. J at." 14tJe tLi' Mfr'1.z::::;....(1lu..s
l
;S 

j)'rcY'i(ft,." .... fr" ..... "F v 7", (gu / ... .IrlS'1.. g ... s.'..., -luwel' C~clreCl'e,,*, 
.:;:: .. T 131'1 R ,sw 5'4I'''-7,· ..... .,s ;;;./1 _J.;)5 C'eJ .. r J.Qj j""ke j .... ,i ~$f.J ~ 
5h()wh;rJ.. N.).,I!. c.414,. ... j£ MJ.d E"(jlu..sl.J fJ,..rCt'I'c!'t." *;/" tp"r;,~ 

3P &i't. P'f'()(f'OJILJ /tlier"<I:/"IIe'g" R,p&,w;T!LJIY t:I. .. d R'7IAJ7'i/9r1j <>.1l 

$flU: .. t''# .. .s C!44"~ MJn'tt:~kt:>,.J "If" ~ "@", 7t,;J jh
C

J. ... J
4

..s '1<1'0' • .-

, .... t:r. Cr~J< I L<rJC1l!r It'It ... i C~}t, / "Fre ... d" er.(lI.): clr/d-f:;fA.! FI">("'1. kke, 

c 

'p,'db- ko.k t, 1 l.JJ!d;"-;J f'k/ J-,d!le (jI..,d,€ tvrr., 

tlJ Ck4"'Y ::r",,,t+(i,r;tJ f;"' .... J/e.s)' At"e .... t'J1
u7 ..f,..,- f<,.,.'I~4fH/J 

O(~'i'1i11" .. ","Hv ~ .... F¥i"', 1J.Q 9(Qck(}<I!(kDr<\''''''1t . 

:71t~'1"" y, ... ~r Cl'H.Sid~r''''J ""'j re5"e,fr ~k~' 
} 

A 

B 

c 

o 

H-N-14:, 

Al~ernat.lve d was selectt;{j as the referre - - ." 
Se.l.eetlOI1 is bat;ed upon an analYSi~ of b~.~"te~natlve ,or the Forett. T!lls 
capablllty of the land. Alternat've d pu .~~. re~OLlrce demands and eM 
such as wl1dlife I',abitat on ~;ld' • prov,oes fOI' the enhancement of resource 
that will be developed, 'Land~ -ha~~~:~:/~d ,road;ess .l.~ndl; as well oS on ':'ands 
meet other resource goa11;. Ot tlmDer Wi.l also be managed LO 

The. arear. referred to are within the Great ".. .. BaSin-Cache Creek area, and are ree d- DU, n/t,o~oo, wh~ch inc2udpf, Insh 
Tne ra!'e eBI'ths hac b dOffi(fli;n hI fot· wl .. oerne~s in the Fore!it Plan 
roadIe,;:; ar'ea in I"~nal-E~~:n a oed to the :;tln~ of mineracs for' thlS • 

In consideration of tne ro sa' proposed wilderness mana~em:t. .. M:a cnang~ the management directlon from 
g, in tile headwater's of Cedarl~g Lak:~n kEm~a~ns h, to 14anagernent Emphasis 
French creek including tile areas surr r~ t F artz Creek, Upper Trout Creek 
Lightning Peak and Little Phoebe Mtn ~n 109 rench.Lake, Hidden Lake, , 
n:~~agement for the area 1s well sui t.;d ~; t7 deter~llned that the proposed 
w.~~ contlnue to support the proposa' f ' 'Gl~erne~s n~naeement. The Forest _ or a > eat Burn wllderness ar·ea. 

The management of inventoried Roadies Ai--' su'ted 11" an addU S <:., number 1807, Quigg Peak, is we~l 
i~lude this area ~~n d;~ ~~d~~::~n:~~t:~Lem and Ule effor't wil.L contlnue to 
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MAY 301985 

RECEIVED I 

FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE 

WM-N-148 

A The forest Plan states the commitment to protecting the water quality of Rock 
Creek through the inclusion of Chapter IV, Rock Creek. In that chapter, the 
Forest recognizes that Rook Creek is a Blue Ribbon trout stream and that the 
values that characterize II Blue Ribbon trout stream will be lIl1!1ntained. As 
part of the fisheries production objective, the Forest intends to manage the 
headlands to provide the quantity and quality of water necessary to maintain 
the total Rock Creek aquatic ecosystem. 

B The Irish Basin-Lower Cache Creek area is recommended for wilderness 
management under the Final E1S. 

C In the Stony Mountain area, 30,900 aores will be managed in a roadless 
condition during the Plan period. In the nearby Quigg roadIes!! area, 60,830 
aores have been recommended for wilderness. 

o The Final FEIS does not recommend wilderness deSignation for the Cube 
lron-Silcox area; 9,464 acres are designated for grizzly bear habitat and 
14,136 acres for roadless management. Most of the area (about 36,000) will 
remain roadless within the next ten years. 
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FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE 

SL-N-323 

There is no evidence of resident wolf populations on the Lolo. Wolf sightings 
occur at a low frequency at several location~ on the Forest. The national 
direction for wolves is to protect these scattered individuals until such time 
as recovery ecosystems and population objectives are established • 

The Forest Service agrees that in more recent times, silvicultural practices 
ane operating seasons have been impacted by grizzly bear management. 
Managel:1ent Area (MA) 20 shown on the Forest Plan map includes the lands 
designated to help recover the grizzly bear while allowing timber harvest or 
using timber harvest to enhance bear habitat. MA 16 has fewer restrictions. 
The Plan will prov:de more certainty on how to manage the land in the future. 

On the Seeley Lake Ranger District, 69,250 acres of the Bob Marshall Addition 
(1405) are being recor.mended for inclusion in the wilderness system • 

The availability of timber from private lands and the market conditions of the 
timber industry have a direct effect on the demand for public timber sales. As 
timber reserves on private lands become depleted and market conditions improve, 
the volume of timber offered, sold and harvested on the Forest will increase 
toward the Allowable Sale Quantity (ASQ). 



COMPOSITE PUBLIC COMMENT 

M-N-324-Matt Thomas M-N-325-Rick Ryan M-N-344-Ann Marie Chytra 
WM-N-345-Steve Bathake 

Four people presented the oplnlon that they believe there are plenty of areas 
in the U.S.A., and particularly Montana, where there are roads. They believe 
we should keep areas that are roadless that way to preserve our wildlands and 
protect them for future generations. They are concerned that we preserve as 
much unspoiled land as we can and support the posi ti on of the Montana 
Wilderness Association on the upcoming wilderness bill. 

FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE 

M-N-324 M-N-325 M-N-344 ?-N-345 

The Draft EIS reviewed 776,'90 acres of roadless land. The Fore~t Plan 
l'ecommendS 223,600 roadless acres for wilder'ness. They al'e Quigg, Great 
Burn/Hoodoo (which includes the Irish Basin/Cache Creek area) and additions to 
the Selway/Bitterroot Wilderness and the Scapegoat Wilderness. In addition, 
180,700 acres continue under roadless management. 
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A A_most 15,200 3Cl'e5 of the Burdette area wi .. -,- be mana~·.ed fOJ fI\-:_ ... d~ fe-oUler. J1 

However, a sn;a~. pot'Lon of ::.he Lupine C,-eei: dt'a~na£e dues not. f _ \. 'J,e. Lo_ c' ~ 
c:'_t.el'18 fo;' tlw'!J.d.:.~fe-othet~" manar;emen: er:lphasis. Thl!, ar'ea 1$ ~.:,: \.;:..~ter 
t~t;nee or $ultable o,.l.d gl'owth habit.at, cr::'tica~ 3UUIGler !>ange Of' br::z:.. ... y t)ea:~ 
nab: tCJt. The area be~ter f~ ts the descr:.pt.:..on for b:i[, Game !J~'lC" r&n&(;> ~:nce 
::.t i~ a we:l-d:'oined, oeavl1y tirr.ber'ed, mid-e~evat:ion !::t.e. ~·lb~le b:g f))~le 
secur~ty, h"din& covel' and iJunt~n:; ,'eel-eot.ion ar'e concern::., toe Fo:'e,~: bec:<'ve~ 
• t can I'eso.ve these concem~ w:th the PI-opoc,ed tirobel' a,~ocatlOn by cal'efu. 
b'Lten~ .. ()n :0 I'oao Gianag.er.tenL, cover pl·o~,e:.:!~,lon and ove!·~J..,,:, tlrabel' !-'o_e de.;:t,n~ 
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ploje=t :'evcl ,"oro<. Tne ," •. Giift: b:olo[;i::t ,"L. be lnvo~ved ~n ;;.he P"c':;cct 
:eve.i. p~ann~nCt one w:i ... make l'ecOl~",'lf:ndatlol~!:; con~err.~nG b:b t;n:;~e p;,,"tec:'~on. 
!'cu \\:..~.:. be cO!1t.a:~ec a:Jout fU:'ur'e act~vi\.~€~ in L!!'::':: a;e,l. 
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FOREST SERV1CE RESPOIJSE 

?-N-327 

Meeting public resource demands for timber production, recreation opportunities 
~nd protection fl'om fil'e, insects and disease requires an increase 10 road 
mileage for access. This necessitates that roads be built into some areas 
identified as roadless, and that mo~e roads be constructed into deve.oped areas 
to reach timber which has not yet been accessed. The Forest Plan hae many 
requirements, :nclucing road closures and minimum road standards, to mitigate 
advel'se impacts. The Plan alSO outlines an acti ve mon;' toring program to ensure 
the prot~ct:on of other resources. 

The "below cost" sale issue began when it appeared that sale revenues were not 
covering sale costs on For'est Service timber sales. This is sOCJetimes thE: case 
during the initial so,te entry into an unr'oaded area - the timber sale revenues 
froo) the first sale do not cover the road costs. However, the roads built for 
the first sale will. be used to access several future sales. Therefol'e, a more 
accUl'ate appl'aisal of sale revenues and costs requires the consideration of 
revenues from all timber sales. The Forest will road on~y those areas where 
discounted revenues from all sales cover discounted costs, unless net public 
benefits justify a t:mber' ~oss. Examples of net pubJ.ic benefits al'e improved 
wildLfe fOl'age and cOl!ll1unity stability. To evaluate long-term economic 
implicatlons, Fore::twide Stbndard No. 11 requ:r'es an economic analysis of a:i.l 
t~mber ::;ales larger than 1 Hl'.BF and all transportaticn systems for unroaded 
areas. 

As part of the Cabinet Lake area, Cube Iron-Silcox roadless area :.~. not 
recommend for wilderness in the Final EIS; 9,464 acres are designated for 
grizzly bear habitat and 14,136 acres for roadless management. Most of the 
area (about 36,000 acres) will remain roadless within the next 10 years. 

In the Stony Mountain area, 30,900 acres will be managed in a roadless 
condition. An additional 4,000 acres wiil be developed after the first 
decade. In the neal'by Quigg roadless ar'ea, 60,830 acres have been recOl!ll1ended 
for wilderness. 

The Great Burn/Hoodoo, including the Irish Basin-lower' Cache Creek area, is 
recomoended for wilderness designation in the FEIS. 



COMPOSITE PUBLIC COMMENT 

Approximately 23 people responded with the statements that they are opposed to 
proposed increases in roading due to the impact on economics, fish, wildlife, 
and wilderness. They oppose below cost timber sales and roading currently 
roadless areas. 

They strongly support wilderness designation of the following lands: 

Great Burn 
Cabinet Lake Country 
Stony Mountain 
Quigg Peak 

And, they also support complete protection for the unprotected lands of the Bob 
Marshall ecosystem. 

M-N-328-Linda Smith 
332-Patty Hosea 
335-B. Haus 
338-John Zelazny 
341-David Goodhart, Jr. 
346-Kathy Ahlenslager 
35O-Jim Atkinson 
372-Toni Strong 

330-David Schmitt 
333-Diana Moffett 
336-Samuel Reid 
339-Mark Lucurz 
342-Cindy Burkhardt 
347-Kim Sherwood 
351-Peter Staltz 
395-Dana McMurray 

331-Grant Wiegert 
334-Karen Hall 
337-Margaret Langley 
340-Dana Karuza 
343-Andrew Pilskalns 
348-Sarah Myslis 
353-Paula Shulman 

FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE 

M-N-328 330 331 332 333 334 335 336 337 338 339 340 341 342 
343 346 347 348 350 351 353 372 395 

The Forest has shown in Forestwide Standards No. 14 through 20 what steps will 
be taken to protect the water quality of the Lolo. They explain the items that 
will be rr~nitored and how degradation will be determined. These standards are 
fairly stringent and will continue the implementation of Better Management 
Practices on the Forest. Because of the continued implementation of these 
practices, a long-term positive effect in those areas with sensitive SOils will 
be noted. The Forest will also work with private landowners to protect 
watersheds by following Forestwide Standard No. 14 

Meeting public resource denlands for timber production, recreation opportunities 
and pr'otection from fire, insects and disease requires an increase in road 
mileage for access. This necessitates that roads be built into some areas 
identified as roadless, and that more roads be constructed into developed areas 
to reach timber which has not yet been accessed. The Forest Plan has many 
requirements, including road closures and minimum road standards, to mitigate 
adverse impacts. The Plan also outlines an acU ve monitoring progY'am to ensure 
the pl'otection of other resources. 

The "below cost" sale issue began when it appeared that sale revenues were not 
covering sale costs on Forest Service timber sales. This is sometines the case 
during the initial sale entry into an unroaded area - the timber sale revenues 
from the first sale do not cover the road costs. However, the roads built for 
the first sale will be used to access several future sales. Therefore, a more 
accurate appraisal of sale revenues and costs requires the consideration of 
revenues from all timber sales. The Forest will only road those areas where 
discounted revenues from all sales cover discounted costs, unless net public 
benefits justify a timber loss. Examples of net public benefits are improved 
wildlife forage and community stability. To evaluate long-term economic 
implications, Forestwide Standard No. 11 requires an economic analysis of all 
timber sales larger than 1 MMBF and all transportation systems for unroaded 
areas. 

Of the areas of concern that are on the Lolo Forest: 

The Great Burn/Hoodoo is recommended for wilderness, including the Irish 
Basin-Cache Creek addition. 

As part of the Cabinet Lake area, Cube Iron-Silcox road less area is not 
recommended for wilderness in the Final EIS. Grizzly bear habitat is 
designated for 9,464 acres and 14,136 acres are designated for roadless 
managment. Most of the area (about 36,000 acres) will remain roadless within 
the next ten years. 

In the Stony Mountain area, 30,900 acres will be managed in a roadless 
condition during the Plan period. In the nearby Quigg road less area, 60,830 
acres have been recommended for wilderness. 

For the Bob Marshall ecosystem on the Lolo Forest, 69,250 acres (of 120,900 
acres) are recommended for wilderness. 
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FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE 

M-N-329 

A The Draft EIS reviewed 776,190 acres of roadless land. The Forest Plan 
r'ecommends 223,600 roadless acres for wilderness. They are Quige" Great 
Burn/Hoodoo (which includes the Irisb Basin/Cache Creek area) and additions to 
the Selway/Bitterroot Wilderness and the Scapegoat Wilderness. In addition, 
180,700 acres continue under roadless management. 

S Forest management requires road access for timber harvest, recreation and 
protection from fire, insects and disease. Forest roads and their construction 
can have impacts on soil, water and wi ldl j fe resources, but measur-es have been 
developed to provide protection of these resources during and aftet' road system 
development.. Specifj c descriptions of these measures can be found in the Lo] 0 
National Forest Plan, For'estwide Standard Nos. 16, 49, 50 and 52. 

Security is an integt'al part of wildlife habitat. Refer'ences to security can 
be found in monitoring items 1-1 and 1-2, Forest Plan Management Areas 18, 19, 
22, 23 and 26, and Forestwide Standard Nos. 21, 23, 26 and 52. Wildlife 
Management Concern #1 was a significant problem when the planning process began 
in 1978. At that time it was understood that thet'e was some relatIonship 
between elk productivity, hunting recreation opportunities and open road 
density. The road management at that time was done on a project-by-project 
basis with no Forestwide goals. As a result of the planning process, the road 
management for big game involves the following steps; 1) Forestwide Standard 
No. 52 identifies big game and hunting r'ecreation as a primary benefit of road 
managementj 2) based on the Jack Lyon road/elk model, a maximum open road 
mileage of 1,833 was established for' the Forest. This equates to approximately 
1.1 miles of open road per section within roaded lands (wilderness excluded), 
and approximately .57 miles of open road per section Forestwide; 3) as a toel 
for distributing open road miles, the Forest was divided into high, medium and 
low quality elk habitat. Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks personnel 
assisted in this step. In the Travel Plan, all new roads in high quality 
habitat will be closed, and existing roads will be closed to a density of 1.1 
miles/section. New roads in moderate quality elk habitat will be closed to a 
density of 1.1 miles/section although existing roads currently open will 
generally remain open. These steps are outlined in the Travel Plan Data Base. 

C Roads do provide a suitable seedbed for noxious weeds. There is evidence, 
however, to indlcate that road construction in itself does not assur'e the 
establishment of noxious weeds. Recent observations of spotted knapweed 
suggest that even with a good seedbed and seedsource, tree canopy shading can 
prevent its establishment. At the same time, noxious weeds are being found in 
Wildernesses or other undisturbed sites. The basic problem in noxious weed 
management is a lack of a good understanding of the autecological attributes of 
them or the synecological I'elations in the forest environment. A recent review 
of the literature found almost no refer'ences to noxious weeds in a forest 
environment. Research work done todate has been related to cereal crop and 
range or pasture land control with limited emphasis on understanding the basic 
life cycle of the plant. 



FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE CQt,TINUED 

While her'bicide Dele fi12Y occur under special conditions, the topography arid 
vegetation cover on the Lo: 0 make invader plant cc,ntrol extremely dif[i(;u1 t 
with pr'eserlt techniques. Biological control, using agents such as insects, 
rusts, molds and other parasites on host plantD, appears \'0 provide a 
compatible, long-I'ange approach to this probJeu,. 

A situation paper prepared in June 1983 pr'ovides the basis for a systematlc 
evaluat:.on of each weed species. An evaluation is currently underway to asse[;~ 
the risk of noxious weed spread in the vegetatj ve communi ties found on the 
Lolo, Bitterroot and Flathead forest". Pre] irr;inary results of the 5tudy 
suggest a number of manafOE-ment pt'actices that may be used to prevent or reduce 
the threat of noxious weec~, on forest roads. The otudy has also identified 
high risk as well as low dsk plant communities to the invasion of noxious 
weeds. These studies will help in the development of alternatives for control 
strategies. 

Continued efforts to promote research on the ecological characte('istics as well 
as in the development of biological controls will be promoted. To facilitate 
this effort a statement of need has been added to the Research Needs section of 
the Lolo Forest Plan. 

The Lolo has shown in Forestwide Standard Nos. 14 through 20 what steps wDl be 
taken to protect tbe water quality. The Standards explain the items that will 
be monitored and how degradation will be determined. These Standal'ds are 
stringent and will continue the implementation of Better Management Practices 
on the Forest. Because of the continued implementation of these practices, a 
long-term positive effect in those areas with sensitive soils will be noted. 
Forestwide Standat'd Nos. 50 and 52 provide direction regarding ('oad design and 
road management and the potential impact on water qual ity. The Forest will 
also wOt'k with private landowners to protect watersheds, by following 
Forestwide Standard No. 14. 
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FOREST SERVlCE RU',POr:SE 

M-N-349 

The Draft EIS ,cv~ewed 776,190 aCl'C:':; of ro"d~e:.:;:.; ~and. The Forest P~an 
f'ecommemlc. 223,600 roadle:.;:, acres for wilderne:.:;s. T!',ey a:'e Oo1gr, Great 
Burn/Hoodoo (which :nc~ude:.; the Irish Bc!:in/Cache Creel: are8) and addit:one to 
the Selway/Bltter'ioo::' Hilde: ne!j5 and the Scapegout Wi~derne~s. !n addition, 
lilO,700 acre:: contmue under road:"esf, n.anag,er"ent. 

The p: opo!'.ed action pi'ov~dec, fOl' mawU,:n:.ng, a high _eve" of w~~(Lire 
pOpu"~L"On:" FOl exar.1fhe, app.'o~imately 256,000 acres al'e a_~ocated to b:J; 
game winter ran;e (Hanagement Areas 1&, 19, 22 and 23, Forest P.an) with tr,e 
pl'lmal'Y object; ve of opLn,i.zinc winter' range hab: tat conti: Llons. fL;; Game 
:.UI1'.mel' l'ange i:: protected by a combinaLon of Fore!'twlde Standard tio:;. 21, 23 
and 26, and an a~!ocaLon de~:igned to protect cf'aicc';' hab:tat, HA 26. r:abitat 
fo:' (Ld ;;rowtt depe:ndent npecies is pl'cvided in exist.:.nc and propo:.ed !'oadies~ 
and "".deme!;;!; and :r. an Old growth allocaLcn, MA 21. Snag habitat is 
p!'otected by FOt'estw:de Standard No. 25. Grlzzly bear f'ecovery wlii be 
accorr.p~:~.hed by a conlbination of Fore:,t.wide Standard~. r;Oli. 24 and 27, and two 
al.ocation5 de~~&ned to enhance grizzly bear habitat, ~~'s 20 and 20a. A~ 
a~;"urance i.bot r ,parian wi~d:lfe habitat is pl'Otected, 81': major streams are 
allocated to special stl"ear.:Slde allocat.ion", HA':; 13 and 1~, th(Jt c:.:phu::ze 
w .. :1.d.:. "tfe, fishecie~f wat.E:'-!"'shec and ,'ect'eation vaiue.s :"ather t.han C0rrlfn()d~ty 

va:ues. 



COMPOSITE PUBLIC COMMENT 

M-N-352-Ron Ewart 361-Lorna Nuepele 364-Caryl Williams 

Three people submitted the following opinions that as a citizen of Montana, 1 
they would like to submit some comments regarding the recent Lolo National 
Forest Plan. They feel that it is important to freeze the building of roads A 
within the forest in order to prevent further degradation of the rivers in this 
area and animal habitat in the area. Any roading only destroys habitat quality 
because it destroys the security that isolation in the wilderness affords the 
true inhabitants. They are also opposed to roading for its negative effects on 
the watershed, and the fauna in such. 

They support conservation of our existing wild lands. It is the Forest's DUTY Je 
to save the wilderness as it is. Wilderness is a shrinking and non-renewable 
resource, and must be thought of in such a light. 

They feel that the following areas should be supported for wilderness status: ] 
Cube Iron-Mt. Silcox 
The Great Burn 
Rock Creek wildlands; Quigg Peak & Stony Mt. C 
Clearwater-Monture 
Lolo side of Swan Front 
Marshall Peak" 

FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE 

M-N-352, 361, 364 

A Forest management requires road access for timber harvest, recreation and 
protection from fire, insects and disease. Forest roads and their construction 
can have impacts on soil, water and wildlife resources, but measures have been 
developed to provide protection of these resources during and after road system 
development. Specific descriptions of these measures can be found in the Lolo 
National Forest Plan, Forestwide Standard Nos. 16, 49, 50 and 52. 

e The Draft EIS reviewed 776,190 acres of roadless land. The Forest recommends 
223,600 roadless acres for wilderness. They are Quigg, Great Burn/Hoodoo and 
additions to the Selway/Bitterroot Wilderness and the Scapegoat Wilder'ness. In 
addition, 180,700 acres continue under roadless management. 

C The Final EIS does not recommend wilderness designation for the Cube 
Iron-Silcox area; 9,464 acres are designated for grizzly bear habitat and 
14,136 acres for roadless management. Most of the area (about 36,000 acres) 
will remain roadless within the next 10 years. 

In the Stony Mountain area, 30,900 acres will be managed in a road less 
condition during the Plan period. In the nearby Quigg roadless area, 60,830 
acres have been recommended for wilderness. 

On the Swan Front and Monture areas, recommendations for wilderness are for 
3,690 and 65,560 acres respectively for the Lolo Forest. 

The Marshall Peak road less area will have 2,776 acres allocated for grizzly 
bear habitat and 587 acres for roadless management. 
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FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE 

A The Draft EIS reviewed 776,190 acres of roadless land. The Forest Plan 
recommends 223,600 roadless acres for wilderness. They are Quigg, Great 
Burn/Hoodoo (which includes the Irish Basin/Cache Creek area) and additions to 
the Selway/Bitterroot Wilderness and the Scapegoat Wilderness. In addition, 
180,700 acres continue under road less management. 
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Meeting public resource demands for timber production, recreation oP?ortunities 
and protection from fire, insects and disease requires an increase ir road 
mileage for access. This necessitates that roads be built into some area8 
identified as roadless, and that more roads be constructed into devecoped areas 
to reach timber which has not yet been accessed. The Forest Plan has many 
requirements, including road closures and minimum road standards, to mitigate 
adverse impacts. The Plan also outlines an active monitoring program to ensure 
the protection of other resources. 

In the Stony Mountain area, 30,900 acres will be managed in a roadless 
condition during the Plan period. In the nearby Quigg roadless area, 60,830 
acres have been recommended for wilderness. 

As part of the Cabinet Lake area, Cube Iron-Silcox t'oadless area is not 
r'ecommended for Wilder'ness in the Final EIS. Grizzly bear habitat is 
designated for 9,464 acres, and 14,136 acres are designated for roadless 
management. Most of the area (about 36,000 acres) will remain roadless within 
the next 10 years. 

The Final EIS recommends 88,100 acres of the Great Burn/Hoodoo area for 
wilderness, including the Cache Creek-Irish Basin area. 
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FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE 

WM-N-357 

Forest Service laws, datlng back to the late nineteenth century, requ:re the 
National Forests to be mana&ed for multiple uses. The goal of the Forest Plan 
is to blend resource demand with resource supply. When resource demands 
conflict, the goal of the Plan is to provide for balanced use by all users. 
The select-ion of Alternative d as the prefer-red a1 ternati ve is based upon 
analysiS of these demands and the capability of the ;800. 

Forest n~nagement requ~res road access for timber harvest, recreation and 
protection from fire, insects and disease. Forest roads and their construction 
can have impacts on SOil, water and wild:ife resources, but measures have been 
developed to provide protection of these resources during and after road system 
development. Specific descriptions of these measures can be found in the Lolo 
National Forest Plan, Forestwide Standard Nos. 16, Q9, 50 and 52. 

The Forest recognizes the fact that recreational demand is increasing and that 
tourism is important to the economy of western Montana. Besides wilderness 
experiences. the Forest provides a wide range of roadless. motorized and 
developed recreation. The current capacity of developed s1tes exceeds expected 
demand for the first decade; therefore, no add:tional construction of 
faCilities is planned. The Forest will encourage other agencies and private 
conce~sionaire$ to riJeet future demand. 

The specific area referred to, roadless area 01794, is to be managed in the 
Plan primarily for roadless recreation and non-roaded big game winter range 
(Management Area [MAl 19) with other non-roaded allocations comprising the 
majority of the rest of the area (MA 1, MA 6 and MA 27). 
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FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE 

M-N-360 

Alternati ve d was selected as the preferred alternati ve> for the Forest. This 
selection is based upon an analysis of public resource demands and the 
capability of the land. Alternative d provides for the enhancement of resource 
such as wildlife habitat, on wilderness and roadless lands as well as on lands 
that will be developed. Lands harvested for timber will also be managed to 
meet other resource goals. 

Tractor skidding on steep slopes has been an ongoing concern during the 
plandng process. The Lolo National Forest has placed special restrictions on 
tractor skidding land over> 35 percent. Because of this, the amount of tractor 
skidding dcne on the For>est has been reduced. Each soil is treated with 
mitigation measures that consider the chat'acteristics of the scil and attempts 
to minimize the particular hazard at each location. By using this kind of 
approach, areas can be developed with a minimum amount of sediment production. 

The values per RVD for different types of recreation are based on willingness 
to pay (WIP) values determined through studies contracted by the Washington 
Office of the Forest Service for use in Forest Plans and RPA. While the values 
may appear low in comparison to timber, the values estimate what the 
recreationist would be willing to pay for the particular type of experience. 
Expenditures for travel, equipment, time, lodging, etc. to get to the point of 
use are not included in the io.1'P values, but are a part cf the impact analysiS, 
i.e., the impact of recreation activities en the local economy in terms of jobs 
and income. The WIP values are used in the economic efficiency analysis. 

Lands assigned for old growth managemet,t are schedul ed on a double rotation 
basis. Depending upon the site productivity, the rotation period is currently 
established at 170 to 190 years. The primar'y function of old growth, however, 
is to produce an ecological condition, which is what we are predicatir,g the 
management of these on, not necessarily any specific age parameter. Firewood 
cutting in designated old growth areas is not considered a problem since these 
areas generally will not be accessible by roads. 

The Draft EIS reviewed 776,190 acres of roadless land. n,e Forest Plan 
recommends 223,600 acres for wilderness. The recommended wilderness areas are 

Great Burn/Hoodoo and additions to the Selway/Bitterroot Wilderness and 
>">,,,,,'a,,~r. Wildernet:s. In addition, 180,700 acre!;, are designated for 

roadless management. 

In the Stony Mountain area, 30,900 acres will be managed in a roadless 
condition during the Plan period. In the nearby Quigg roadless ar>ea, 60,830 
acres have been recommended for wilderness. 

A portion of Lolo Creek (01805) is recommended for wilderness designation. This 
is a change from the draft statement. 

The Final EIS does not recommend wilderness designation for the Cube 
Iron-Silcox area; 9,464 acres are designated for grizzly bear habitat and 
14,136 acres for roadless management. Most of the area (about 36,000) will 
remain roadless wIthin the next ten years. 

Front and Monture areas, recommendation~, for wiJderness are for 
acres respectively for the Lolo Forest. 
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:l 2urrc:-t ;l.:tC'r.1at,ive B of the ')ru;"t Lolc lo::-'est ?lan because it is, in 
":';0nr·~al, a b.:Ua.nccd app~'oach to K:'ldland f'1aJ1arement., t'ut several critical 
dC"·.: .... ici(n;:oics neeJ to be correctBd: 
:. 7l:e (:!"'eat Burn should be reccr.unended as a whole rrildemess arC'u rrhich 
;",1.3t je:'in:..tel:,~ include C<iche Cl'(:CK jrainace and Irish Easin, integral and 
co::.:.-;l::--.~r."'~z..ry parts 0:" the unole. Therefore, adop:..ion of the Nontana ~..jild-

1::J1.i:;: '::oali~:'on boun'!aries is a ztE:'t: ::"''1 tte r:'/.:ht riirecticn. 
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,-eco,.~,endej fer l,ilc.p,-np$5 as a pri!':iti'."e SC"c,inl' worthy of additicn to the 
::ilder!1ess P:rcse:-vation System. Therefore, helicopter lOf;bir.g plrills ohould 
be canceled and the local citizen's wilderness proposal adopted. 
3. :'he , .. ~.uiff ?eak w:.ldernes~; r::roposal shoul:i be bolstered cy a wilrlerness 
::"f>C c!1!~lend.a:tion '''or the Lolo side o~ Stony l·io"Jl1tain. 

I s';.",ro!l!:ly oppose the proposed drarra.tic inc .... ,..,ase in road construction 
wh~eh <loll seriously impd.Ct Hatcr and wildli:"p hahitat quality. ':11e proposal 
for construction of hi{!h-cost roads into hign--"alue ... rildlands for low-value 
timber is not economieally sound E'sp~cially vlhen wilcllife habitat and recre
ational 'falLes are deflated and tiJllbe!' values arE: i~lnated. 

J look fa-\lard to the correction of these dc:'iciencics in the Final Plan. 
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FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE 

M-N-366 

Alternative d was selected as the preferred alternative for the Forer-t. This 
selection is based upon an analysis of public resource den~nds and the 
capability of the land to provide goods and service~. Alternative d pr'Ovides 
for the enhancement of f'esource values on wilderness and road less lands as well 
as on lands that will be developed. Lands determined to be suitable for timber 
will also be n~naged to meet other resource goals. 

The Gre8t Burn/Hoodoo, including the Irish Basin-Lower Cache Creek area, and 
QUigg Peak are recanmended for wilderness is the Final OS. 

The Final OS does not recommend wilderness designation for the Cube 
Iron-Silcox area; 9,464 acres are designated for grizzly bear habitat and 
14,136 acres for roadless management. Most of the area (about 36,000 acres) 
will remain roadless within the next 10 years. 

In the Stony Mountain area, 30,900 acres will be w~naged ln a roadless 
condition during the Plan period. In the nearby QUlgg road less area, 60,830 
acres have been recommended for wilderness. 

Forest management requires rOod access for timber harvest, recreation and 
protection from fire. insects and disease. FOf'est roads and their construction 
can have impacts on soil, water and wildlife resources, but measures have been 
developed to provide protection of these resources during and after road system 
development. Specific descriptions of these measures can be found in the Lolo 
National Forest Plan, Forestwide Standard Nos. 16, 49, 50 and 52. 

The values per recreation visitor day (RVD) for different types of reef'eation 
are based on willingness to pay (wrP) values determined through studies 
contracted by the Washington Office of the Forest Service for use in Forest 
Plans and the RPA program, as required by the FOf'est and Rangeland Renewable 
Resource Planning Act. While the values may appear low in comparison to 
timber, the values estimate what the recreationist would be willing to pay for 
the particular type of experience. Expenditures for travel, equipn~nt, time, 
lodging and so forth to get to the point of use are not included in the WTP 
values, but are a part of the impact analysis, i.e., the impact of recreation 
activities on the local economy in terms of jobs and income. The ~TP values 
are used in the economic efficiency analysis. 

TiITIDer values are based on actual market values for the time period 1976-81. 
The discount rate used in the Forest Plan is based or. well-documented research 
concerning the real rate of return on low-risk, long-term investments. 
Sale-by-sale economic analysis is called for as part of the implementation of 
the Forest Plan. Monitoring of economic assumptions, particularly price 
trends, is also an important part of implementation and significant deviation 
from assumptions would trigger the need for a change in the Plan. 

Since the construction of roads and growing of timber is a long-term 
investment, it must be analyzed for the long term. The Lolo's analysis 
indicates that the lands termed "suitable" are indeed econcmical to road and 
manage timber on while wildlife and recreational uses continue. 
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FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE 

WM-N-367 

A The Forest Plan Map did mistakenly identify Stony Mountain 
wilderness (Management Emphasis h). The map has been cm'rect.£!<l 
majority of the area for roadless managerr~nt. 

for 

B Alternative d was selected as the pl'eferred alternative for the Forest. This 
selection is based upon an analysis of public resource demands and the 
capability of the land to provide goods and services. Alternative d provides 
for the enhancement of resource values on wilderness and roadless lands as well 
as on lands that will be developed. Lands determined to be suitable for timber 
will also be managed to meet other resource goals. 

C The Draft EIS reviewed 776,190 acres of road less land. The Forest recommends 
223,600 roadless acres for wilderness. They are QUigg, Great Burn/Hoodoo and 
additions to the Selway/Bitterroot Wilderness and the Scapegoat Wilderness. In 
addition, 180,700 acres continue under road less management. 

In the StonY Mountain area, 30,900 acres will be managed in a roadless 
condition during the Plan period. In the nearby Quigg roadless area, 60,830 
acres have been recommended for wilderness. 

A portion of Lolo Creek is recommended for wilderness designation. This is a 
change from the draft statement. 

On the Swan Front and Monture areas, recommendations for wilderness are for 
3,690 and 65,560 acres respectively for the Lolo Forest. 

The Final EIS does not recommend wilderness designation for the Cube 
Iron-Silcox area; 9,464 acres are designated for grizzly bear habitat and 
14,136 acres for roadless management. Most of the area (about 36,000 acres) 
will remain roadless within the next 10 years. 

o The Marshall Peak roadless area will have 2,776 acres allocated for grizzly 
bear habitat and 587 acres for roadless management. 
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FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE CONTINUED 

E The manSlgement emphasis for the Pat '.s Knob-Cutoff and Si egel Creek at'eas is 
enhancement of wildlife, particularly big game winter' ra.'1ge. The empbasif for 
the McGregor-Thompson area is management of timber and r'ange. 

F In Mountain States Legal Foundation v. Watt (1980), Federal Judge Bret1~'r 
declar-ed that the Forest Service may not arbitrarily put blanket NSO (no 
surface occupancy) stipulations on roadless lands. During the forn~tion of the 
Forestwide environmental assessment (EA) for oil and gas leasing, the Lolo 
resource specialists identified a number of special stipulations which would be 
added to leases issued in road less areas to protect/mitigate any imp8cts. This 
listing of stipulations is included in ~~ 11 as part of the direction for 
managing the Forest's road less lands. 

G Firewood cutting in designated old growth areas is not considered a problem 
since these areas generally will not be accessible by road. Lands assigned for 
old growth management are scheduled orr a double rotation basis. Depending upon 
the site productivity, the rotation period is currently established at 170 to 
190 years. The primary function of old growth, however, is to produce an 
ecological condition, not necessarily any specific age. 

H A good monitoring plan has been developed. Also monitoring needs are planned 
and implemented according to the level of development actvities planned for a 
given year. The monitoring program does provide for' data evaluation and 
feedback as outlined in Figure V.l, Decision Flow Diagram in Chapter V, Section 
D, Lolo National Forest Plan. 

The research needs to fully implen~nt the Forest Plan are included in Chapter 
II, Section C. Several research projects with similar needs are being 
conducted within the Lolo Forest or on similar Forest lands around the Region. 
The Forest Service concurs that research should be aggressively pursued and, 
where information on the effects of forest management is lacking, a cautious 
approach is necessary • 

J The Forest designs projects, including roads, to avoid potential impacts and 
high risk situations. Mitigation measures are incorporated into projects to 
reduce unavoidable impacts to acceptable levels. 
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FDREST SERVICE RESPONSE CONTINUED 

K Tractor skidding on Ilteep slopes has been an ongoing concern during the 
planning process. The Lolo National Forest has placed special restrictions on 
tractor skidding land over 35 percent. All soils are treated with mitigation 
measures that consider the characteristics of the soil and attempt I.e minimize 
the particular hazard of each location (Best Management Practices [BMP's]). By 
using this kind of approach, areas can be developed with a minimum amount of 
sediment production. Road closures are used to protect watershed values and 
help reduce sediment production. Some closures are year-long while others al'e 
only seasonal, but both do thei r par't to ensure that the watershed is 
protected. 

l The values per recreation visi tor day (RVD) for different types of recreation 
are based on willingness to pay eWTP) values determined thr'ough studies 
contracted by the Washington Office of the Forest Service for use in Forest 
Plans and the RPA progr·am, as required by the Forest and Rangeland Renewable 
Resource Planning Act. While the values may appear low in comparison to 
timber, the values estimate what the recreationist would be willing to pay for 
the particular type of experience. Expenditures for travel, equipment, time, 
lodging and so forth to get to the point of use are not included in the WTP 
values, but are a part of the impact analYsis, i.e., the impact of recreation 
activities on the local economy in terms of jobs and income. The .ITP values 
are used in the economic efficiency analysis. 

Timber values are based on actual market values for the time period 19'16-81. 
The discount rate used in the Forest Plan is based on well documented research 
concerning the real rate of return on low-risk, long-term investments. 
Sale-by-sale economic analYsis is called for as part of the implementation of 
the Forest Plan. Monitoring of economic assumptions, particularly price 
trends, is also an important part of implementation and significant deviation 
from assumptions would trigger the need for a change in the Plan. The 
inability of the Forest to sell sales in recent years is considered to be a 
result of recession in the national economy rather than an indication of lower 
timber values. 
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FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE 

M-N-369 

The Draft EIS reviewed 776,190 acres of roadless land.' The Forest Plan 
recommends 223,600 roadless acres for wilderness. They are Quigg, Great 
Burn/Hoodoo (including the Irish Basin-Cache Creek area) and additions to the 
Selway/Bitterroot Wilderness and the Scapegoat Wilderness. In addition, 
180,700 acres continue under roadless management. 

The Final EIS does not recommend wilderness designation for the Cube 
areai 9,464 acres are deSignated for grizzly bear habitat and 

acres for road less management. Most of the area (about 36,000 acres) 
remain roadless within the next 10 years. 
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FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE CONTINUED 

Concerning the management for grizzly bears in the Cube Iron-Silcox area, 
research has shown that when security is provided, grizzlies make use of early 
successional stages of forest habitat types that have an abundance of bear food 
plants. The absence of fire has resulted in advanced successional stages that 
are heavily forested and lack primary bear foods. Timber harvest can replace 
the role of wildfires in returning an area to an early successional stage, thus 
maintaining bear foods with proper treatment, placement, size and timing of 
vegetative manipulation. The problem that arises is the loss of security or 
protection from direct mortality that occurs when access is provided in these 
areas. Management Area 20 was developed to provide enhancement of grizzly bear 
habitat where use of fire was unacceptable. Maintenance and enhancement of the 
habitats are the only acceptable activities that can occur within this 
allocation. Bear security will be provided during their use periods via road 
closures, limiting timing of management activities and other restrictions as 
conditions warrant. 

A portion of Lolo Creek is recommended for wilderness designation in the Final 
EIS. This is a change from the Draft statement. 

In the Stony Mountain area, 30,900 acres will be managed in a roadless 
condition during the Plan period. In the nearby Quigg road less area, 60,830 
acres have been recommended for wilderness. 



Forest Flanrj.l1€ Teac' 
Lolo ~ational Forest 
Missoula, MT. 

Dear r:;r. 0::- Ms. 

MAY 31/985 

LR~ElVgpJ 

1d/J7-IV- 37!} 

1010 Creek Road 
Lolo, MT 

59847 

I am recomrrending that you use your plar.ned a) ternE,tive B as 
a preferred alternative. This plan wculd t€ncomrc.ES what I feel 

helps preserve as much of the wilderness cha.I··actel' of the Forest 
as possible. I know that it might s(ltmd like a dittoed Wilderness 
Freak's response, but I clOr assu:'e yet" that it isn't. I have 

} 

gone through four years at a Forestr~ sctoe.l a.rc. hHve learned how 

fragile the Rocky Mot:ntail1 regior. is for 2!:.::L kinG of timbered harvest'J 
I have been on plar,ting crews, al,d stand improvement crews and B 

know now frcrr. f:irst. hEnd eJTerier.ce that Forestry as we know it 
t d · . tt' ""'0$"1 o ay ~n lJS part. gf the ccuntry ~ be Slowed and hopefully 

ctaq:;€d. There is e. terrible return on what timber we do set up Jc 
for purcbase, jr. fact tbere if" ~ ]OS8 jn a not of C!H;/.?l:·, 

To start the redirectior. of the forel:t. Se-l"vic" on a new course Jo 
I feel that we must. preset",e first the nr.1Eining areas of wildernesS 
we have in the area. The~ we must adapt som .. different ideas of 
sustained yield in this area for our timber production •• Kith Alt. 
B as a start, this mas some cay become a reality. 

One last thine:........ This Revised Loibo Forest Draft EIS 

that was issued, I did try to read, but found that it was so involved l 
and complicated, that I did not have enough time to adequately go 

through the entire document. I personally feel that the time alloted _E 
for the public was far too short, as there were various other plans 
to comment on too. 

Sincerely, 

r0'~ 

A 

B 

c 

o 

E 

FORF.3T SERVI CE RESPONSE 

WM-N-370 

Altel'nat.ive d was selected as the preferred alternative for the Forest. This 
selection is based upon an analYsis of public resource demands and tile 
capability of the land to provide goods and services. Alternative d 
for the enhancement of resource values on wilderness and roadless 
as on lands that will be developed. Lands determined to be suitable for timber 
will also be r(.alleged to meet other resource goals. 

The Forest Service recognizes that a cautious a"proach is necessary where 
information on the effects of forest management is lacking. The r·esearch needs 
to fully implement the Forest Plan are included in Chapter II, Section C. 
Several research projects with similar needs are beine conducted within the 
Lolo Forest or on similar Forest lands within the Region. 

A good monitoring plan has been developed. Also monitoring needs are planned 
and implemented according to the level of develoJX!l8nt actvities planned for a 
given year. The monitoring progl'am does provide for data evaluation and 
feedback as outlined in Figure V.l, Decision Flow Diagram, in Chapter V, 
Section D, Lolo National Forest Plan. 

In S(XJle cases, pM'ticularly during the initial sale entry into an unroaded 
at'ea, the timber sale revenues from the first sale do not cover the road 
costs. Howevpr, the roads built for the first sal~ will De used to access 
several future sales. Therefore, a more accurate appraisal of sale revenues 
and costs requires the consideration of revenues from all timber sales. The 
Forest will road only those areas where discounted revenues from all sales 
cover discounted costs, unless net public benefits justify a timber loss. 
Examples of net public benefits are improved wildlife forage and community 
stability. To evaluate long-term economic implications, Forestwide Standard 
No. l' requires an economic analysis of all timber sales larger than 1 MMBF and 
all transportation systems for unroaded areas. 

The Draft EIS revieWed 776,190 acres of roadless land. The Forest Plan 
recommends 223,600 roadless acres for wilderness. They are Quigg, Great 
Burn/Hoodoo and additions to the SelwaY/Bitterroot Wilderness and the Scapegoat 
Wilderness. In addition, 180,700 acres continue under roadIes:; management. 

The Forest recognizes the large amount of n~terial contained in the EIS and its 
technical nature. The documents have been supplemented with an "overview" in 
hopes of making it faster or easier for people to use for deriving comments. 
While in one sense, the documents are created to comply with laws and 
regulations, suggestions are welcomed for making the documents simpler and 
easier to understand. 

Although the time for review is limited, this is the third time public review 
has been requested of the Lolo Forest Plan and extensions have been allowed to 
encourage public response. 



/J!-N-373 

JUtl - 1 '1005 

Forest Supervisor 
1010 National Forest 
Fort Missoula 
Missoula. MT 59801 

\ ~ _ ..... o:;".r::'j \ 
l- ~ C. ~,,:f_t -""-

5-30-85 

Dear Sir: 

In re~ard to the Draft 1010 Forest Plan. I have the 
following comments: 

1.) Rock Creek r 1 
In addition to Quigg Peak ariarpg~awilderness. 
I want to see the 1.010 side of the Stony Mtn 
roadless area proposed for wilderness. or at 
a minimum. kept roadless. I think it is a very 
beautiful area. 

2) Great Burn 
I have hiked. cross country skiied. and snow
mobiled some of this. Cache Creek/Irish Creek 
Basin needs protection. It integrates ideally 
with the proposed wilderness areas south and 
north of it. I am not adamant about this Basin 
being wilderness but it must remain roadless. 

3) Cube Iron - Mt. Silcox 
The proposal for helicopter logging may b. 
acceptable protection. I do not know the area. 
But my opinion is that we are not yet too long 
on wilderness, and that this roadless area 
should be considered for wilderness. 

4) Increased logging roads 
Somethin~ is awry in the directives for the 
Forest Service. The proposals for future roads 
are not demonstrably supported - not in the 
quantity as recommended. Cut. cut, and cut 
some more from the proposals. 

Sincerely. 
C .. ,~-

Da~d 'Llt:t: c'v 
1135 Whitaker Dr. 
Missoula, MT 59803 

} 

} 
} 

FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE 

M-N-3'13 

A In the Stony Mountain area, 30,900 acres will be managed in a roadless 
condition during the Plan period. In the nearby Quigg roadless area, 60,830 
acres have been recommended for wilderness. 

B 

c 

o 

The Great Burn is recommended for wilderness in the Final EIS, including the 
Irish Basin-Lower Cache Creek portion. 

The FEIS does not recommend wilderness designation for the Cube lron-Silcox 
area; 9,464 acres are designated for grizzly bear habitat and 14,136 acres for 
road less management. Most of the area (about 36,000) will remain road less 
within the next ten years. 

Meeting public resource demands for timber production, recreation opportunities 
and protection from fire, insects and disease requires an increase in road 
mileage for access. This necessitates that roads be built into some areas 
identified as road less, and that more roads be constructed into developed areas 
to reach timber which has not yet been accessed. The Forest Plan has many 
requirements, including road closures and minimum road standards"to mitigate 
adverse impacts. The Plan also outlines an active monitoring program tc ensure 
the protection of other resources. 



JUN -11st5 
RESPONSE TO THE FORSST PLAN 

~_-..:::~':J:~~\/ED J 
As outlined in Recreational Management Concern i/2 

on page S-2 of the proposed plan, there 1s a need for 

more coordinated planning for metropolitan area 

recreation. Initial input for the preparation of 

this plan should come from individuals and groups most 

affected by the management of the area. 

The following 1s a l1st of concerns for the 

Blue Mountain Recreation Area: 

1. Cows are grazed for too long on lower Blue Mountain, 

especially at the rifle range area at the bottom. 

Rotating the cows to different ranges would help. 

Overgrazing encourages the influx of noxious weeds. 

This Is very obvious along portions of Lower Blue 

Mountain Road. 

2. Motorcycle trails and surrounding area are fast becoming 

an over-used, unmanageable eyesore which contributes to 

6011 erosion and poorer water quality of Hayes Creek. 

Some of this is caused by technical advances in motor-

cycles. The trails that used to adequately teet the 

skills of most riders and cycles are now insufficient. 

Therefore, the riders have established their own hill 

climbs and trails to test their abilities. Some of the 

roads or trails allow the r1ders to obtain speeds that are 

dan~erous to the general public walking 1n the area. 

] . 

FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE 

M-N-378 

A The Blue Mountain Recreation Area has been impacted by cattle grazing. As a 
result, no cattle were grazed in 1985 and the management plan for this 
allotment is now under revision. One purpose of the new range plan will be to 
control livestock numbers so repeated overgrazing does not occur. While heavy 
grazing can cause an increase in noxious weeds, much of the problem comes from 
road construction. Heavy grazing and road construction provide a seedbed for 
noxious weeds. Once disturbed by overgrazing, noxious weeds can invade 
grasslands. 

B Both motorized and nonmotorized recreation are legitimate uses of the Forest, 
but the uses often conflict when they occur in the same vicinity. To avoid 
conflict, an attempt is made to separate users. When users ignore areas or 
trails designated for their use, illegal shooting goes on, off-road vehicle use 
occurs and the Forest has an enforcement problem. The Forest finds "sacrifice 
areas" and illegal shooting unacceptable. However, decreased budgets have 
limited maintenance and enforcement actiVities. Therefore, the Forest is 
working with a local motorcycle club which is promoting self-policing and 
performing some maintenance work. 



Another part of the problem 1s the almost total 

lack of trail maintainance, signing and law enforcement. 

It should ~ be the Forest Service's responsibility 

to prov1de a sacrifice area for motorcycles, especially 

1n an area set aside for concentrated pUblic use, so 

close to Missoula. Ten years ago, when motorcycle trails 

were laid out in this area, the level of use in the area 

was much less than its ~resent use. It was also the 

era of YACC and YCC employees who spent a lot of time 

on tra1l malntainance. But that time has passed, and 

because of cute in funding, I cannot foresee the manage

ment of this activity improv1ng. The present direction 

is certainly not consistent with the management goals 

in the proposed fcrest plan. 

3. The present management plan prohibits shooting within 

one mile of the private land and main concent~ateJ 

uae area of Blue Mountain. While I wholeheartedly 

agree with this, very little is done to insure that this 

is enforced. Proper sign1ng and increased enforcement 

would make the public more aware of the regulations. 

4. r am opposed to the Army's use, or rather misuse. of 

the lower Blue Mountain area. It 1s inconceivable that 

the Army's increased plans could poss1bly fit in to 

any recreational use of Blue Mountain. The Hayes 

Creek Ho~eowner9' Association's letter addressee my 

baSic concerns and should be referred to for any other 

comments on this issue. 

FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE CONTINUED 

C The Blue Mountain Recreation Area is intended to provide diverse recreational 
opportunities. Since the motorcycle trail complex is the only one of its kind 
in the area, the Forest plans to continue its use and to encourage proper use. 
A recreation plan is needed for Blue Mountain. If budgets allow, a plan will 
be prepared and become an amendment to the Forest Plan. 

D Proper signing is provided in the area; however, there is a high rate of 
vandalism making it difficult to keep signs in place. Forest personnel patrol 
the area, but the Forest does not have the number of people available which 
would be required to patrol all of the time, therefore a cooperative agreement 
exists with the Missoula County Sheriff to provide additional patrol time in 
the area. 

E The Forest is currently cooperating with the United States Army on the 
management of the lower Blue Mountain area. A 1952 Executive Order allows the 
Forest Service to manage the area for surface uses while providing the Army 
full use of the area for training exercises. We will continue to work with the 
Army to manage the Blue Mountain area for recreational purposes. 



M-fl/-3'1$ 
(.3 1 3 ) 

The£e ccncerns are not an overrcact1on because I 

live near tne Blt:e Mountain Recreation Area, but I'ather 

because of a greater awareness of growing problems that 

will affecc the unique qua11t1es of the area. 

Thank you for t.he opportunity to comment on t.he 

fcres't plan. 

Sincerely, 

Peter B. Odegard 

7385 Beryl Lane 

Missoula, MT 59801 



w/!/-J1/- BFO 
FOREST SERV~CE f:SSPOr,SE 

I1H-Ii-380 

A Heeting public l'e::;OUI'ce demand" for timber pr'oduction, l'ecn,aLlOn oPPol'tumL:en 
and protect.ion f:'om f ~~'e t :.n.:.ect.3 anci diSE'3!.:.e reqtJire!: an ~ncre3se : ~ road 
m'lealje for acceS3. This necessitat.e;::; that r-()ad~ be buL t i.f:t.c· SOffit? (J~'ea.!:. 
identiLe<i as road:e~~, and that mort! roads be con,;t;"ucted ~n~o devL oped areas 
to r'eacl1 t.imbe!~ WhlC!1 na.=. not yet been acce~=)ec.!. The rGr'esL P lGin ha!. r.lar.y 
requ~ :~e!Jlent.::.: t inc.J.ud _n~ I~oad c.tGsure.::. and ttL n::'murr. road .::t.anda!"d.s f tG fl, -:. ti~(:: t.e 
ad ve 1'.':3(:' Impacts. The P ... an a2.50 aut~:nes ml uct_V(: rr~()n=~o:"_nb P!'O;l a;'" .. ~o en5U!~e 
the pl'oLec'Li.on of otr.'2t :·e!:)ou:·ce~. 

B A.Lt.hnugh the Fo!'c~t ?':"a:1 pre~c~~be,::- an .... n(:!'t;-t:j~:e .:a: l:; ... €:!.', of ~'Oad b: . .L_:~J r.:::'_e~> 
of !'oad oj)en to tl~aff ~C \:.:';'1 cnan,e;e very _ .. t.t_t:' [:-01.: the ::!utJ'ent 3:' ~J;:-:',i0n. 

C The Lo~o Forest he: :f,own in Forestwide St2!'1oa,'ds llo. 14 tllrouSh 20 what step," 
wLl be tai:en to protect the water qua~lty. They exp~ain the i',elfis chat w:'ll 
be mon,:, tored and hOH de.::;radation wi;;'; be determined. These standan;~ are 
fairly str:'nt;ent and wiil continue the ir:lplementation of Better ~iana~enent 
Pl'actlces on the Fore~t. Secause of the continued imp~ement.ation of these 
pl'actices, a lcng-~err:; pos~ ti ve effect ir. those ar'eas \.Jl tn sensl Live ~)o;!,l.s \<"; .L_ 

bt: no.:.ed. The Fo:"t.'s:-" \.J:._~ a~~;c ~!:Jt'~; wi~h privnt..e =-and0\>mel'~; to pl·o:..ect 
v;at(~I'.:.heds by fO ... 10\·linc: .rore:.;t\v:'de Stand~t>d rJo. 14. 

D 1'~oinL.enance of 0 .. 0 I;rm,n.h ~itand!i and hab:. tat. fot' O.i.C b:·Oh~r. dependen~, ~jpecies 

i~ pl~ovided in roadiess and w~J..derne:::s area!: and :·.n o.:.d Growth allocat.ion, NA 
21. In the :ssuc ana~y"j", phane of p~anninr;, it was dete,"mined tbat the public 
had btr'ong fee:i.inBs ;:J:,:;ut maintaining viable popl..ll.a~ions cf al2. spec:e!": of 
wild:ife inc:uding old growth aependent w:~dlife. Fe,; ~ndividuals, t10weve:', 
expressed an interest in maintaininb exi~:inf, ievel~ of o.J.d growt.h de;:;,endent. 
spe8:'es. The cost of ma:,ntaining e~istinb leve"s of o"d grOl,til wcu.c have 
involved reductions in big game populations, timber hal'vest-I'elated jobs, and 
dispel'sed recreation. Viable populatlon", on tlle otner hand, can' be rr.ainta:ned 
with a minimal impact on other resou,'ce outputs. For this rea;;on, a,: 
altel'natlVes have provi~:iol1s for ma:ntaininll viable popu_aLon:', of c.d [,rOl,th 
dependent Hildlife. 

E On the Swan Front anti : ioutur'e aJ"eas, re~cl1'''lCndatiom: Co: ,:".de~'n"!',~ a,oe fo:' 
3,690 and 65,560 acre:: :"e~pectivelY for tile Lc.:.o Fore,;t. 

Tne t,ia.·sha ...... Peak rOac.J.eD: area \-Jil.J have 2.776 aCI'es al ... ocated for -=r ~zzly 
bear haui ':at and 587 aCj'e.J for road;'e.:;~ manage:nent. 

The Draft. EIS reviewed 776,190 acres of rondless land, Tne Forest Plan 
!"'ecommends 223,600 roadless aCl'es for wHdc:-ness. They are Quig2" G"eat 
Burn/Hoodoo (which inc, udes the Irish Basin/Cache Creek aJ"ea) and addi tlons to 
the Selway/Bitterroot. i'121dernes5 and the Scapegoat \,:i~derne::l~. In addition, 
180,700 acres continue under roadless manaGement.. 



FOREST SERV~CE I!ESP();ISE COI.'TTIil1ED 

The F~na. EIS does no~ recommend w~ldern":.;,, de::,ibnat:on for the Cube 
Iron-,SL.cox area; 9,464 i!cre~ are dedgnated for t;t':'zziy bear habitat and 
111.136 acre::; for roao:e::;s management. ~\ost. of the ar'ea (about 36,000 acres) 
wi:": rerna:n r()ad:"e.:.;~ w::.hin ti:e next 10 y<::ars. 

F The inabiJ :ty of tr.e Fer'est to sel.:. :.a2.es 1n recent- year'~ is con~;ider'ed to be a 
re,;ulc of recession 1n ~he na1.ion01 economy r,,~i1er than an indication of 
:ong-:.",,·w market demand. As ",arket cond It:;)n!\ improve and tCmber rese/"ves on 
private lands :>ecome de;;~eLed. ~1t€ vOlume of offer'ec timber" sold and harve;::tcd 
0:1 the F01~est w~~.:- incn~'-l.se. 



RESPONSE FORM 
Revised Draft Environmental 

Impact Statement (RDEIS) 

Proposed Lola Forest Plan 
February 15, 1985 

Organizational Affiliation __ 

any) 

This response form is provided for your convenience in commenting on 
the Revised Draft Environmental Impact Statement and changes in the 
Proposed Lola National Forest Plan. Please return your comments on 
this form or your personal letter to Orville L. Daniels, Forest Super
visor, Lo10 National Forest, Bldg. 24, Fort Missoula, Missoula, Mont
ana/S9ROI. In order to use the infor~ation most effectively in the 
process, we would appreciate receiving ts b~une 1,1985. 
- - - - - - - - - • • - - - - - - - - Si:JI!VlCe 
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FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE 

WM-II-388 

Of the rernainin~ 776,200 roadless acres on the forest, 371,900 could be 
developed under the Forest Plan. Wilderness recarBendations and other land 
allocations SI'e based on analysis of public resource derr.ands, ecologlcal values 
and the capability of the land to provide goods aod services. 

AlthOUgh wilderness travel is often difficult and not practical for most 
disabled or elderly people, the Forest wol'ks to accOlMlOdate their needs in , 
other areas outside of wadel'ness. Forestwide Stand,lI'ds lIos. 6 and 7 emphas12e 
providing recreation activities and sites to a Wide segment of society, 
including the handicapped aod elderly. 



o ,<"",\\e. \Ju..V\\~\"::, - ~..-e':.\- S"", ... "",.,c'(" 

\.."\0 ~ ..... -\\""""-\ ~¢'<",,-s. ~ 

~.,;.\~""'~ ~4- I f<! ..... "t M .... ~c':~ 

Jv\'':>'''O~~'''', A-,\\ S'lS'C i 

. ..-".: 

fJ1-;1/~ .39:Z 
(I ct f,) 

1~33 S. \~'"\h W. 

M,·::r .. c.J.", I jv\1 '5'180' 

~",e. \-..'\ I \"ll>'S 

I.. .s.",~~(..(':\" ~<e.,<,,,, ... ~,,,,, ..... \S \:' ... c.<,,~e... c.~ .\~'<> w..o...V\o...~"''M.''''''~ 

"\,;.:"\"'i.c\\.~ I o\~ ~",.':i\\'\. \\00.\-<>.\ ""'''':''''\'''''''''''''(<L, " .... "'-..... \'lv.."'\~\':J 
o\::'\«<...\\ve;:./ ~~c.\e<..-\\\:)", os::.: o.<t-v.. ... \,(... '<"e.~ ............ ~t:.!> o..."'~ ,<·,~ ..... ,<,\."-",~,,,,,eSJ 

'("'I..\ .... \\ .... ~\~. \cw \e,,~\ ost-'\;'Oc..~ c.c:""'!,.-\~ ..... <...~"o\(\) W.\~ ............ e\.~ 0.."'<:.\ 
'("o"'~\ess. a..\\o(.u"-\,;;t:,,,,:;. j o..",~ """",,,, ~e.c.'<"e<..-\~",c,\ o~"'~V\~*\<e.::. :,'\-

\>.>,\\ ~'("c,,;6.1?. IAO-.J "''''&. ',,,, ~~~~'('e.. . ~\-\"''<'I\..A,,,~ \S o..\<;.'" ~'(M~~~S 

0... ~CC~ \,~\ .... "' ... ~ cs;. ~\",,\'e ..... 'r-... ""'e. ... "T c:...",~ 0-\""''<" 'mo..."("'¥:.e.:1r;; ~O ...... ,(,(Q.<;;" 

.~ "",o.:''>n~\'"'' e.'«\.~\~~"",~V\"\ ",,$Io.II\.~.\t-.<-.s.. -\"'~ s.",_~ E!(oM'N'I.\<'" ·,·e.:\-.. "", 

.oJ,..--\\... .... ~'<'l~C~I!.&. o..c..~"V\ (o..\\t .......... \-.>le..t» ...:t... '-'o.'<'~e...~<>'-'-\o .<I..~~\>\. 
. O"\~~ ... \.\l~ ~ c....,. ~e... ~'nl...~ ... <-'<'a~ o..\\e ... '<w\\\"~ .....;~'" ~e.. 

~ ~O'-l""''J c..~""""'ue.~ '\'V\ \ o.",-~ . o.\\\lC,,:\.,()"'S. 

W·.\~ .. ,<,,,,e .. s. ... ~~c.",,,,,, ..... q.,,,~ .... ~ 

\) ~e.(.c_'W\e",~ S"~>:I"'~ M""" (OI'iiC~) """'~ La\" c.'<'u .. '" (0\8'0'S) 

.. ~ ... L,)',\~'\!. ...... <!!») <:....\. ... "'::;<1.. 'M"''''''''b~''''~'''''\- ~w..~"'-....... \ .... ~~ t=: "'" ¥-. 
~) e-Te,,-~ '3~........ l \-\Q"~"c:. O\~c \) W ·,\~<! ......... s.::. '\"e..c.e_"",e."'~~"'b'<\ s\,., ... \~ 

\.~ "11.~"""'~"'~ ~ ',,,,,.).\>,,~<I.. .y ........ "' ... ...,.. ~\c..'" ""~ CA.\\ o~ ~"- :t ..... ~'" 
13 ... .,,"'0-"> ~'n:l~ .... e.6. \, ,,:)-:\\""'- M .. ",':...;c~",,- \' .. h\b,.\Il."'\.s. (oe... "\ iO"'c\\..e. 

£(..\"h~.M.~ 'C'C"'~, 7731+ f s.\." .... \~ '0,,- c.\Q'>e~ .... ,,~ o\'\',~ ..... \-e~ 
~t'C-. ·,lei. '~\>,,"' ... "'\>"'\'" '>.ec.. \\0\1\. '1,T\';l t-..) , ~ ::l,<;W .-\0 ',-\~ . 

""'~~ ... ~ e.V\..\... 

A 

c 

FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE 

M-N-392 

A Alternative d was selected as the preferred alternative for the Forest. This 
selection is based upon an analysis of public resource demands and the 
capability of the land to provide goods and services. Alternative d provides 
for the enhancement of resource values on wilderness and roadless lands as well 
as on lands that will be developed. Lands determined to be suitable for timber 
will also be managed to meet other resource goals. 

The Draft EIS reviewed 776,'90 acres of roadless land. The Forest Plan 
recommends 223,600 roadless acres for wilderness. They are Quigg, Great 
Burn/Hoodoo <which includes the Irish Basin/Cache Creek area) and additicns to 
the Selway/Bitterroot Wilderness and the Scapegoat Wilderness. In addition, 
180,700 acres continue under roadless management. 

S In the Stony Mountain area, 30,900 acres will be managed in a roadless 
condition during the Plan period. In the nearby Quigg roadless area, 60,830 
acres have been recommended for wilderness • 

c 

The Final EIS recommends a portion of Lolo Creek for wilderness designation. 
This is a change from the draft statement. 

The Packers Gulch area is allooated to Management Areas (MA's) 18 and 19, which 
em\ilasize big game winter range. MA 19, including the lower end of the gulch, 
1s considered unsuitable for timber production. Past timber harvests and roads 
have diminished the wilderness character of the area. 

In response to public comments, the Irish Basin-lower Cache Creek area is 
recommended for Wilderness. 

According to the current Lolo Travel Plan, the uppermost end of Schley Mountain 
Road #7734, 1n Section 19, is closed year-round to automobiles and motorcycles 
and from Oct. 15 to Nov. 30 to snO\4DObiles. The road was constructed to 
provide access for mineral exploration, and the mining claim is still valid. 
lbe environmental costs of obliterating and closing the road, with the 
potential of having to re-open it for mining purposes, would be high • 



3.) ~~,,~"'t \" "- Mv.J c... \::.t "''''~''-~; e'" ~o" s,,--,,-,,,- \="""",,,,"'t (C \ \.\.'il'S) 

.,0.'11.',\",,,, ~ '6e..'<::. )--\<., ..... "''''-..1\ W.\o. ... """,,,,,-'£.. """,,,,\- ,';, a.>. '<eL~'M", ...... ,,~e~ 

,,,,- i\ \\e~"",, "- ~ ,,\v..:o. <,,\\ ~\o..<-<:",-\- ~ ,-,-",c\. ;;:. """-'''''0'''''''.A- ,,,,,-e.<..!i 

-.\""""'" )v\C'("..-e\ L,,"'-.... 'M .... -\\" ...... "',,&. Lv ,\\",", "\",,,,- \"",-",\c,~e~ ~(,~\'1:'S 0 

J.\.) M,"",~'N!... CH"-\~ (0 \\l, b'S) c0.'c:,\",,,, -\-0 "Be..'o }v'''-'<'S.\...<-.\\, 0.£. ''''_ 

1\\\, \3,.~ ~\'-'.." C'~\U.L"v..-I.; ~,,(~\e~!" \o.w1.<::. ~C""':::-, lv\c",\........-.:.. C'«:~k 

c..n~ O\lI!. ...... ..Im N\c ........ \ M'N.. o.\\"L'\c.~ ~ IM<-"''-~'.'''''''v\\- """'~"c. .. \:s 

~ J c..'v-. ... "''0>''- -\--0 \-\. 

S) IN ',\ c\. ... "'V\e""" ~"",,\h '0.::.. '<<'<':'0""''''''''''6,,,,0,. ~C ~ C ... \:.<:.. :t""", )S~\(~ ... 
,<~"c\.\€5.'" 0.. .... ",_ (0 \7'64-) "" :\\-.. 'oc __ ",~c.."e::. C',";,. ~,""~c",,,-6. 'o~ 

~e. ,A-\wc..., 

\) T ..... ~"'''--~~'''''':~ C,,"-'" "oc..,..",l,,-~ lO\7%) s.\'.",\~ \"L\U.~e. 
0..\\ os;;, \3,"-:::' S\,...\e. C'("' c..",~ B'-L\r-."0"'- C ..... j'" ~'('t..'''''Ge.S. "'\ 
o..&,~\\'()",.\t, i\\"", '6 .Iv\e. 'i'" ~\., ... ,~,<>,,,. 

]-

F 

J.) C"""-'<"c-,,:) t'''. (0\7'1\)) f'- 0-\\,,<. .... \.0.'" '::."',,"'''~ \'e.. e.x..\,,<_,,~,,~ iP ___ G 

\"''-\''''~.... ,::--.'.. oS; ~.: .. ,~ C'<"",\,<, wA\""" ',,,,,, ... ,~,,e.~ ~-c\\«"s. 0.",-,,-, 

~;) S\e"-,,, ,M-\-", (C\7'i't) I c.\.,~,,- c,"~ c'o\,~",-\... ~""""'\;ve.. ,0c.0-

('";)<'1;)) \'"~~,,J ~"'\'" \'>¥;:, I \,,~\-<~ .. c,'<€.v... \"" x::- "\\"L'-~'I:>", 

1..\) W< ..... ~ \:::~<!.. (1\.\')')0), c.\c;e. ,-,,,,2-- ()\,\,~ ....... \~ f":'''';\'w","- Y'Oc..~ 

(i6\7()) u~ 'd<>.e'(" C",,-,,'II:. \'«'C:l~"'~ \"''''''-\.''''W\ ",,,-,-,,,,,-,,'<'. :>.:>. I ,,,,~\~e.. 
0.."""",- ',,,, \= «\\c<.,A\~",. 

c.\\,,<. ... ~L -\t, """'V'\~'::j"""''-'''-',;: e""'~\,....,,\~ t=. 

H 

J 

6) ~--"'~"-\\"- C"'. (O/lW:?, \ I "''''\W1E!- b~ ... ,1,. ... \\-e.. '''''~ l"i'''e. C'(e..,v... K 

~'n~c\'"\~e;, s"o"-\~ '0,,-- o..\\~L __ \...\ -\-0 ~. 

7) p", ~':l M~ c.. )<.\-;)c::J ) "' ... ~ \)c,,\' c- ()<. \ 'is \\l, J I ~T·, ....... L\\\je 'roc...~ L 

FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE CONTINUED 

o On the Swan Front and Monture areas, recanmendations for wilderness are for 
3,690 and 65,560 acres, respectively, for the Lolo Forest. 

E The Final EIS does not recanmend wilderness designation for the Cube 
Iron-Silcox area; 9,464 acres are designated for grizzly bear habitat and 
14,136 acres for roadless management. Most of the area (about 36,000 acres) 
will remain roadless within the next ten years. 

Status in alternative d, the preferred alternative, of the other areas 
mentioned: 

F Teepee-Spring Creek - There will be no change in boundaries. Approximately 
9,700 acres will be managed under Management Emphasis C (wildlife - other). 
Most of the remaining area will be managed for timber/range and 
miscellaneous emphases. 

G Cherry Peak - The major Management Emphasis will be F (roadless), involving 
20,173 acres. About 11,000 acres will be managed for timber/range. 

H Sheep Mountain - No. 2092 was closed as a road several years ago and has 
since been used as a trail. The road to Mink Peak, 67829, is open during 
the st.mner, with an Oct. 15 to June 15 closure. Management Emphasis F 
(roadless) is recexmnended for 20,880 acres, which is about one-half of this 
area. 

Ward Eagle - Road '16170 is closed year round. Its maintenance is required 
for resource management. Approximately two-thirds of the area (5,731 of 
8,570 acres) will be managed as roadless under Alternative d. 

J Marshall Peak -The Marshall Peak road less area will have 2,776 acres 
allocated for grizzly bear habitat and 587 acres for roadless management. 
All of the area will remain roadless in the first decade. 

K Burdette Creek - All but 1,049 acres of this 16,360-acre area will be 
managed for the grizzly bear and other wildlife. Under this management 
direction, fire would be the primary tool for management. 

L Petty and Deep Creek - The decision to keep primitive road #1706 open was 
made via the public involvement process of the Travel Plan, as it provides 
recreational access along the ridge route tying in with Blue Mountain 
Recreation Area. Your letter has been forwarded to the district, and the 
comments will be considered in the next Travel Planning process. 
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FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE CONTINUED 

The management emphasis for' the Pat' 5 Knob-Cutoff and Siegel Creek areas is 
enhancement of wildlife, particularly big game w~nter ,range. The emphasis for 
the McGregor-Thompson area is management of timber and range. 

For existing mining claims, neither the 1872 Mining Law nor the Forest Service 
regulations allow imposition of a NSO (no surface occu!~ncy) requirement in 
develoJXll€nt plans. The Bremmer DeCision, 1980, (Mollntain States Legal 
FmJndation y. Watt) declared that the Forest Service may not arbitrarily issue 
blanket NSO stipulations'on mineral leases in roadless areas. FSM 2818.3 
states that the use of validity examination!, on unpatented mining claims is 
limited to the following thr'ee situations: 

1 • Patent applications filed by the claimant. 
2. Claims used for purposes not authorized by the mining laws. 
3. The land is needed for a Federal Program. 

Wholesale withdrawal of Federal lands from mineral entry and leasing runs 
counter to the intent of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) of 
1976. Section 204 of this legislation lists the administrative requirements 
and standards which must be n~t before a proposed withdrawal may be effected. 
The Lolo National Forest established a list of criteria against which proposed 
withdrawals are evaluated (Appendix H, Lolo Forest Plan). Individual sites or 
small areas which meet this test wiJl be recommended for withdrawal. Because 
an area is road less does not automatically qualify it for withdrawal. 

Firewood cutting in deSignated old growth areas is not considered a problem 
since these areas generally will not be accessible by roads. Lands assigned 
for old growth management are scheduled on a double rotation basis. Depending 
upon the site productivity, the rotation period is currently established at 170 
to 190 years. The primary function of old growth, however, is to produce an 
ecological condition, which is what we are predicating the management of these 
on, not necessarily any specific age parameter. 
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FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE CO~~lNUED 

P A good monitoring plan has been developed. Also monitoring needs are planned 
and implemented according to the level of developrr~nt actvities planned for a 
given year. The monitoring program provides for' data evaluation and feedback 
as outlined in Figure V.l, Declsion Flow Dlagram, in Chapter V, Section D of 
the Lolo National Forest Plan. 

Q The research needs to fully implement the Forest Plan are included in Chapter 
II, Section C. Several research projects wlth similar needs are being 
conducted within the Lolo Forest or on similar Forest lands around the Region. 
The Forest Service concur's that research should be aggressively pursued and, 
where information on the effects of forest management is lacking, a cautious 
approach is necessary. 

R Projects on the Forest, including roads, are designed to avoid potential 
impacts and high risk situations. Mitigation measures are incorporated into 
projects to reduce unavoidable impacts to acceptable levels. 

S The value of a recreation visitor day (RVD) for the different types of 
recreation, inclyding fishing, is based on willingness to pay (WTP) values. 
These values were determined through studies contracted by the Washington 
Office of the Forest Service for use in Forest Plans and RPA. An explanation 
of why the WTP values appear low and what lt represents is warranted. WTP 
values estimate what the recreationist would be willing to pay at the point of 
use. In the case of an angler vistor day, point of use is on the stream, ready 
to fish. Money spent elsewhere on fishing, such as for travel, lodging and 
fishing gear, is not included in the WTP values. 

The value of fishing to the local economy is calculated in a different 
analysis, called an impact analysis. Input-output coefficients are used to 
determine the impact of recreation activities on the local economy in terms of 
jobs and income. This analysis was also used in the preparation of the Forest 
Plan. 

T Timber values are based on actual market values for the time period 1976-81. 
The discount rate used in the Forest Plan is based on well documented research 
concerning the real rate of return on low-risk, long-term investments. 
Sale-by-sale economic analysis is called for as part of the implementation of 
the Forest Plan (see Forestwide Standard No. 11). Monitoring of economic 
assumptions, particularly price trends, is also an important part of 
implementation and significant deviation from assumptions would trigger the 
need for a change in the Plan. The inability of the Forest to sell sales in 
recent years is considered to be a result of recession in the national economy 
rather than an indication of lower timber values. However, timber values will 
be monitored in the future to make sure this assumption is correct. 
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FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE COtfflNUED 

U With road less areas that overlap onto mOl'e than one Forest, it can be confusing 
where different Forests' alternatives are merged to provide a picture of 
management for the entire roadless area. On the example of Maple Peak, the 
preferred alternative is in column 11, as indicated at the bottom of Table 2. 

v Wonderful Peak and Stevens Peak are not considered as one roadless area because 
the areas are separated by a road. 
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FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE CONrINUED 

The maximum wilderness benchmark, K, considered the entire roadless acreage for 
wilderness (776,190 acres). The reference to 624,460.acres was a typographical 
error. 

Figure 11-8 (FE1S Chapter II, Section B2b(6» shows zero acres of wilderness 
since the benchmark analysis did not include any area as wilderness to examine 
the total potential of the Forest. 

Y The Tables were clarified to read "(MM - 1978 dollars)". 

Z Although an alternative between f and g could be formulated, a judgement about 
some of the outputs and tradeoffs could be made by comparison with existing 
alternatives and benchmarks. 



COMPOSITE PUBLIC COMMENT 

WM-N-393-Mrs. Leonard Sargent M-N-40B-Jim Bonnicksen 

These two people expressed similar sentiments in that they would like to show 
support for wilderness protection on the following areas: 

Keep the Great Burn area whole and include the Cache Creek/Irish Basin in it. 

Cancel plans for logging Cube Iron-lit. Silcox and support instead the proposal 
to conserve a 40,000 acre wilderness there. 

Support the Quigg Peak recommendation and support wilderness for the Lolo side 
of Stony Mountain for wilderness. 

Drastically reduce the proposals for increased roading on the forest - these 
produce not only appalling costs for the taxpayers but have unacceptable 
impacts on wildlife, habitat, watershed quality, fisheries and wilderness 
recreational opportunities. 
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FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE 

WM-N-393 M-N-408 

Of the areas of concern that are on the Lola Forest: 

The Great Burn/Hoodoo is recommended for wilderness, including the Cache 
Creek-Irish Basin addition. 

The Final EIS does not recommend wilderness designation for the Cube 
Iron-Silcox area; 9,~64 acres are designated for grizzlY bear habitat and 
14,136 acres fot' roadless management. Most of the area (about 36,000 acres) 
will remain road less within the next 10 years. 

In the Quigg roadless area, 60,830 acres have been recommended for wilderness. 
In the Stony Mountain ar'ea, 30,900 acres will be ulanaged in a roadless 
condition during the Plan period. 

Meeting public resource demands for timber production, recreation opportunities 
and protection from fire, insects and disease requires an increase in road 
mileage for access. This necessitates that roads be built into some areas 
identified as roadless, and that more roads be constructed into developed areas 
to reach timber which has not yet been accessed. The Forest Plan has many 
requirements, including road closures and minimum road standards, to mitigate 
adverse impacts. The Plan also outlines an active monitoring progran to ensure 
the protection of other resources. 

Road costs may appear to be excessive compared to timber sale revenues from the 
first sale in an unroaded area. However, roads built for the first sale will 
be used to access several future sales as well. An accurate appraisal of road 
costs requires the consideration of revenues from all timber sales. The Forest 
will road only those areas where discounted revenues from all sales cover 
discounted costs, unless net public benefits, such as improved wildlife forage 
or community stability, justify a timber loss. 

The Forest has shown in Forestwide Standard Nos. 14 through 28 what steps will 
be taken to protect the water quality of the Lola. They explain the items that 
will be monitored and how degradation will be determined. These standards are 
stringent and will oontinue the implementation of Better Management Practices 
on the Forest. Because of the continued implementation of these practices, a 
long-term positive effect in those areas with sensitive soils will be noted. 
The Forest will also work with private landowners to protect watersheds by 
following Forestwide Standard No. 11l. 
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the Rev~sed Draft Environmental Impact Statement and changes in ~he 
P:;oposed Lolo National Forest Plan. Please return your comments on 
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A 

FORES! SERVIC~ RESPONSE 

M-N-39li 

A Changing Alternative f to provide fOl' more burning on big \<linter ranges 
would increase big game populations. However, the has tlot been 
revised because the current mix of roadles!; and wi~derness allocati()n5 ~n 
Alternati ve f was designed to fulfill a public need for roadless t'ecre'atfon. 
While prescribed burning for winter range enhancement does not. require roads, 
as descI'jbed in Management Area (MA) 19, this activity was considered 
unacceptable by the public who wanted the roadless recreation. Road] eS3 
management does not preclude prescdbed hurr.::'ne to meet other resource needs; 
but, since the allocation was designed to provide r€!l1ote types of recreation 
without the intervention of humans, no funds were prvg,ranulled for this 
activity. 

B FOrest management requires road access for timber harvest, recreation and 
protection from fire, insects and disease. forest roads and their construction 
can have impacts on soil, water and Wildlife resources, but measures have been 
developed to provide protection of these resources during and after road system 
development. Specific descriptions of these measures can be found in the Lolo 
National Forest Plan, fOrestwlde Standard Nos. 16, 1I9, 50 and 52. 

C The Lol0 Plan recOllllllends 223,600 acr'es of wilderness compared to the 130,000 
acres now existing. In addition, there would be more than 171,000 acres 
managed as roadless and about 24,000 acres as grizzly bear habitat. The Lolo 
believes these allocations provide adequate protection for the high wilderness 
and roadless values on the forest. 
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FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE 

NY-N-396 

The management emphasis for Stevens Peak (011~2) is road less recreation and 
minimum level management. The Idaho Panhandle National Forest is the lead 
Forest for this roadless area. 

In the Petty Mountain area (x1202), nearly 13,000 acres will be mlinaEed as 
roadless . 

Wilderness is recOIffilended for 81,900 acres of the Hoodoo area (01301) on the 
Lolo. 

Meadow Creek-Upper North Fork (01302) wll1 be managed as road less area. 

The primary management emphasis for the Lolo portion of the 
Bear-Marshall-$capegoat-Swan (01Q85) is wilderness. 

The Lalo Forest's portion of the cataraot (01665) will be managed primarily as 
roadless through the Plan period. 

The Marshall Peak roadless area will have 2,776 acres allocated for grizzly 
bear habitat and 587 acres for roadIes! management. 

The Final E!S does not recommend wilderness deSignation for the Cube 
Iron-8ilcox area (Ol78Q); 9,Q6~ acres are designated for grizzly bear habitat 
and 1Q,136 acres for roadless management. Most of the area (about 36,000 
aores) will. remain road less within the next 10 years. 

Teepee-$pring Creek (01786) will not be recommended for either wilderness or 
roadless management because of its history of mining activity, indefinite 
boundaries and moderate value for recreation or wilderness. 

In the Sheep Mountain area (01799), 20,888 acres are allocated for road less 
management and 10,509 acres for timber and range. 
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.~ .. 
Orville L. Daniel~ 
Forest Supervisor 
Lolo National Forest 
Euilding 24 Fort Missoula 
MissQula, MT 59801 

Dear Mr. Daniels: 

224 E. Spruce 
Missoula, liT 59802 
June 4, 1985 

Consider these as formal comments to your forest 
plan. I am distressed by your intended management direc
tion for Burdette Creek. This RARE II area, number 01803 
contains some of the finest elk winter habitat on the 
forest. It also contains a stunning stand of old growth 
larch and pine along the valley floor. 

It was with extreme dismay that I noticed that you 
do not intend to munage this ureu for its roadless quali
ties. I read designation C, "Other Wildlife" as nothing 
more than a sham to allow timber harvesting. If you are 
concerned with managing this area for wildlife (and you 
should be), then simply leave it alone. What the elk 
need is secure habitat, not "improvements" through timber 
harvesting. 

I urge you to remove this land from the forest's 
timber base and manage it as roadless. Any logging in 
this area will be hotly contested by the many concerned 
hunters who relish this area. 

A 

for any E.A. pertaining to this roadless area. Thank B 
I also request that you put me on your mailing list ] 

you for your concern in these matters. 

Very tr~J{ yours, 

\,fi1 fCf_ 
J:)Ck Tuholske 

A 

B 

FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE 

H-N-403 

Host of the Burdette Creek area is allocated to Management Area 19, which has 
the goals of optimizing deer, elk and sheep winter r'ange and providing 
opportunities for dispel'sed recreation. The Fcrest's intent is to manage the 
area for wildlife without timber harvest or road construction. Fil'e is to be 
used as a management tool. This land :s not included in the Fcrest timber 
base, e~cept for' a small "rea in Lupine Creek where timber harvest will be 
allowed to benefit wildlife. 

A copy of your letter has been sent to the Ninemile Distr'ict so you will be 
included on their mailing list for any environmental assesmnent pertaining to 
th:s roadless area. 
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FOREST SERV2 CE r:r:Sl'otISE 

!JY-N-409 

The Lo,;o Fina" EIS recogrllzes the importance of the l'ear-Marshall 
A Scapego~t-Swan roadle~s area as a w:lderness and it~ contribution to the 

ex~sti~g wL,demes!; complex :n terms of w~"aljf". Of the 120,900 acres on the 
Lo.o, 09,2:'0 vet'es are recanmended for wi_demes:" 
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FOREST SERVIce RESPOI;SE COi!;,lMJ£D 

The Fot'est Service ai;r'ees that in mo" ," and operatlng seasons have been il!i~ • ~ recent t,m~s, sllviculturEl. Pl'Bctlces 
Management area 20 shown on th .;;>BC ed by [;r:zz.y bear' manl'lrrl!l:nell'r« 
hel • e rorest P~an r'ap are th d" p recover the grizzly bear whil ,_, ' '" e eS~bnated to 

B harvest to enhance bear habitat ~~_p~Wlngtll!iber harvest Ot' uSln;; tImber 
the land 1s managed in the futu~e e ~an Wl"~ prov;de more cenainty on how 
all threatened and endangered s " ~orel)tw;de Standard tiD. 24 GI6nd"t.es that 
recovery to a nonthre8tened sta~le"T~c~~.l1b on ;;be Lolo be "'~naced for 
practice.!. ill esselltiai habi tat mu;~ b e ,,~~a~c! state:; that manager..ent 
speo:es. e cor,lpl'l_.o.e loll th the habitat need" of the 
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This response form is provided for your convenience in comment in on 
the Revised Draft Environmental Impact Statement and changes in fhe 
Pf~posed Lolo National Forest Plan. Please return your comments on 
t!lS form or yo~r personal letter to Orville L. Daniels, Forest Su er
vIsor, Lola NatIonal Forest, Bldg. 24, Fort Missoula Missoula Mo~t
ana/59801. In order to ~se the i~formation most eff~ctivelY i~ the 
process, we woul~ ~p~r:c:a:e_recelving your comments by June 1, 1985. 

After tearing up several drafts of very pointed comments about 
the Revised Draft EIS I would like to make the follawinggeneral 
comments ; 

I find it i18Cd Lo believe that the planners would not have 
nuce more substantial changes in the preferred alternative following public 
comments you have recelved. It seems to me that any final plan needs to be 
~ore.sensativ: to the local economy, more comm~ed to maintaining water 
quallty and Yleld, more commited to flexible timber need projections and 
3. c!-:3f'ginci emphasis of demanus on the forest. 

would strongly suggest that the Lola Forest staff become involved in the 
recreational value study which will be conducted bv Fish, wildlife and Parks 
wit~ approval of the '85 legislature. While the $21 value per day may fit 
some national mean it can not be accepted for western Montana. Notonly is 
thE dollar value low but there is no consideration of the changing economy 
in western Montana. Recent work by state and local entities to draw new 
business to the area has pointed out that tourism and recreation are t.he 
fastest growing segments of business. They are assuming a greater percentage 
of the economic base in our area. (:-'IT Dept. of Commerce) 

Recent press from the timber industry emphasizes that demand is unlikely to 
rench the peak that occured just prior to the beginning of this planning 
p~ocess and that when it picks up again, mechanization in the industry will 
lIkely replace any potential for new jobs. It seems to me thatwe can not 
afford to weight the final pJan as heavily in favor or timber production as 
it is - Or a plan to shift emphasis in response to demand needs to be an 
c::p!icit part of the alternative. 

I sti II think that the final plan should show stable or decreased road miles 
on t;I!: forest. I doubt that you will ever be able to sol ve the def ic it cost 
factor of roads but I think they should only be built for timber cUltlng 
operatlOns efter the sale is made, should he reclaimed before roads are built 
in adjacent drainages. I think that recreaUonal access is only necessary to 
a dralnll£e and all' local roads should be closed or never developed_ Any 
new roads should have as a fi rs~ cOnsider'ation non-liegredation of streams. 

J support the Governor's reu,mmenda' ions for K08dless Area allocations. Without 
a greater commitment bv the Lolo Forest to road less area~ [ would then support 
incre<..lsed requests for' wilderness debign~lllon. 

B 

A 

B 

c 

o 

E 

F 

P.-~-410 

Sever·a .... chan&;e!J have been made ~n the Fore~'': P _on 5ince _twas f:r:;t \ol!'~ tten 
due tc public cornment~ end rev;ew within the agency. PUbl:C comment: conta:n 
varyin6 and sometimes opposing Vlews on what const: tt;tes .5 ba..:.anced F0.'·e~t 
Plan. These view~point.5 are u2.1 con~ldE::'ed ~n the effort to best rr,dlJ2(~e tfl€ 

Forest. Tne Pi.an GO!,;Jr:llts the FOl'est to r.!a:nt"in~n; i-:ater qual::.ty, 5f:!l.:.:..t:"v",,;:y 
t.o the ':;'oca...:. economy and f..:..ex_bii~ty in offer~ne t:'mber !:;a...l.es, as ::;u~',[e!.)t,ed. 

The va_ue~ per reCJ'eut~on v:is~to:" day (F:VJ) for d~ffe!'e:-:t. type0 of recreat:on 
al~e ba::,ed on \>lill:nbne.s~. to pay (HTP) va_ue:~ cieterr;,:neo ti-H'(lugh stud:'e:-; 
contrac~ed by the Ha'!;,hinct.on orn ce of the Fer-est Se:~\' ~ce for use in Fer-est 
Plan~ and ohe RPA pl-ogram, as r-equired by the FOI'est and Rangelanc Renewab:'e 
Resource Planning Act. Vlhile the values may appear low in compari son to 
timber, the va:'ues estimate what the recreationist would be willing to pay for 
the particular type of experience. Expenditures for travel, eqUipment, tirr&, 
lodglng and so forth to get to the point of use are not included in the WTP 
values, bu';; al'e a part of the impact analYsis, Le., the impact of recre~tion 
activities on the local economy in terms of jobs and income. The \-''TP values 
ar-e used in the economic efLciency analysis. 

Hi.stor'y :s variab~e :'n terms of t.imber vo2.ume!.; offered and so:'d. :;:r, the p.c5t 
flve yearz, the VCJ.ume so_d nas avel'agea uDOUt. 60 m"i"M::on boardfe~t (f.;~.BF~. 
Over an extended un,e per,od, volumes up to 160 t-1HBF have been .so~d. It:5 
evident that during peak value times, any Sale w~ll se!l, whi"e during low _ 
yimber va:ue periods, only the best sa"es will sell. If over an extended tlme 
period, the timber market l'esul1:s in low voluf,1e being; so':'d from the Lelo, a 
revision in the Plan may be considered. 

Forestwlde Standal'd fio. 11 requir-es an economic analysis of all timber sales 
larg;er than 1 ~U1BF and a"l transportation systems for unroaded areas. 11le 
Forest w.ll road only tbose areas where this analysis shows that discounted 
j'evenues from all pl anned timber sales in an area covel' discounted cost" unless 
net public benefits justify a ;:'imber loss. Example,' of net public beneL ts are 
improved wildlife forage and community st.abLity. 

Mile:; of open mad WooL chan,;e very litt.:e on the FOl'est., a~thouGh ~h",-e w:.l 
be ar. increase In ml~e.:, of r"oad buL.t. Road!: bui_l for timber' accez_' \"'J~.i be 
neede6 inte:T.,jt;:'ent,y fO!- future t:mber' manaLement. Ground distul'bnncE' "ould 
incr'ease "ubc_tantia_~"y j f ·vhe~e roads had to be rec~a~med after each use. 
FOI'ec,twide St.andard Nc. 50 er.lphasizes minimizing ~oj, movement to prevent 
strearr, debradation. 

The Dl'aft EIS revie"ed 7'(6,190 acres of road.es:' _and. The Fo~e~t P.'.an 
r-ecommends 223,600 I'oadi ess acres for w: ld,,:'ness. They are Quigf" GI'eat 
Burn/iioodoo, and Wilderness add; Clons to the Selway/5i Uerroot Wl.derne;;", and 
Scaper,oat Wilderness. In addltlon, 180,700 acre:; are deSl[;nated for l'oad.ess 
manacement. 



March 23, 1985 

Orville Daniels, Supervisor 
Lolo National Forest 
Building 24, Ft. Missoula 
Missoula, M1' 59801 

Dear Sir: 

APR 17 Bti 

RECEIVED· 

I have just reviewed the proposed changes to the Forest Plan, called 
attachments A, B, and C. I have again read the 1983 proposed draft wall to 
wall, and offer you the following ccntlE!1ts for your consideration in the 
final plan. 

Your management direction statements in MA 20 appear to be admirable, but J 
ranain weasel worded to the point that every forester appears to justify 
chasing every board and every engineer justifies construction and re-constr- A 
uction beyond reascn. In my view, you cannot optimize the t:imber growing 
potential and optimize grizzly habitat conditions for recovery in the same 
managanent direction. Maybe you can optimize t:imber salvage if it is only 
second priority to the bear. 

In Itan 20 (Road Standards) it states roads will be located to cross, ratherj -
than parallel, streams. Nearly all of MA 20 is steep country. Roads now 
parallel in and out creating much soil disturbance. The present track record 
of roads in West Fork ThCIllPson River is not good. I believe geography of B 
MA 20 will only ~d sediment fran roads unless you totally ignore econanic 
cost in construction. In my opinion, every mile of road built in MA 20 is one 
rrore nail in the grizzly coffin, even with closures. 

I believe that sare land awner adjustments have been short sighted and will -<j 
continue to short the public. Too many exchanges are for ease of administration 
to the GoverTJmant and large land canpanies. When ~ lose large checkerboard 
ownership the next step will be private hunting areas by Champion and C 
Burlington Northern Land Canpany for their econanic gain. 

Acquisition guidelines should be enlarged to cover t:imbered lands adjacent to 
National Forest that could provide present and future access into National 
Forest land. In the last 10 years ~ have experienced several instances of 
lar(Je tracts being broken up next to our boundary. The first thing that 
happens is administratively, and publically, the land is locked up. An 
example is fran ThCIllPson River ~st to Graves Creek, about 13 miles with no 
access. Another typical example is a piece of Champion ground on the Clark 
Fork River adjacent to Forest ground. Sanetiroe in the future this land will 
be taxed other than t:imber land. Sub-division would ruin the only access for 
miles adjacent to National Forest land and Clark Fork River. I recarmand ~ 
look a little further ahead in sane of our land acquisition. 
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The f:'na ... Fore:;t P':'on prov:ldes more PI eci.sc d:;., ec':,~or. for I::anaf..:fli~ g!'~z~ly bear 
hab:' tat, Wl tr. !-ianaGement P.t·eas (t~h I ~) ;~O and 20a. The r,,8IWeef!lent dl ;~ect:on for 
f'~A ?O requl),(:t. opt:ru::.ing h;Jbltat conditlons ,l!;C :, ~r.:..:;!:;.zinb morta_it}' factors 
fo!' the gr·:::z .... y. Tir:1ber ha!~ve.:.t is a':",:"v~·I(:d but :..:.;. ~t..:bord::'nat.e to b{:~r needs; 
r'oBc::; fot, tjn;be! hat've~t v:l".; be rr.in:'r:l:.zcd* ~13:·.; ~a:. r..anafienlent in t1A 20a w:_ .. 
ui:..':'1.Zt; p;€scr ibed burnin[, t'a:h€~' than t~rnber r.(;:~vc:~~,. 

The ro/'e.rt is cor.m;jtted to road con.:.;t.rucLcl1 rJetnoc.:, :"!1(it m:.n':rLze 
necL:[}<.:ntat)on JJ"ob:erns (Fore:::'l..w~de St.anc'-J.·j 1:0:: .• ·IG and :;0), Rc::c. n;; prcj~ct::: 
aJ'(: f:'vz.l.u;:ted z: sevcra~ ~.tv;e.:" az out:ined :tl rGre.:.,t.w_de Stzmda:'d !lo. 11 t and 
: f thE: ceoh!'aphy pt'ec~ udes bu:.:"dlng tne ~ c;:.j eCGnOiOI .... caJ.~y, the pr:)~ect can be 
dl'Op;>eli 0:' defe:'red. 

The ct;ide::ne.:. 10 the p.:.an ar'e ~~vecif1cal..l..Y w:-' .... tt.en :0 protect the pub_i~'S 
ri€h:. of entt~Y ~ntc areas of chec~:erboard ()wne:'srl:;'p except whe:-c rC!3ourc(; 
requi t'er,lentG dlctate that an exchange. j ~ nece:,saT)', t.hus avoiding the probie1i: 
wtlier: you have identified. (See Append~x T.) f,~qu:::ti()n I-lill be d:'.rected 
tm.Jatd :.hose pr:.vat.e ... znd!~ vJinch comp~::'mer.t, t.he re!:.ource ~12naf:er.1cn:' ;:"O~,;,~ 
jdf'nt~f:.cd :n the P~an, tind net. so~eiy f.:;r 7.rle pU:--;:CDe of im;;:'c,\'c::lCnt 
manB~er:lent effic~ency of e~:..n€r the Fc?'e:-,l.. Se;V;ce .:;:" ;:>:~:.vate ... <1nt)(J\.:ner. 

The Fo;'est Se;'v~;ce ocqU)I~eS pUD.jc ea:;.,ement~ aCI'O~::' ~rivat-e :ano!.; VJh{::n It :;.,;:
de::"~';T:r:ned that. acce!j::J :,.!., needed to ach:eve man0t.emen: objecti ve~ # 



Five years is a long time to get a plan approved. One of the measures of ] 
this plan should be "can we follow it". I sul:rnit that the Plains/Thanpson 
Falls District is over cutting MA 20, not willfully, but by not understanding E 
the management directions I and 2. Thanpson Falls District five year 
timber action plan for 1981 and the Plains/Thanpson Falls action plan for 
1985 are examples. If you add Seeley Lake cutting in MA 20, I estimate 

~!:Qf=f01d 

860 River Road West 
Plains, MT 59859 

FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE COh'J': I,UED 

E The original HA 20 ha,; been s"parated into two allocat;ons, MA 20 and 20a. MA 
20 has a regulated timber' output that is dr'iven by the needs for grizzly bear 
habitat enhancement. This is stated in MA 20, Management Direction 1 and 2 in 
the Plan. MA 20a has no regulated timber output and h<ibi tat enhancement will 
occur throuth the use of prescribed fire. 

The potential for overharvesting in MA 20 has been resolved by the following 
steps: 1) The Plan now clar'ifjes the relationship of timber management to 
grizz2y bear needs (Plan MA 20, Manaected. 
Direction 2); 2) A curnuJ6Live effects model has been developed to a""ess 
potenlial effects on the grizzly bear which will allow for better t.imber 
harvest scheduling, to rr,eet the bear's needs; and 3) grizzly bear babitat 
inventory fot' the For'est is completed which will ensure thr'ough a lJetter 
analysis process that critical grizzly bear habitat is protected and managed to 
optin; ze longterm values. The current timber sale action plan includes a 
number' of MA 20 ar'eas tbat may be j n excess of the actual acres des} rable for 
grinly bear enhancement. Through project level planning and use of the 
grizzly bear cumulative effects and current inventory, we expect some 
significant changes in the current scheduling that better reflect the needs of 
the grizzly bear. 
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A Recreation use projections for the Lolo were developed by the regional office 
and were based on total historical recreation (which included nonresident 
recreation) and historical regional population levels. Projections of future 
regional populations were then used to estimate future recreation demands, 
including nonresident recreation. 

The values per Recreation Visitor DaY (RVD) for different types of recreation 
are based on willingness to pay (WTP) values determined through studies 
contracted by the Washington Office of the Forest Service for use in Forest 
Plans and RPA. While the values may appear low in comparison to timber, the 
values estimate what the recreationist would be willing to pay for the 
particular type of experience. Expenditures for travel, equipment, time, 
lodging and so forth to get to the point of use are not inclUded in the WTP 
values, but are a part of the impact analysis, i.e., the impact of recreation 
activities on the local economy in terms of jobs and income. The WTP values 
are used in the economic efficiency analysis, 

B The Lola has been doing an economic analysis on all of the timber sales in its 
program. The analysis is designed to determine the economics of managing an 
area, rather than an individual sale. Many times, the first entry into an area 
requires a large amount of road construction. With the high cost of road 
construction, the first sale in an area may actually be "below cost." However, 
these roeds will be used for subsequent entries. With n~ny of the roads in 
place, the second and third entries may be "above cost" and more than offset 
the initial road costs. The Forest will road only those areas where the 
economic analysis shows that discounted revenues from all planned timber sales 
in an area cover discounted costs, unless net public benefits justify a timber 
loss. Examples of net public benefits are improved Wildlife forage and 
community stability. The economic analysis in the Forest Plan also considers 
long-term management for the entire forest rather than individual sales. 
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FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE CONTINUED 

Meeting public resource demands for timber production, recreation opportunities 
and protection from fire, insects and disease requires an increase in road 
mileage for access. This necessitates that roads be built into some areas 
identified as roadless, and that more roads be constructed into developed areas 
to reach timber Which has not yet been accessed. The Forest Plan has many 
requirements, including road closures and minimum road standards, to mitigate 
adverse impacts. The Plan also outlines an active monitoring program to ensure 
the protection of other resources. 

Standards No. 21 through 2e are specific to wildlife and fish and provide 
habitat protection on the Forest through a variety of means. Standard No. 26 
speaks specifically about providing a vat'iety of hunting recreation 
opportunities by using project planning and road management to assist the 
Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks in meeting their goal of 
maintaining long hunting seasons with minimum restrictions. 

The reduced demand for Forest Service timber sales in recent years is 
considered to be a result of recession in the national economy rather than an 
indication of long term market demand. As market conditions improve and timber 
reserves on private lands become depleted, the volume of offered timber sold 
and harvested on the Forest will increase. 

The Forest Service believes the selected alternative, Alternative d, provides 
the better blend of the needs of t.he people and the capabilites of the Lolo 
National Forest to provide goods and services. 
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FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE CONTINUED 

In the Stony Mountain area, 30,900 acres will be managed in a roadless 
condition during the Plan period. In the nearby Quigg roadless area, 60,830 
acres have been recommended for wilderness. The Welcome Creek area is already 
a part of the National Wilderness System. 

The Rock.Creek Advisory Committee has been an important resource for developing 
an aquatlc resources monitonng program fol' Rock Creek. This connnittee also 
provided assistance in Management Area determination. Refer to Rock Creek 
Chapter IV in the Forest Plan. 



Fr;:-est Supervisor 
Lr.,lo National Forest 
6I:llding 24, Fort Missoula 
111ssoula, NT 59801 

(~r5ir, 
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Kenneth Goldsrt"t1th (I i :l) 
555 Forest Road 
Northford, CT 06472 

June 23, 1955 

I JUL:::.l1985 

L RECEiVED 

Although 1 wos unable to respond before the June detldline, 1 hope you 
\'rill accept these bnef comments on the Proposed Lolo Notional Forest 
Pl:m ond Revised DEI5. While this revised pIon certainly mllrks 0 step in 
tre right direction~ it continues to be marred by grave flaws. 

Try as 1 might. I cannot understand the motlvotions of Forest Service 
officials in continuing to ignore reosonoble and balanced alternotives, 
snmetimes even ones in their own documents, in favor of blueprints for 
d£!'I.'elopment and "compromises" destined never to see the light of day. I 
coo only suppose thot some octuolly wont to encouroge 0 J:l1.Q.(f polorized 
p~fitical climote in which these issues ore discussed. The Lolo pIon, 
unfortunately, shows signs of this affliction. 

I wont to express my very, very strong suport of Alternotive F (hopefully 
With some modificotion). let me point out e few feets token (rom your 
document: 

1) Alternative F provides a virtually identical allowable timber sale 
QIilIfIntity, long-term susloined yield, and number of ocres available for A 

timber horvesl os Alterntltive D, your preferred alternative. 

2) Alternotive F has on identicol overage onnual relurn to the United 
Stoles Treosury os Alternative D. 

3) Alternotive F offers 0 virluolly identical increase in locol 
employment as AlternotlVe D. 

With this in mind, it is ,hard to see how the Forest Service could poss up 
tbe 'QPportunity to meet almost everyone's needs. (Umber, range, 

, 'f'l£reotton, wildlife, wilderness) otcmce and yet truly protect the natural 
eJWironment of one of its premier Notional forests. It isunfortunate that 

A 

FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE 
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Your assessment is correct that Alternative f provides a timber sale quantity 
and long-term sustained yield similar to Alternative d, while yielding an 
identical average annual return to the United States Treasury and a like level 
of employment. However, Alternative f requires a greater investment in budget 
and significantly lowers the Present Net Value, due to the higher investment 
cost to produce the above outputs. Alternative d f'emains the preferred 
alternative because it provides a better blend of public resource demands based 
on the capability of the land to provide goods and services. 



cr-A/-.t/:z.t, 
such 0 rigid institutional bios against carefully balanced w~:er!s:J.) 
proposols hflS become ingrflined in the Forest Service. The Lolo hos 
remarkable wilderness opportunities end especiolli.j Voluflble wildlife 
resources, especiolly its grizzley habitot. These flsset's demand psrmonent 
protection against the ever-present thr80t of below-cost timber soles and 
rOM-t,uiJding. 

Therefor, I strongly support \'vilderness designation for the following 
roodless areos (some of which ore in ",ddilion to those in Alt. F): 

Eiel'lr-rlarSi"HJll-Scopegollt-Swon (01485) - I support All. IV of the joint 
recommendations, but vl'ith mOt'e emphosis on designoted wilderness. 

f'lersnoll Peok (01781) - the entire ereo. 
Cube Iron Silcox (01784) 
Cherry Peok (0179 !) 
Sheep t1tn - Stete Line (01799) 
Lolo Creek (01805) 
Quigg (01807) 
Hoodoo (01301) 
Cat.aract (01665) 
Stony 110untaln (01808) 

I elso strongly support continued roadless management of the following 
areas: 

Reservation Divide (x 1205) 
South Siegel - South Cutoff (07195) 
North Siegel (01796) 
t'lcGregor - Thompson 

These proposals are not unreasonable. To the contrary, they substantially 
reflect the kind of balonced use of our Notional Forests which is the intent 
of Congress, the will of the American people, and our qift to our children. 
As a freQuent visitor to 11ontana, I have (I deep concern' about the future of 
the Lolo NF. I ask you, as e minlrnum, to adopt Alternative F of the revised 
DE!S. 

Pl~ase continue to keep me informed of planning activity on the Lolo NF, 
and send me a complete copy of the finol PIon and £IS. 

Trtonk you. 
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Sincerely, ' 

:/L-~ 
Ken Goldsmith 
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FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE CONTINUED 

Bear-Marshall-Scapegoat-Swan (01485) 
The Forest preferred alternative is consistent with the recommendations in 
Alt. IV of the joint recommendations. 

Marshall Peak (01781) 
The Forest Service recommended alternative d gives strong emphasis to 
grizzly bear management in this area. The entire area will be maintained 
as roadless in the next 10 years. 

Cube Iron-Silcox (01184) 
The Forest Service recommended alternative recognizes the importance of 
grizzly bear habitat in the area, designating about 9,500 acres for this 
management. Most of the area (about 36,000 acres) will remain as roadless 
in the next 10 years. 

Cherry Peak (01191) 
The preferred alternative assigns about half of the area to road less 
management and the remainder to a variety of other uses. A major portion 
of the area (about 35,000 acres) will remain road less in the first decade. 

Sheep Mountain-State Line (01199) 
About half of the Lolo portion for this area is designated for road less 
management in the preferred alternative. Thirty-three thousand acres of 
the 40,500 acre Lolo portion will remain road less in the first decade. 

Lolo Creek (01805) 
In the Final EIS the Forest Service recommends part of this area for 
wilderness classification. This is a change from the draft statement. 

Quigg (01801) 
This area is recommended for wilderness (60,830 acres) and the remainder 
will remain roadless in the next decade. 

Hoodoo (01301) 
This area, including the Irish Basin-lower Cache Creek portion, is proposed 
for wilderness designation, 

Cataract (01665) 
Over half of this area is recommended for road less management and this 
continues to be the position in the Final EIS. 

Stony Mountain (01808) 
In the Stony Mountain area, 30,900 acres will be managed in a rcadless 
condition during the Plan period. 



FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE COIfrlNUED 

In the areas suggested for continued roadIes:; management, the Foref.t Plan 
management includes: 

Reservation Divide (1205) 
Manae-ement Emllh,,<,is 

A Timber/Range 
D Visual 
E Ripar'ian 
F Roadless 
G Miscellaneous 

South Siegel-South Cutoff (01795) 
Manafement Em.)hasj s 

A Timber/Range 
C Wildl i fe/Other 
D Visual 
E Riparian 
G Miscellaneous 

North Siegel (01796) 
Management EmphasiS 

A Timber/Range 
C Wildlife/Other 
D Visual 
E Ripari an 
G Miscellaneous 

McGregor-Thompson (L1LAQ) 
Management Emphasi s 

A Timber/Range 
C Wildlife/Other 
D Visual 
E Riparian 
F Roadless 
G Miscellaneous 

Ac:re:i 
1\069 
497 
216 

11473 
43 

Ac:re:i 
2200 
6543 
2221 

342 
3494 

Ac:re:i 
2046 
3605 

412 
150 

3787 

Am:.e:; 
18187 
2632 
1724 
549 
282 

4lJ76 



RESPONSE FORN 
Revised Draft Environ~ental 

rupact Statement (RDEIS) 

Proposed Lo10 Forest Plan 
February 15, 1985 

Wf1- R- I 

N am e A. B. r1agnusson 

Add re 5 560' 347 frenchtown, MT :;9834 

Organizational AffiliationBack 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ Country Horsemen of f'lissoula (if any) 

T~iS r~spo~se form is.rroVided-f~r-r~u; ~o~v;n~e~c; in-c~m;e~t;n; ~n-
~ e Re\lSea Draft EnVIronmental Impact Statement and changes in the 

roposed Lolo National Forest Plan. Please return your comments ~n 
~hJS form or!our personal letter to Orville L. Daniels, Forest Super
!~:~~~8~OI0 NatIonal Forest, Bldg. 24, Fort Missoula, Nissoula, Mont-. 

1. In order to ~se the information most effectively in the 
,~r~c~s~,_w~ ~o~l~ ~p~r~c~a~e_r~c~i~ing your comments by June I, 1985. 

.... _---- .. -
Noxious "Ieed Control in the forest Service Areas 

weeds, especially spotted knapweed and leafy spurge. Therefore it would seem to A 
Access roads in the forest areas are the primary avenues for spread of nOXlOUS J 

be logical that a limited use of herbicides along these roads be initiated especlally 

the first few years that a ne~ road is opened. These applications would delay 
~easurably the spread of these ~eeds. 

The herbicide 2-4-D is not particularly harmful ,to. grazing animals. Approx

~mately 5 gallons will cover 20 acres for a cost of about $50. I have used it in 

my pastures and around my 'trout pond with good results and no harm to the fish or 
animals. 

The Forest Service must begin now to adequately address the problem instead 

of waiting for research to develop new control measures. We have already waited 
too long - the situation is very serious. 

A 

FOREST SERV:CE RESPONSE 
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Roads do provide a suitable seedbed fat' noxious weeds. There:'~ evidence, 
however, to indicate that road construction in itself does not. &C,EWe tbe 
establishment of noxious weeds. Recent observat:'ons of spotted kr.apweed 
suggest that even wi th a good seedbed and seedsou:'ce, tree canopy "hadine can 
prevent its establishment. At the same time, noxious weeds are beine found ir, 
Wildernesses or other undlc;turbed sites. The bas,ic problem in noxie,us weed 
rnanasement is a lack of " e,ood understanding of the autecological attl':'butes 0: 
them Ot' the synecological relations in the forest environment. P., eccnt l'eviEh 
of the 2 iter-ature found almost no references to noxious weeds in a fo!"eo't 
environment.. Resear'ch wOl'k done t.odate has been ,'",J,ated to Cet'ef<~ cr'op and 
r'ange or pasture land control with limit.ed emphasi s on understanding the basic 
life cycle of the plant. 

While herbicide use may occur under special conditions, the t.opography and 
vegetation cover on the Lolo make invader plant control extremely difficult 
with present techniques. Biological control, using agents such as insects, 
rusts, molds and other parasites on host plants, appears to provide a 
compati,ble, long-range approach to this problem. 

A situation paper pt'epat'ed in June 1983 provide" the basis for a sys,'.,ematic 
evaluation of each weed species. An evaluation ~~, currently unde:-wcY to assess 
the risk of noxious weed spread in the vegetative communities found on the 
l.olo, Bitterroot and Flathead fOl·estS. Preliminary results of the study 
suggest a number of management practices that may be used to prevent or reduce 
the threat of noxious weeds on forest roads. The study has also identified 
high risk as well as low risk plant communities to the invasion of noxious 
weeds. These studies will help in the development of alternatives for control 
strategies. 

Continued efforts to promote research on the ecological char'acteristics as well 
as in the development of biological controls will be pI'emoted. To facilitate 
this effort a statement of need has been added to the Research Needs section of 
the Lolo Forest Plan. 
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Continental Divide Trail Society 
P.O. BOX 30002 

Mr. Orville L. Daniels 
Forest Supervisor 
Lolo National Forest 
Bldg. 24, Fort Missoula 
Missoula, Montana 59801 

Dear Mr. Daniels: 

BETHESDA, MD. 20814 

March 26, 1985 

We have reviewed the revised draft environmental imnact statement for 
the Lolo National Forest Plan. -

Enclosed please find a~'copy of our earlier comments, which continue 
to reflect our views. We trus~ you will give these matters further consi
deration before a Forest Plan is adopted. 



This response form is provided for 
your convenience if you wish to 

mmcnt on the Revised Draft 
v1ronmental Impact Statement 

and Proposed Lolo National ror~nt 
rlan. Please return your comments 
on this form or your personal 
letter by June 24, 1982. 

Gentleoen, 

Date:April 26, 1982 
Name: Jaces R. Wolf, D1 rector 

Continental Divide Trail society 
Address: J;.O. Box 30002 

Bethesda, Maryland 20814 
liOIr.lglll'l:lc1XltilXlll3dx :ati:!ld:llJl~x:ldic:IIIIIJC : 

We wish to comment about the portion of the proposed Lolo National 
Forest Plan insofar as it relates to the Continental Divide National 
Scenic Trail. 

We agree that the Trail should be located in h~anagement Area 12 and 
managed in accordance with wilderness classiXlcatlon. We further agree 
with the provisions authorizing trail construction and the construction 
of facilities and structures. 

We take exception to the statement that the CDT will be composed of 
Trails 31, 32, and 406 on the Lolo National Forest (p. 49). Such a 
route is circuitous, unduly remote from resupply opportunities (via 
Benchmark), and lacks the scenic appeal of alternatives. More 
important for the present, the process for selecting a percanent 
location will require public participation in accordance with the A 
forthcoming Comprehensive Management Plan for the CDNST. and any 
suggestion that a route has already been selected should be avoided. 

The long-range forest objectives (pp. B-9) should include the 
marking and maintenance of the CD~ST, including new trail construction 
where appropriate. 

We recommend that you consult with the Chairman, Continental 
Divide National Scenic Trail Advisory CounCil, P.O. Box 25127, 
Lakewood, Colorado 80225 for further suggestions regarding the COT. 

Thank you for inviting our comments. 

P.S. Please send us a copy of Appendix 
when available, a Recreation opportunity 
Ranger District. 

A 
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The Forest identified Trails 31, 32 and 406 a~ the possible location of the. 
Continental Divide Nations .. Scenic Trail (CDNSTJ because: 1) there !!, a serlOUS 
potent,al for gr~zzly bear conflicts if a new traij is constructed along t.he 
divide :tself, and 2) the public has reque~t.ed ~tlforr.uitlOn as to where the . 
Trail will most likely occur, in order ~o h1ke 1t. Actus. trall locatlons.wlll 
be determined via the Fln,,: Comprehens:ve Plan for the CDNST, and the' wor·alOe 
haf, been changed in the Forest Plan to ref) eet th; s. 
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RECEI\lED 

Than£ you for tne opportunity to cotl:llent on tne revisec Lolo 
Naticnal Forest ~lan an= Draft ~nvironmental Impact Statehlent. 
This forest plannln~ effort has been a major un5ertaking for all 
the ~orest8 in tne state and our Chapter appreciates tne magni-
tude of your involvement. ' 

Our Ch~pter's com~ents are falrly general in nature wltn respect 
to fisheries and their habitat. This is a result of the rorest's 
apornach to flsnerles whlch we feel ln itself ia very general 
and :of or tun at ely , inaeequate to tne resource. Our Chaoter feels 
tnat tne Forest :lan has made no true com~ittment to the long term 
maintenance of aquatlc habitat on the Forest. The Lolo surrounds 
all tnree of the Cl~ss 1 streams ln Western l>iontana, Fish Creek, 
Rock Creek anc the Blac~foot River. With an increase of 111% 
in ~ building and the develo~ment of 48% of tne current road
less l~nes, we eo not feel a true comnittment to tne ~rotectlon 
of Class 1 streams anc tneir trltutaries can be acnelved. 

Tne :lan gno Draft EIS is difficult to reae as a result of tne 
scattering of a~uatic resource information. State~ents are vague 
concerning seeiment ootent1al, ri~ar1an mana~ement anc tne adverse 
im?acts tne various ~lternatives will nave on tne aquatic resource. 
i'le feel in cetermininll: various land use activities in a eraina"e 
tnat tne State Stream-Classification System should have been -
lnco:'?orated into those protJoseo activities and activities should 
be t3sec on the importance of eacn stream to flsh, flows and tne 
otne~ values useo in clsBslfyins waters. Although our ~nspter 
a;lprcecistes the effort to ;lrovide s;JeCia1 mamage~ent for tne Class 
I stream, Rock Creek, equal conslceratlon snoulc be g1ven to land 
in t~ Fish Creek and Blackfoot ~iver cr~inages as well. 

Alt~Sh you nave state the R-l!R-4 seeiment model will be used 

A 

FOREST SERVICE R&SPO~SE 

WM-R-4 

The Forest Plan provides sever'al Forestwide Standards, Nos. 15 28, 
directing the maintenance of the aquatic habitat. In addition: Manasefllent 
Areas (MA's) 13 and 14 provide specific direction for activities w;th:n 
riparian areas. 

B Rock Creek receiv~s special emphasis in the Forest Plan. Chapter IV provides 
the coordlnated dll"ectlOn for both the Deer Lodge and Lolo National Forests. 

Roads are located and designed to prevent degradation of the aquatic habitat. 
Road management will restrict travel during wet weather periods to prevent r'oad 
damage and increased sediment production. 

C The Forest Plan has a new format which should consolidate management 
direction., The Fin~l EIS (FElS) is written in the prescribed format. Changes 
have been lncluded 1n each document to reflect the latest directions from the 
Chief's office and from public comments. 

o In most cases, the Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks utilized Lolo 
stream survey data to develop the classification for each stream. Each 
District has this information, plus additional data on each stream broken down 
specific to each stream reach. This data is much more detailed and specific 
than that incot'porated into the State classification. It is reviewed and 
incorporated into proposals at the project design >hase. 

E The riparian prescriptions, as defined in the Rock Creek Chpater, have been 
applied to all Forest riparian areas. The application is accomplished through 
the Forestwide Management Standards and the management goals and standards of 
Management Areas (MA's) 13 and 14. 



in deter~lnln3 l~nc ~snage~ent activities in ~ crain~Ee, it ap
pears tne funding necessary to collect the cata to se tne :nodel 
has nct been su~ficlently alloc~tec. Specific cata are necessary 
to caHbrate to mcdel before its use ano the now. wnen anc wnere 
of collection of that dat!!. n~s not been clearly stated in tbe 
~lan or tne Draft EIS. 

7he nu~bers of trout ~' sn~ greater are grossly uncerestl:nated 
for tne 35JJ miles of strea~ 9.nC 96 lakes on tne .... 010. Tne 
figure usec woulc e~u9.1 only an aver~ge of 27 trout per Ollie of 
streao wnien ls extrexely low and obViously in error. aecause of 
the ~ncerestl~ation of tne flshery resource, we feel tnat tne im
portance of ~isherles to the Forest h~e been severely neglected 
anc not given tne priority it ceserves in cetermlning varlous 
land msnagement activities. 

Althougn roacless management of lancs disallows timber narvest, 
road construction anc minlng, we feel in toe followins areas 
the moet valuable reeource is fiSheries, wildllfe anc the· rec
reatlon they provide anc woule best be protected by wilderness 
cesignat10n. We recommend roadless manage:nent of tbe following 
areas: noocoo (91,6JJ acres), Clearwater-Monture (57,00J acres), 
Cube Iron (32,900 acres), ~olo Creek (3990 acres), delcome Creek 
J.cc1tion (l,lJO acres), 5to(1), "~,to (the Lolo ::>or·t1on; and ~ulgg 
~ .. t . 

Over the ~ast few montns it has come to the ?ubllc's attention 
tnat we are paying to log our national forests. ~n tbe last five 
years, tne ~olo bas:fal1ed to sale an average of 5J ~~~F/year, 
indicating tne resource is not 1n gre~t demand. The aquatic 
cegradatlon tnat our Chapter feels will occur under tne ~roposed 
actier, is un!1.cce:ltable and one Which we are n:lt willln" to aac-
rHlee for ::eficit timber sales. -

In concl~sion, our Cha:lter would like to see t~e valuable fish
eries resource of the Lolo anc lts cownstream rivers anc streams 
be given a more complete ar.alysls anc witn tnat reac.alysie, prl
orit~'2e are llkely to cnange. This cannot be aChelvec with tne 
present infor:natlon or funcing sllocated anc we encourage your 
staff to clarify the sediment modeling ano monitoring ~rogram, 
reestimate the numbers of catchable trout on tne .... 010 and reanalyze 
tne costs of timber sales to tne lose of flsh and their nabitat 
tnat will occur. 

A~~in. excuse the eeneralltlee of o~r comments but wltn tne in
formation :lrovlced. or lack of, we co not feel more speciflc 
co:nme~tB can be provided at tnls time. 

Sincerely, 
----- • J'" \- ll~_ ~:.;~ /)::/ ..sc-
•. 1 
\vJanet Decker-riees 

rrllsicient 

} 

} 

} 
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FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE CONTINUED 

F The budget proposed for monitoring water and aquatic habitat and presented in 
Forest Plan Chapter V (Table V.2) 15 designed to provide a sufficient level of 
information to allow the Forest Management Team to evaluate management effects 
on the aquatic environment. Annual mintoring plans, including schedules, 
objectives, procedures, quality control requirements and costs, are available 
for review if specific details are desired. 

G Prior to 1982, the only available fish population data on Forest streams was 
from Rock Creek. Therefore, the Forest relied heavily on Montana Department of 
Fish, Wildlife and Parks for fish population estimates. Literature reviews 
from Montana and Idaho also provided some data. Extrapolation to the Lola 
resulted in the 87,000 catchable trout on streams outside of wilderness. The 
figure did not include lake populations or fish in wilderness areas. 

Fish population estimates were updated on Forest streams in 1984. Fish 
populations for non-wilderness streams were extrapolated from these new 
estimates and produced a larger estimate of 906,000 for the existing situation 
on the Forest. 

From an economic standpoint, fish cannot be valued beyond demand, and the 
expressed fish population exceeds demand substantially; upward change~ in 
population will not increase fisheries values relat.ive to other values. 

H Although mineral exploration and mining may be conducted in roadless areas, 
activities must meet MA 11 management direction. 

The Draft EIS reviewed 776,190 acres of roadless land. The Forest Plan 
recommends 223,600 roadless acres for wilderness. They are Quigg, Great 
Burn/Hoodoo (which inclUdes the Irish Basin/Cache Creek area) and additions to 
the Selway/Bitterroot Wilderness and the Scapegoat Wilderness. In addition, 
180,700 acres continue under roadless management. 

The Final EIS does not recommend wilderness designation for the Cube 
Iron-Silcox area; 9,464 acres are designated for grizzly bear habitat and 
14,136 acres for roadless management. Most of the area (about 36,000 acres) 
will remain road less within the next 10 years. 

The Final EIS recotmnends a portion of Lola Creek, including Lolo Peak, for 
wilderness designation. This is a change from the draft statement. 

In the Stony Mountain area, 30,900 acres will be managed in a roadless 
condition during the Plan period. In the nearby Quigg l'oadless area, 60,830 
acres have been recotmnended for wilderness. 

The Welcome Creek Addi tion will I'emain roadless in the next decade. 



FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE CONl'INUED 

J The "below cost" sale issue began when it appeared that sale revenues were not 
covering sale costs on Forest Service timber sales. This is sanetiRes the case 
during the initial sale entry into an unroaded area ~ the timber sale revenues 
from the first sale do not cover the road costs. However, the roads built for 
the first sale will be used to access several future sales. Therefore, a more 
accurate appraisal of sale revenues and costs requires the consideration of 
revenues from all timber sales. The Forest will road only those at'eas where 
discounted revenues from all sales cover discounted costs, unless net public 
benefits justifY a timber loss. Examples of net public benefits are improved 
wildlife forage and community stability. To evaluate long-term economic 
implications, Forestwide Standard No. 11 requires an economic analysis of all 
timber sales larger than 1 MMBF and all transportation systems for unroaded 
areas. 

K The calculated fisheries numbers have been modified since the DElS was issued. 
The newer numbers are based on updated fish density information resulting from 
recent population estimates made by Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and 
Parks. Preferred alternatives in earlier drafts and in the Final Lolo Forest 
Plan have provided for maintenance of existing populations of fish in all 
drainages. Forestwide Standard No. 28 commits the Lolo to following land 
management practices designed to have a minimum impact on the aquatic 
ecosystem, free from permanent or long-term unnatural imposed stress. 

L Although many drainages on the Forest were develcped before there was a 
formalized monitoring program (prior to 1975), the Forest has initiated 
monitoring on several undeveloped drainages with the purpose of providing 
baseline information for those drainages prior to development. Once 
development commences, the same monitoring procedures will be continued to 
determine if changes occur in water quality, the aquatic environment or 
fisheries habitat. The results of this type of monitoring can be extrapolated 
to streams with similar hydrologic and biologic characteristics in an effort to 
evaluate what changes may have occurred in those drainages that were developed 
prior to monitoring. The data available to date suggest a healthy fish 
population in developed drainages, although increase have been measured in 
sediment in a few drainages such as Schwartz Creek and Lolo Creek. 

M The impacts on fisheries from activities on the land were considered in all 
alternatives in the n~nagement prescriptions. These impacts are displayed in 
the numbers of fish shown for each alternative in Table Il-4~. 
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FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE 

For clarification, the Forest Service defines a "defiqit sale" as a timber sale 
that does not return a normal profit to the purchaser. The public sometimes 
defines a "deficit sale" as a sale where the revenues do not cover the costs. 
To avoid confusion, the latter situation will be defined as a "below cost" sale 
in this letter. 

The "below cost" sale issue began when it appeared that sale revenues were not 
covering sale ccsts on Forest Service timber sales. This is sometimes the case 
during the initial sale entry into an unroaded area - the timber sale revenues 
from the first sale do not cover the road costs. However, the roads built for 
the first sale will be used to access several future sales. Therefore, a more 
accurate appraisal of sale r'evenues and costs requires the consideration of 
revenues from all timber sales. The Forest will road only those areas where 
discounted revenues from all sales cover discounted oosts, unless net public 
benefits justify a timber loss. Examples of net public benefits are improved 
Wildlife forage and community stability. To evaluate long-term economic 
implications, Forestwide Standard No. 11 requires an economic analysis of all 
timber sales larger than 1 MMBF and all transportation systems for unroaded 
areas. 

The inability of the Forest to sell sales in recent years is considered tc be a 
result of recession in the national economy rather th~n an indication of 
long-term market demand. As market cond i tions improve and timber' reserves on 
private lands become depleted, the volume of offered timber sold and harvested 
on the Forest will increase. 

The Forest Plan recognizes that the demand for hunting recreation will grow. 
Big game habitat will be improved to accommodate this increase. Road closures 
and minimum road standards will also be used to minimize the impact of road 
development. The effect of various management alternatives on big game hunting 
opportunities was evaluated in Table 11-11 (Chapter II, Section D1a) of the 
Final EIS. 

The Rock Creek drainage receives special emphasis in Chapter IV of the Forest 
Plan. The Forest recognizes that Rock Creek is a blue ribbon trout stream, and 
a productive fishery will be maintained. The Forest intends to manage the , 
headwaters to provide the quantity and quality of water necessary to malntaln 
the total Rock Creek aquatic ecosystem. 



A 

ACCESS 

ACRE-EQUIVALENT 

ACRE-FOOT 

ACTIVITY 

ACTIVITY 
FUELS 

ACTIVITY TYPE 

ADFLUVIAL 

ADMINISTRATIVE 
FACIliTIES 

ADMINISTRATIVE 
UNIT 

AIRSHED 

AFFECTED 
ENVIRONMENT 

ALLOTMENT 

ALLOWABLE 
QUANTITY 

VII. GLOSSARY 

See Public Access. 

A unit of habitat output related to fish or wildlife habitat 
improvement projects. Acre equivalents are based on the 
number of acres of habitat that are influenced by one 
habitat acre actually modified by the habitat improvement 
project. 

A measure of water or sediment volume equal to the amount 
which would cover an area of 1 acre to a depth of 1 foot 
(325,851 gallons or 43,560 cubic feet). 

A measure, course of action, or treatment that is undertaken 
to directly or indirectly produce, enhance, or maintain 
forest and range land outputs or achieve administrative or 
environmental quality objectives. 

Debris generated by a Forest activity that increases fire 
potential such as firewood gathering, precommercial 
thinning, timber harvesting, and road construction. 

The further description of the actions, measures, or 
treatments within an activity. 

Freshwater fish that migrate from freshwater lakes to 
freshwater streams to spawn. 

Those facilities, such as Ranger Stations, work centers 
and cabins, which are used by the Forest Service in the 
management of the National Forest. 

the National Forest System lands for which one Forest 
Supervisor has responsibility. 

Basic geographic units in which air quality is managed. 

biological and environment that will or may be 
changed by actions proposed and the relationship of people 
to that environment. 

See Range Allotment. 

quantity of that may be sold from the area of 
suitable land covered by the Forest Plan for a time period 
specified by the plan. This quantity is usually expressed 
on an annual basis as the "average annual allowable sale 
quantity". 

VII-1 



ALTERNATIVE 

ALTERNATIVE· 
MANAGEMENT 
DIRECTION 
STATEMENT 

ALTERNATIVE, 
NO ACTION 

AMENTITI 
VALUES 

ANADRCMOUS FISH 

ANALYSIS AREA 

ANALYSIS 
OF THE 
MANAGMENT 
SITUATION 

ANALYSIS 
PERIOD, 
LONG TERM 

ANALYSIS 
PERIOD, 
SHORT TERM 

ANIMAL UNIT 
MONTH (AUM) 

ANNUAL FOREST 
PROGRAM 

AQUATIC 
ECOSYSTEM 

ARETE 

A combination of management prescriptions applied in 
specific amounts and locations to achieve a desired 
management emphasis as expressed in goals and objectives. 
One of several policies, plans, or projects proposed for 
decisionmaking. An alternative need not substitute for 
another in all respects. 

A descriptive paragraph that defines the management theme 
that guides the assignment of land to management 
prescriptions and the associated management activities 
and programs. 

An alternative that maintains established trends or 
management direction. 

Resource use for which market values (or proxy values) are 
not or cannot be established. 

Fish which spend much of their adult life in the ocean, 
returning to inland waters to spawn; e.g., salmon, 
steelhead • 

One or rr~re capability areas combined for the purpose of 
analysis in formulating alternatives and estimating various 
impacts and effects. 

A determination of the ability of the planning area to 
supply goods and services in response to society's demand 
for those goods and services. 

A time horizon of expenditures in an analysis that is two 
or more 5-Year RPA planning periods in duration. RPA, 
program, Regional Guide, and Forest plan analyses have 
long-term periods. 

A time horizon of expenditures in an analysis that is only 
several years in duration. A budget analysis is short-term. 

The quantity of forage required by the equivalent of a 1000 
lb. mature cow for one month. 

The s~~mary or aggregation of all projects for a given year 
that, for a given level of funding, make up an integrated 
(multi-functional) course of action on a Forest planning 
area. 

A stream channel, lake or estuary bed, the water itself, and 
the biotic communities that occur therein. 

A sharp, narrow ridge or crest of a mountain. 

VII-2 



ARTERIAL ROADS 

ASSESSMENT 

ASSET, CAPITAL 

ASSET, RESIDUAL 

AVAILABLE 
FOREST 
LAND 

ADM 

AVERAGE ANNUAL 
CUT 

BASE SALE 
SCHEDULE 

BENCHMARK 

BENEFIT-COST 
RATIO 

Roads comprIsIng the ba~ic access network for National 
FO!'€st System administrati V€ and management acti vi tie~ • 
These roads serve all resourcE'S to a substantial extent, and 
maintenance is not normally determined by the activities of 
anyone resource. They provide service to large land areas 
and usually connect with public highways or other Forest 
arterial roads to form an integrated network of primary 
travel routes. The location and standards are often 
determined by a demand for maximum mobility and travel 
efficiency rather than by a specific resource management 
service. Usually they are developed and operated for long 
term land and resource management purposes and constant 
service. 

The Renewable Resource Assessment required by the Resource 
Planning Act. 

A natural resource, manmade structure, facility, or 
improvement in natural resources used as an input in 
production processes. 

The remaining value of a capital asset at the end of the 
time horizon of the planning or analytical process. 

Land that has not been legislatively or administratively 
withdrawn from timber production by the Secretary of 
Agriculture or Forest Service Chief. 

See Animal Unit Month. 

The volume of timber harvested in a decade, divided by 10. 

-------- -- -------- - -------------. 

A timber sale schedule formulated on the basis that the 
quantity of timber planned for sale and harvest for any 
future decade is equal to or greater than the planned sale 
and harvest for the preceding decade and this planned sale 
and harvest is not greater than the long-term sustained 
yield capacity. 

Reference points that define the bounds within which 
feasible management alternatives can be developed. 
Benchmarks may be defined by resource output or economic 
measures. 

Measure of economic efficiency, computed by dividing total 
discounted primary benefits by total discounted economic 
costs. 



BENEFIT, 
DIRECT 

BENEFIT, 
INDUCED 

BENEFIT, 
PRIMARY 

BENEFIT, 
SECONDARY 

BENEFIT 
(VALUE) 

BEST MANAGEMENT 
PRACTICES (EMP) 

BIG GAME 

BIG GAME 
SUMMER RANGE 

BIG GAME 
WINTER RANGE 

BIOLOGICAL 
POTENrIAL 

A primary benefit that fulfills specified objectives of the' 
policy, program, or project. 

A primary benefit from an output that is incidental to the 
objectives of the policy, program, or project. 

A benefit accruing to resource owners from a primary output,_ 
which may be direct or induced, or a residual asset. . 
Primary benefits are components of net public benefits. 

A benefit accruing to parties other than the resource 
owners, including effects on local, Regional, and national 
economies and on consumers of outputs. Secondary benefits 
are not necessarily included in net public benefits. 

Inclusive terms to quantifY the results of a proposed 
activity, project or program expressed in monetary or 
nonmonetary terms. 

The set of practices in the Forest Plan which, when applied 
during implementation of a project, ensures that water 
related benefical uses are protected and that State water 
quality standards are met. EMP's can take several forms. 
Some are defined by State regulation or memoranda of 
understanding between the Forest Service and the States. 
Others are defined by the Forest interdisciplinary planning 
team for application Forest-wide. Both of these kinds of 
BMP's are included in the Forest Plan as Forest-wide 
Standards. A third kind are identified by the 
interdisciplinary team for application to specific 
management areas; these are included as Mangement Area 
Standards in the appropriate management areas. A fourth 
kind, project level EMP's, are based on site specific 
evaluation and represent the most effective and practicable 
means of accomplishing the water quality and other goals of 
the specfic area involved in the project. These project 
level EMP's can either supplement or replace the Forest Plan 
standards for specific projects. 

Those species of large mammals normally managed as a sport 
hunting resource. 

used by big game during the summer months. 

The area available to 
winter season. 

used by big game through the 

The maximum possible output of a given resource limited 
only by its inherent physical and biological 
characteristics. 
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BIOLOGICAL 
GROWfH 
POTENTIAL 

BOARD FOOT 

BROADCAST BURN 

BOARD FOOTI 
CUBIC FOOT 
CONVERSION 

BROWSE 

CANOPY 

CAPABILITY 

CAPABILITY AREA 

CAPITAL 
INVESTMENT 

CARRYING 
CAPACITY 

The average net growth attainable in a fully stocked 
natural forest stand. 

A unit of measurement represented by a board one foot square 
and one inch thick. 

Allowing a controlled fire to burn over a designated area 
within well-defined boundaries, for reduction of fuel 
hazard, as a silvicultural treatment, or both. 

The mathematical ratio of the board feet contained in one 
cubic foot of timber. This ratio varies with tree species, 
diameter, height and form factors. 

Twigs, leaves, and young shoots of trees and shrubs on which 
animals feed; in particular, those shrubs which are utilized 
by big game animals for food. 

The more or less continuous cover of branches and foliage 
formed collectively by the crown of adjacent trees and other 
woody growth. 

The potential of an area of land and or water to produce 
resources, supply goods and serVices, and allow resource 
uses under a specified set of management practices and at a 
given level of management intensity. Capability depends 
upon current conditions and site conditions such as climate, 
slope, landform, soils and geology, as well as the 
application of management practices, such as silviculture or 
protection from fires, insects, and disease. 

A geographic delineation used to describe characteristics of 
the land and resources in integrated Forest planning. 
Capability areas may be synonamous with ecological land 
units, ecosystems or land response units. 

Investment in facilities such as roads and structures with 
specially-appropriated funds. 

1 (recreation): the amount of recreation use an area can 
sustain without deterioration of site quality; 2 
(wildlife): the maximlm number of anjmals an area can 
support during a given period of the year; 3 (range): the 
maximum stocking rate possible without damaging the 
vegetation or related resources. Carrying capacity may vary 
from year to year on the same area due to fluctuating forage 
production. 



CAVITY 

CEQ 

CFR 

CHARGEABLE 
VOLUME 

CLEARCUI'TING 

CLEARCUT 
EQUIVALENT 

CLIMAX PLANT 
COMMUNITY 

CLOSURE 

CMAI 

CODE-A-SITE 

COEFFICIENT 
(COST, VALUE, 
YIELD) 

COLIFORM 
BACTERIA 

COLLECTOR ROADS 

A hollow in a tree that is used by birds or mammals for 
roosting and reproduction. 

See Council of Environmental Quality. 

Code of Federal Regulations. 

Chargeable volume is all volume that is included in the 
growth and yield projections for the selected management 
prescriptions used to arrive at the "allowable sale 
quanti ty, II based on Regional utilization standards. 

Harvesting of all trees in one cut. It prepares the area 
for a new, even-aged stand. The area harvested may be a 
patch, stand, or strip large enough to be mapped or recorded 
as separate age class in planning. Regeneration is obtained 
through natural seeding, or through planting or direct 
seeding. 

The portion of a forested area that has had all trees 
removed via clearcutting in the past and in Which the 
regenerating trees are still small enough that from a 
hydrological standpoint the area has not recovered to its 
former water use/water yield balance. 

The final or stable biotic community in a developmental 
series. 

The administrative order that does not allow specified uses 
in deSignated areas or on Forest development roads or 
trails. 

See Culmination of Mean Annual Increment. 

A method of recording and evaluating dispersed recreation 
camping sites. 

The numeric units used to include costs, values, and outputs 
in the analysis model used in the formulation of the Forest 
Plan. 

Any of several bacteria found in the large intestine of man 
and animals, the presence of Which indicated fecal 
pollution. 

Roads constructed to serve two or more elements but which do 
not fit into the other two road categories (arterial or 
local). Construction costs of these facilities are prorated 
to the respective elerr~nt served. These roads serve smaller 
land areas and are usually connected to a Forest arterial or 
public highway. They collect traffic from local Forest 
roads or terminal facilities. The location and standard are 
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COMMERICAL 
FOREST LAND 
(SUITABLE 
TIMBER 
LAND) 

COMMERCIAL 
TIMBER SALES 

COMMODITIES 

COMMON 
MATERIALS 

COMMUNITY 
COHESION 

COMMUNITY 
STABILITY 

CONCERN 

CONDITION 
CLASS 

CONGRESSIONALLY 
DESIGNATED 
AREAS 

CONSTRAINT 

CONSUMPTIVE 
USES 

CONTINENTAL 
DIVIDE 

influenced by both long term multi-resource service needs 
and travel efficiency. Forest collector roads are operated 
for constant or intermittent service, depending on land use 
and resource management objectives for the area served by 
the facility. 

Land that is producing, or is capa~le of producing, crops of 
industrial wOod (1) has not been withdrawn by Congress, 
the Secretary of Agriculture or the Chief of the Forest 
Service; (2) where existing technology and knowledge is 
available to ensure timber production without irreversible 
damage to soils productivity or watershed conditions; and 
(3) where existing technology and knowledge, as reflected in 
current research and experience, provides reasonable 
assurance that adequate restocking can be obtained within 5 
years after final harvesting. 

The selling of timber from National Forest lands for the 
economic gain of the party removing and marketing the trees. 

Resources with commercial value; all resource products which 
are articles of commerce, such as timber, range forage and 
minerals. 

See Minerals, Common Variety. 

The degree of unity and cooperation within a community in 
working toward shared goals and solutions to problems. 

The capacity of a community to absorb and cope with change 
without major hardship to institutions or groups within the 
comm:mity. 

See Management Concern. 

A descriptive category of the existing tree vegetation as it 
relates to size, stocking and age. 

Areas established by Congressional legislation, such as 
National Wildernesses, National Wild and Scenic Rivers, and 
National Recreation Areas. 

A confinement or restriction on the range of permissible 
choices. 

Uses of a resource that reduce the supply. Examples of some 
consumptive uses of water are irrigation, domestic and 
industrial water use, graZing, and timber harvest. 

The drainage divide between waters flowing to the Atlantic 
Ocean and the Pacific Ocean. 

VII-7 



CORD 

CORDUROY 

CORRIDOR 
(UI'ILITY 
CORRIDOR) 

COST 

COST EFFICIENCY 

COST-SHARE 

COUNCIL ON 
ENVIRONMENTAL 
QUALITY 

COVERIFORAGE 
RATIO 

CRITICAL 
HABITAT 

CUBIC FOOT 

A unit of gross volume measurement for stacked roundwood 
based on external dimensions, generally implies a stack of 
four feet by four feet vertical cross section and eight feet 
long, contains 128 stacked cubic feet. 

A method of subgrade reinforcement often used on trails and 
for some roads whereby logs are placed perpendicular to the 
traveled way to support a surfacing material. 

A linear strip of land which has ecological, technical, 
economic, social, or similar advantages over other areas for 
the present or future location of transportation or utility 
routes. 

The negative or adverse effects or expenditures resulting 
from an action. Costs may be monetary, social, phYsical or 
environmental in nature. 

The usefulness of specified inputs (costs) to produce 
specified outputs (benefits). In measuring cost efficiency, 
some outputs, including environmental, economic, or social 
impacts, are not assigned monetary values but are achieved 
at specific levels in the least cost manner. Cost 
efficiency is usually measured using present net value, 
although use of benefit-cost ratios and rates of return may 
be appropriate. 

Refers to the process of cooperating in the joint 
development of a road system. The document executed through 
this process, called "Road Right-of-Way Construction and Use 
Agreement," specifies the terms of developing the 
transportation system for a specified land area. 

An advisory council to the President established by the 
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969. It reviews 
Federal programs for their effect on the environment, 
conducts environmental studies, and advises the President 
on environmental matters. 

The ratio of tree cover (usually conifer types) to 
foraging areas <natural openings, clearcuts, etc.). 

Specific areas within the geographical area occupied by a 
species on which are found those physical and biological 
features (1) essential to the conservation of the species 
and (2) which may require special management considerations 
or protection. Critical habitat shall not include the 
entire geographic area which can be occupied by the 
threatened and endangered species. 

The amount of wood volume equivalent to a cube 1 foot by 1 
foot by 1 foot. 
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CULMINATION OF 
MEAN ANNUAL 
INCREMENT 
(CMAI) 

CULTURAL 
RESOURCES 

CUTTING CYCLE 

DEMAND 

DEMAND ANALYSIS 

DEPARTURE 

DEPENDENT 
CCMMUNITIES 

DEVELOPED 
RECREATION 

DEVELOPED 
RECREATION 
SITES 

DIAMETER BREAST 
HEIGHT (DBH) 

DISCOUNT RATE 

The point at which the volume increment for a tree or stand 
of trees has achieved its highest mean value. Mean annual 
increment is based on expected growth according to the 
management intensities and utilization standards assumed in 
the Forest Plan. The CMAI is calculated dividing the 
attained growth (volume) by its corresponding age. 

The physical of human activity (artifacts, ruins, 
burial mounds, petroglyphs, etc.) conceptual content or 
context (as a setting for legendary, historic, or 
prehistoric events, as a sacred area of native peoples, 
etc.) of an area of prehistoric or historic occupation. 

For a crop or stand, the planned interval of time between 
the beginning of one cutting period and the beginning of the 
succeeding cutting period. 

The amount of output that users are willing to take at a 
specific price, time period, and conditions of sale. 

A study of the factors affecting the schedule of demand for 
a good or service, including the price-quantity 
relationship, if applicable. 

A schedule which from the principle of nondeclining 
flow by exhibiting a planned decrease in the timber sale and 
harvest schedule at any time in the future. 

Communities whose social, economic, or political life 
would become discernably different in important respects 
if market or non-market outputs the National Forests 
were cut off. 

Recreation that occurs where improvements enhance recreation 
opportunities and accommodate intensive recreation 
activities in a area. 

Relatively small, distinctly defined area where facilities 
are provided for concentrated public use, i.e., campgrounds, 
picnic areas and swimming areas. 

The diameter of a tree measured 4 1/2 feet above the 
ground. 

An interest rate that reflects the cost or time value of 
money. It is used in discounting future costs and benefits. 
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DISCOUNfING 

DISPERSED 
RECREATION 

DISTRICT RANGER 

DIVERSITY 

An economic adjustment for the time value of money; 
mathematical reduction of costs and/or benefits which occur 
in the future to the present time for purposes of 
comparison. 

That portion of outdoor recreation use which occurs outside 
of developed sites in the unroaded and roaded Forest 
environment i.e., hunting, backpacking and berry picking~ 

The official responsible for administering the National 
Forest System Lands on a Ranger District. 

The distribution and abundance of different plant and animal 
comm.mities and species within the area covered by a laUd; 
and resource management plan. 

----------------_._-----_._---_. __ ._-------------

ECON(}4ICS 

ECOSYSTEM 

ECOTONE 

EDAPHIC 

EDGE 

EFFECTS 

EFFICIENCY, 
ECON(}4IC 

ELK HIDING 
COVER 

The study of how limited resources, goods, and services are 
allocated among competing uses. 

A complete, interacting system of organisms considered 
together with their environment (for example; a marsh, a 
watershed, or a lake.) 

A transition or junction zone between two or more diverse 
communities (ecosystems). 

The influence of soils on living organisms, particularly 
plants, including man's use of the land for plant growth. 

The more or less well-defined boundary between two or more_ 
elements of the environment, i.e., field/woodland. 

Physical, biological, social and economic results (expected 
or experienced) resulting from achieverr.ent of outputs. 
Effects can be direct, indirect and cumulative. 

The usefulness of inputs (costs) to produce outputs 
(benefits) and effects when all costs and benefits that can 
be identified and valued are included in the computations. 
Economic efficiency is usually measured using present net 
value, though use of benefit-cost ratios and rates-of-return 
may sometimes be appropriate. 

Vegetation, primarily trees, capable of hiding 90 percent 
of an elk seen from a distance of 200 feet or less. 
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ELK SECURITY 
COVER 
(EFFECTIVE ELK 
SECURITY 
COVER) 

ENDANGERED 
SPECIES 

ENDING 
INVENTORY 
CONSRAINT 
(EIC) 

ENVIRONMENTAL 
ANALYSIS 

ENVIRONMENTAL 
ASSESSMENT 

ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT 
STATEMENT, 
DRAFT (DEIS) 

ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT 
STATEMENT 
FINAL (FEIS) 

EPHEMERAL 
STREAMS 

EROSION 

ESCAPEMENT 

Elk hiding cover modified by open roads. The greater the 
density of open roads within an area, the less effective 
is the hiding cover in providing security for' elk. 

Any species, plant or animal, which is in danger of 
extinction throughout all or a significant portion of its 
range. Endangered species are identified by the Secretary 
of the Interior in accordance with the 1973 Endangered 
Species Act. 

Constraint to ensure that the total timber volume left at 
the end of the planning horizon will equal or exceed the 
volume that would occur in a managed Forest. 

An analysis of alternative actions and their predictable 
short and long-term environmental effects which include 
physical, biological, economic, social, and environmental 
design factors and their interactions. 

A concise public document for which a agency is 
responsible that serves to: 

(1) Briefly provide sufficient and analysis for 
determining whether to prepare an environmental impact 
statement or a finding of no significant impact. 

(2) Aid an agency's compliance with the National 
Environmental Policy when no environmental impact 
statement is necessary 

(3) Facilitate preparation of an environmental impact 
statement when one is necessary. 

A detailed written statement as required by Sec. 102(2)(C) 
of the National Environmental Policy Act. 

The final version of the public document required by NEPA. 
(see above) 

Streams that flow only as a direct response to rainfall or 
snowmelt events. They have no baseflow. 

The group of processes whereby earth or rocky material is 
worn away by natural sources such as wind, water or ice and 
removed from any part of the earth's surface. 

The nurrber of adult anadromous fish escaping past commercial 
and recreational harvest fisheries and other sources of 
mortality, to upstream spawning areas. 
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EVEN-AGED 
MANAGEMENT 

EXTRACTIVE USE 

F 

FAMILY UNIT 

FEE SITE 

FINAL CUT 

FLOOD PLAIN 

FORAGE 

FORB 

FOREST AND 
RANGELAND 
RENEWABLE 
RESOURCES 
PLANNING 
ACT OF 1974 

FOREST LAND 

The application of a combination of actions that result in 
the creation of stands in which trees of essentially the 
same age grow together. Managed even-aged Forests are 
characterized by a distribution of the stands of varying 
ages (and, therefore, tree sizes) throughout the Forest 
area. The difference in ages between trees forming the main 
canopy level of the stand does not usually exceed 20 percent 
of the age of the stand at harvest rotation age. 
Regeneration in a particular stand is obtained during a 
short period at or near the time that a stand has reached 
the desired age or size for regeneration and is harvested. 
Cutting methods include clearcutting, shelterwood cutting, 
and seed tree cutting. 

Use of natural resources that removes them from their 
natural setting. 

A camp or picnic spot with table, fireplace, tent pad, and 
parking spot. 

A Forest Service recreation area in which users must pay a 
fee. Fee sites must meet certain standards and provide 
certain facilities as specified in the Forest Service 
Manual. 

Removal of the last seed bearers or shelter trees after 
regeneration is considered to be established under a 
shelterwood system. 

The lowland and relatively flat area adjoining inland 
waters, including at a minimum, that area subject to a one 
percent or greater chance of flooding in any given year. 

All browse and nonwoody plants available to livestock or 
wildlife for feed. 

Any herbaceous plant other than true grasses, sedges or 
rushes. 

An act of Congress which requires the assessment of the 
Nation's renewable resources and the periodic development of 
a national renewable resources program. It also requires 
the development, maintenance and, as appropriate, revision 
of land and resource management plans for units of the 
National Forest System (e.g., National Forest). 

Land at least 10 percent occupied by forest trees of any 
size or formerly having had such tree cover and not 
currently developed for non-forest use. Lands developed for 
non-forest use include areas for crops, improved pasture, 
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FOREST LOCAL 
ROADS 

FOREST 
SUPERVISOR 

FOREST SYSTEM 
ROADS 

FORPLAN 

FOREST 
MANAGEMENT 
GUIDELINES 

FSH 

FSM 

FUEL BREAK 

residential, or administrative areas, improved constructed 
roads of any width, and adjoining road clearing and 
powerline clearing of any width. 

The term "occupied" when used to define forest land, will be 
measured by canopy cover of live forest trees at maturity. 
The minimum area for classification of forest land will be 1 
acre or greater. Unimproved roads, trails, stream and 
clearings in forest areas are classified as forest if they 
are less than 120 feet in width. 

Roads constructed and maintained for, and frequented by, the 
activities of a given resource element. Some uses may be 
made by other element activities, but normally maintenance 
is not affected by such use. These roads connect terminal 
facilities with Forest collector or Forest arterial roads or 
public highways. The location and standard usually are 
determined by the requirement of a specific resource 
activity rather than by travel efficiency. Forest local 
roads may be developed and operated for constant or 
intermittent service, depending on land use and resource 
management objectives for the area served by the facility. 

The official responsible for administering the National 
Forest System lands in a Forest Service Administrative unit, 
wnich may consist of one or more National Forests or all the 
Forests within a State. 

A road wholly or partly within or adjacent to and serving 
the National Forest System and which is necessary for the 
protection, administration and utilization of the National 
Forest System and the use and developments of its 
resources. 

A linear programing system used for developing and analyzing 
Forest planning alternatives. 

An indication or outline of policy or conduct dealing with 
the basic management of Forest. Forest-wide management 
guidelines apply to all areas of the Forest regardless of 
the other management prescriptions applied. 

Forest Service Handbook. 

Forest Service Manual. 

A zone in which fuel quantity has been reduced or altered to 
provide a position for suppression forces to make a stand 
against wildfire. Fuel breaks are designated or constructed 
before the outbreak of a fire. Fuel breaks may consist of 
one or a combination of the following: nabural barriers, 
constructed fuel breaks, manmade barriers. 
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FUELS 

FUELS 
MANAGEMENT 

FUELS TREATMENT 

FULL-SERVICE 
MANAGEMENT 

GAME SPECIES 

GOAL 

GOODS AND 
SERVICES 

GRAZING 
ALLOTMENT 

GRIZZLY BEAR 
RECOVERY TEAM 

GROUP 
SELECTION 
CUTTING 

GROWING STOCK 
LEVEL 

GUIDELINE 

Include both living plants; dead, woody vegetative 
materials; and other vegetaU ve materials which are capable 
of burning. 

Manipulation or reduction of fuels to meet Forest protection 
and management objectives while preserving and enhancing 
environmental quality. 

The rearrangement or disposal of natural or activity fuels 
to reduce the fire hazard. 

The administration, operation and maintenance of developed 
recreation sites to established standards with the objective 
to provide a pleasant recreation experience for the visitor 
and exceed the mininum health and safety needs of the 
visitors. 

------.--- ----------

Any species of wildlife or fish for Which seasons and bag 
limits have been prescribed, and which are normally 
harvested by hunters, trappers, and fisherman under State or 
Federal laws, codes, and regulations. 

A concise statement that describes a desired condition to be 
achieved. It is normally expressed in broad, general terms 
and is timeless in that it has no specific date by which it 
is to be completed. Goal statements form the principal 
basis from which objectives are developed. 

The various outputs, including onsite uses, produced by 
forest and rangeland renewable resources. 

See Range Allotment. 

An interagency group designated to remove the grizzly bear 
from threatened species designation in the lower 48 states. 

A cutting method to develop and maintain uneven-aged stands 
by the removal of small groups of trees to meet a 
predetermined goal of size distribution and species 
composition in remaining stands. 

A relative stand density measure used to guide a management 
objective such as maximizing timber volume yields or 
optimizing big game thermal cover. 

See Standard and Guideline. 
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HABITAT TYPE 

HABITAT TYPE 
GROUP 

HIDING 
COVER 

I 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 
AREA 

IMPROVEMENT 
CUTTING 

INDICATOR 
SPECIES 

INDIRECT 
EFFECTS 

INDIRECT 
OUTPUTS 

INDIVIDUAL 
TREE SELECTION 
HARVEST 

INDUCED 
OUTPUTS 

INDUSTRIAL 
WOOD 

INSTREAM FLOW-S 

An aggregation of all land areas potentially capable of 
producing similar plant communities at climax. 

A logical grouping of habitat types to facililtate resource 
planning and public presentations. 

Trees of sufficient size and densit.y to conceal animals from 
view at 300 feet. 

The delineated area subject to significant economic and 
social impacts from Forest Service activities included in an 
economic or social impact analysis. 

Removing trees of undesirable species, form, or condition 
from the main canopy in stands past the sapling stage to 
improve the composition and quality. 

Species identified in a planning process that are used to 
monitor the effects of planned management activities on 
viable populations of wildlife and fish including those that 
are socially or economically important. 

Secondary effects which occur late in time or in other 
locations than the inital action or significantly later in 
time. 

Outputs caused by the acticn but which are later in time or 
farther removed in distance but still reasonably 
foreseeable. 

A cutting method to develop and maintain uneven-age stands 
by the removal of selected trees from specified age classes 
over the entire stand area in order to meet a predetermined 
goal of age distribution and species in the remaining stand. 

Outputs in the private sector induced by the direct outputs 
produced on the Forest. 

All commercial roundwood products except fuelv;ood. 

The minrnum water volume (cubic feet per second) in each 
stream necessary to meet seasonal streamflow requirements 
for maintaining aquatic ecosystems, visual quality, 
recreational opportunities and other uses. 
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IN-MIGRATION 

INTEGRATED PEST 

INTENSIVE 
GRAZING 

INTER
DISCIPLINARY 
TEAM (ID TEAM) 

INTERMEDIATE 
HARVEST 

INTERMITTENT 
STREAM 

INTERPRETATIVE 
SERVICES 

INVENTORY DATA 

ISSUE 

The movement of human population into an area. 

A process for selecting strategies to regulate forest pe'sts 
in which all aspects of a pest-host system are studied and 
weighed. The information consideroo in selecting 
appropriate strategy includes the impact of the unregulated 
pest population on various resource values, alternative 
regulatory tactics and strategies, and benefit/cost 
estimates for these alternative strategies. Regulatory 
strategies are based on sound silvicultural practices and 
ecology of the pest-host system and consist of a combination 
of tactics such as timber stand improvement plus selective 
use of pesticides. A basic principle in the choice of 
strategy is that it be ecologically compatible or 
acceptable. 

Grazing management that controls distribution of cattle and 
duration of use on the range, usually by fences, so parts of 
the range are rested during the growing season. 

A group of individuals with different training assembled, 
to solve a problem or perform a task. The team is assembled 
out of recognition that no one scientific discipline is . 
sufficiently broad to adequately solve the problem. Through 
interaction, participants bring different points of view to 
bear on the problem. 

Any removal of trees from a stand between the time of its 
formation and the regeneration cut. Most comm:mly applied 
intermediate cuttings are release, thinning, improvement, 
and sal vage • 

A stream which flows only at certain times of the year when 
it receives water from springs or from some surface source 
such as melting snow. 

Visitor information services designed to inform and educate 
Forest visitors, improving their understanding, appreciation 
and enjoyment of National Forest resources. 

Recorded measurements, facts, evidence, or observations on 
Forest resources such as SOil, water, timber, wildlife, 
range, geology, minerals, and recreation which was used to 
determine the capability and opportunity of the Forest to be 
managed for those resources. 

See Public Issue. 
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K 

"KEY REACHES" 
OF WATERSHED 
SYSTEM 

KEY SUMMER 
RANGE 

KEY WINTER 
RANGE 

LAND EXCHANGE 

LANDING 

LAND LINE 
LOCATION 

LANDTYPE 

LANDTIPE 
GROUP 

LEASABLE 
MINERALS 

LEVEL I FIRE 
ANALYSIS 

LEVEL II FIRE 
ANALYSIS 

A representative stream segment that can be expected to be 
sensitive to water resource changes and Which adequately 
reflects the effects of management of the stream channel, 
the water, and their beneficial uses. 

An area that is potentially capable of supportj.ng big game 
during the summer use period. 

The portion of the yearlong range where big game find food 
and/or cover during severe winter weather. 

The conveyance of non-Federal Land or interests to the 
United States in exchange for National Forest System land or 
interests in land. 

Any place Where round timber is assembled for further 
transport. 

The legal identification, accurate location, and description 
property boundaries. 

An inventory map unit with relatively uniform potential for 
a defined set of land uses. Properties of soils, landform; 
natural vegetation and bedrock are cornrronly components of 
landtype delineation used to evaluate potentials and 
limitations for land use. 

A logical grouping of landtypes that faciljtate resource 
planning. 

See Minerals, Leasable. 

General fire management analysis to provide historical 
information that assists the interdisciplinary team in the 
analysis of the management situation and forrrulation of 
alternatives for the Forest Plan. 

An analytical process which guides the implementation of 
fire management activities of the Forest Plan. 
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LINEAR 
PRCX1RAMMING 

LIMITED 
SURFACE USE 
STIPULATION 

LOCAL DEPENDENT 
INDUSTRIES 

LOCATABLE 
MINERALS 

LOESS 

LONG-TERM 
SUSTAINED YIELD 
CAPACITY (LTSY) 

M. 

M 

MM 

MAUM 

MBF 

MMBF 

MMCF 

MANAGEMENT 
ACTION 

A mathematical method used to determine the optimal 
distribution of limited resources between competing demands 
when both the objective (e.g., profit or cost) and the 
restrictions on its attainment are expressible as a system 
of linear equalities or inequalities (e.g., y=a+bx). 

A mineral lease clause, which, if attached to a mineral 
lease, prohibits surface disturbing activities on the lease 
pending submission of a surface use and operations plan 
which is satisfactory to the BLM and the surface management 
agency for protection of special existing or planned uses. 
This stipulation may, when site-specific operations are 
proposed and analyzed, be modified if other less stringent 
mitigation is determined to be sufficient to protect the 
other resources. 

Local industries relying on National Forest outputs for 
economic activity. 

See Minerals locatable. 

A uniform and unstratified fine sand 
wind. 

silt transported by 

The highest uniform wood yield from lands being managed for 
timber production that may be sustained under a specified 
intensity of management consistent with multiple use 
objectives 

Thousand 

Million 

Thousand Animal Unit Months. 

Thousand Board Feet 

Million Board feet 

Million Cubic feet 

Any activity undertaken as part of the administration of the 
Forest. 
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MANAGEMENT AREA 

NANAGEMENT 
CONCERN 

MANAGEMENT 
DIRECTION 

MANAGEMENT 
EFFECTS 

MANAGEMENT 
EMPHASIS 

MANAGEMENT 
INTENSITY 

MANAGEMENT 
OPPORTUNITY 

MANAGEMENT 
PRACTICE 

MANAGEMENT 
PRESCRIPTION 

MANAGEMENT 
STANDARDS AND 
GUIDELINES 

MARKET VALUE 

MASS MOVEMENT 

An aggregation of capability areas Which have common 
management direction and may be noncontiguous in the 
Forest. Consists of a grouping of capability areas selected 
through evaluation procedures and used to locate decisions 
and resolve issues and concerns. 

An issue, problem, or a condition which constr'ains the range 
of management practices identified by the Forest Service in 
the planning process. 

A statement of multiple-use and other goals and 
objectives, the associated management prescriptions, and 
standards and guidelines for attaining them. 

Physical, biological, social and economic responses to 
management practices. 

A management practice or combination of management 
practices designed to stress production of a particular type 
of output or mix of outputs. 

A management practice or combination 
practices and associated costs 
levels of goods and services. 

management 
to different 

A statement of general actions, measures, or treatments 
that address a public issue or management concern. 

A specific activity, measure, course of action, or 
treatment. Proposed management practices are those 
scheduled in the first decade of Forest Plan 
implementation. Probable management practices are those 
scheduled in the second decade of Forest Plan 
implementation. 

Management practices and intensities selected and scheduled 
for application on a specific area to attain multiple use 
and other goals and objectives. 

See Standard and Guideline. 

The unit price of an output normally exchanged in a market 
after at least one stage of production, expressed in terms 
of what people are willing to pay as evidenced by market 
transactions. 

Downslope movement of a portion of the land's surface, i.e., 
a single landslide or the gradual simultaneous, downhill 
movement of the whole mass of loose earth material on a 
slope face. 
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MATURE TIMBER 

MAXIMUM 
RESOURCE 
POTENTIAL 

MEAN ANNUAL 
INCREMENT 

MINERAL ENTRY 

MINERAL 
WITHDRWAL 

MINERAL 
EXPLORATION 

MINERAL 
PRODUCTION 

MINERALS, 
COMMON VARIETY 

MINERALS, 
LEASABLE 

MINERALS, 
LOCATABLE 

MINIMUM 
MANAGEMENT 
REQUIREMENTS 

MINIMUM 
RESOURCE 
STANDARDS 

Individual trees or stands of trees that in general are at 
thei r maxirum rate in terms of the physiological processes 
expressed as height, diameter, and volume growth. 

The maxirum possible output of a given resource limited 
only by its inherent physical and biological 
characteristics. 

The total volume increase in a tree or stand of trees up to 
a given age, divided by that age. 

The filing of a mining claim on Federal land to obtain the 
right to mine any locatable minerals it may contain. Also 
the filing for a mill site on Federal land for the purpose 
of processing off-site locatable minerals. 

A formal designation by the Secretary of Interior which 
precludes entry or disposal of mineral commodities under the 
mining and/or mineral leasing laws. 

The search for valuable minerals. 

The extraction of mineral deposits. 

Deposits of sand, stone, gravel, etc. of widespread 
occurrence and not having distinct or special value. These 
deposits are used generally for construction and decorative 
purposes and are disposed of under the ~~terials Act of 
1947. 

Those minerals which are disposed of under authority of the 
various mineral leasing acts. Minerals include coal, Oil, 
gas, phosphate, sodium, potassium, oil shale, sulfur (in 
Louisiana and New Mexico), and geothermal steam. 

Those minerals which are disposed of under the general 
mining laws. Included are minerals such as gold, silver, 
lead, zinc and copper which are not classed as leasable or 
salable. 

Standards for resource protection, vegetative manipulation, 
silviculturist practices, even-aged management, riparian 
areas, soil and water and diversity, to be met in 
accomplishing National Forest System goals and objectives 
(see 36 CFR 219.27). 

Specific conditions of individual resources which rust be 
maintained in or'der to meet minirum management 
requirements (36 CFR 219.27) and/or other legal 
requirEments. 
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MINIMUM 
STREAWLOWS 

MINIMUM VIABLE 

MINING CLAIMS 

MITIGATE 

MITIGATION 

MODIFICATION 
(VQJ) 

MONITORING AND 
EVALUATION 

MONTANA 
WILDERNESS 
STUDY ACT AREAS 

MOUNTAIN PINE 
BEETLE 

USE 

A specified level of flow through a channel that must be 
maintained by the users of a stream for biological, 
physical, or other purposes. 

See Viable Population. 

A geographic area of the public lands held under the general 
mining laws in which the right of exclusive possession is 
vested in the locator of a valuable mineral deposit. 
Includes lode claims, placer claims, mill sites and tunnel 
sites. 

To lessen the severity. 

Avoiding or minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or 
magnitude of the action and its implementation; rectifying 
the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the 
affected environment; reducing or eliminating the impact by 
preservation and maintenance operations during the life of 
the action. 

See Visual Quality Objective (VQO). 

The periodic evaluation on a sample basis of 
management practices to determine how well objectives 
been met and how closely management standards have been 
applied. 

Those areas that are required to be studied for their 
wilderness suitability under the Montana Wilderness Study 
Act of 1977 (Public Law 95-150). 

A species of Bark Beetle that spends the major portion of 
their fe cycle in a tree's cambium layer. Through a 
combination of the insect the cambium layer and 
the introduction the resin , the 
tree is girdled and 

The management of all the various renewable surface 
resources of the National Forest System so that they are 
utilized in the combination that will best meet the needs of 
the American people; making the most judicious use of the 
land for some or all of these resources or related services 
over areas large enough to provide sufficient latitude for 
periodic adjustments in use to conform to changing needs and 
conditions; that some lands will be used for less than all 
of the resources; and harmonious and coordinated management 
of the various resources, each with the other, without 
impairment of the productivity of the land, with 
consideration being given to the relative values of the 
various resources, and not necessarily the combination of 
uses that will give the greatest dollar return or the 
greatest unit output. 
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NATIONAL 
ENVIRONMENTAL 
POLICY ACT' 
(NEPA) 

NATIONAL FOREST 
LANDSCAPE 
MANAGMENT 
SYSTEM 

NATIONAL FOREST 
MANAGEMENT ACT 
(NFMA) 

NATIONAL FOREST 
SYSTEM 

NATIONAL 
RECREATION 
TRAILS 

NATIONAL 
REGISTER OF 
HISTORIC 
PLACES 

NATIONAL WILD 
AND SCENIC 
RIVER 
SYSTEM 

NATIONAL 
WILDERNESS 
PRESERVATION 
SYSTEM 

NONDECLINING 
YIELD 

----------

An act which encourages productive and enjoyable harmony 
between man and his environment; pronotes efforts to 
prevent or eliminate damage to the environment and 
biosphere and stimulate the health and welfare of man; 
enriches the understanding of the ecological systems and 
natural resources inportant to the Nation; and establishes a 
Council on Environmental Quality. 

The planning and design of the visual aspects of multiple 
use land management in such ways that the visual effects 
maintain or upgrade man's psychological welfare. 

A law passed in 1976 as amendments to the Forest and Range
land Renewable Resources Planning Act that requires the 
preparation of Regional and Forest plans and the preparation 
of regulations to guide that development. 

All national forest lands reserved or withdrawn from the 
public domain of the United States, all national forest 
lands acquired through purchase, exchange, donation, or 
other means, the national grasslands and land utilization 
projects administered under Title III. 

Trails designated by the Secretary of the Interior or the 
Secretary of Agriculture as part of the national system of 
trails authorized by the National Trails System Act. 
National recreation trails provide a variety of outdoor 
recreation uses. 

A listing maintained by the National Park Service of areas 
which have been designated as being of historical 
significance. The Register includes places of local and 
State significance as well as those of value to the Nation 
as a whole. 

Rivers with outstanding scenic, recreational, geologic, 
fish and wildlife, historic, cultural, or other similar 
values designated by Congress under the Wild and Scenic 
Rivers Act for preservation of their free-flowing condition. 

All lands covered by the Wilderness Act and subsequent 
wilderness designations, irrespective of the department or 
agency having jurisdiction. 

See Nondeclining Flow. 
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NEPA 

NFMA 

NET PUBLIC 
BENEFITS 

NO ACTION 
ALTERNATIVE 

NONCHARGEABLE 
VOLUME 

NONCCMMODITY 
OUTPUTS 

NONCONSUMPTIVE 
USE 

NONDECLINING 
FLOW 

NONEXTRACTIVE 
USE 

NONGAME 

NONPOINT SOURCE 
POLLUfrON 

See National Environmental Policy Act. 

See Nati onal Forest Management Act. 

An expression used to signify the overall long-term value 
to the Nation of all outputs and positive effects (benefits) 
less all associated inputs and negative effects (costs) 
whether they can be quantitatively valued or not. Net 
public benefits are measured by both quantitative and 
quali tati ve criteria rather than a single measure or index. 
The maximization of net public benefits to be derived from 
management of units of the National Forest System is 
consistent with the principles of multiple use and sustained 
yield. 

The management direction, activities, outputs, and effects 
most likely to exist in the future if the current plan would 
continue unchanged. 

All volume that is not included in the growth and yield 
projections for the selected management prescriptions used 
to arrive at the allowable sale It also includes 

volume removed from nonsuitable 

See Output, Nonmarket 

Those uses of resources that do not reduce the supply. 
Nonconsumptive uses of include hydroelectric power 
generation, boating, swimming, etc. 

The principle that the quantity of timber planned for sale 
or harvest for any future decade must be equal to or greater 
than the planned sale and harvest for the preceding decade, 
and this planned sale and harvest for any decade is not 
greater than the long-term sustained yield capacity. 

Use which does not remove a resource from its natural 
setting. 

Species of animals which are not managed as a sport hunting 
resource. 

Sources from which the pollutants discharged are: (1) 
irrluced by natural processes, including precipitation, 
seepage, percolation, and runoff; (2) not traceable to any 
discrete or identifiable facility and (3) better controlled 
through the utilization of Best Management Practices, 
including process and planning techniques. This includes 
natural pollution sources not directly or indirectly caused 
by man. 

VII-23 



NONSTOCKED 

NO-SURFACE 
OCCUPANCY 
STIPULA TIOM 

NOTICE OF 
INTENT 

A stand of trees or aggregation of stands that have a 
stocking level below the minimum specified for meeting the 
prescribed management objectives. 

A mineral lease clause which, if attached to a mineral 
lease prohibits the lessee from constructing roads, well 
pads or otherwise occupying the land surface unless, upon 
site-specific review, it is determined by the authorized 
officer that the requirements of the stipulation can be 
modified if other less stringent mitigation is determined to 
be sufficient to protect the other resources. 

Written notice to the affected District Ranger by those who 
intend to engage in mining activity on the Forest of 
proposed prospecting, exploration, mining, and mineral 
processing activities. 

-------------.-----------------
Q 

OBJECTIVE 

OBJECTIVE 
FUNCTION 

OFF-ROAD 
VEHICLE 

OLD GROWI'H 
TIMBER 

OPPORTUN1TI 
COST 

OPTIMUM 

A concise time-specific statement of measurable planned 
results that respond to preestablished goals. An objective 
forms the basis for further planning, to define the precise 
steps to be taken and the resources to be used in achieving 
identified goals. 

A term used in linear programming describing the criteria to 
be optimized. Examples of objective fUnctions are: 
maximize present net value, minimize cost or maximize 
timber. 

Any vehicle capable of being operated off an established 
road or trail, e.g., motorbikes, four-Wheel drives, and 
snowmobiles. 

See Overmature Timber. 

An opportunity cost is value foregone. In this analysis it 
is a cost calculated as the difference between present net 
value of the alternative and the present net value of the 
maximum PNV increment. 

The greatest level of production that is consistent with 
other resource requirements as constrained by enVironmental, 
social and economically sound conditions. 
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OUTPUT 

OUTPUT, 
CONTROLLED 

OUTPUT, DIRECT 

OUTPUT, 
INDUCED 

OUTPUT, MARKET 

OUTPUT, 
NON-CONTROLLED 

OUTPUT, 
NONMARKET 

OUTPUT, PRIMARY 

OVER-THE
COUNTER SALE 

O"~RMA TURE 
TIMBER 

OVERSTORY 

OVERTHRUST BELT 

A good, service, or on-site use that is produced from forest 
and rangeland resources. Definitions of Forest and 
r'angeland output definitions, codes and units measure are 
contained in the Management Information Handbook (FSH 
1309.11). Examples are: X06-Softwood Sawtinber Production 
- MBF; XSO-Increased Water Yield - Acre Feet; W01-Primitive 
Recreation Use - RVD's. 

The amount of an output which management has the legal and 
practical ability to control with management activities. 

An output that fulfills specified objectives of the policy, 
program, or project being evaluated. 

A good, serVice, or on-site use which is incidental to the 
objectives of the resource activity. An example is the 
timber harvest activity which produces a primary output of 
board feet of tinber and an induced output of acres of 
improved wildlife habitat because of the harvest activity. 

A good, service, or on-site use that can be purchased at a 
price. 

The amount of an output which will occur regardless of 
management activity. 

A good, service, or on-site use not normally exchanged a 
market. 

A good, service, or on-site use that results from the 
completion of an activity, project or program that meets the 
specific objectives of the resource. Examples are board 
feet of timber, recreation visitor days, 

The selling of Forest products without bidding, as 
requested by the general public usually for products such 
as fuel wood , corral poles, shrubs, etc. 

Individual trees or stands of trees that in general are past 
their maximum rate in terms of the physiological processes 
expressed as height, diameter and volume growth. 

That uppermost canopy of the forest when there is more than 
one level of vegetation. 

A complex geologic feature, extending from Alaska to Mexico, 
which resulted from compressional stresses within the earth, 
and which is characterized by abundant thrust faults. This 
zone passes through and inclUdes all of western Montana. 
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PARTIAL 
RETENTION 
(VCP) 

PARTICULATES 

PATENTED MINING 
CLAIMS 

PERENNIAL 
STREAMS 

PAYMENT IN LIEU 
OF TAXES 

PERMITTED 
GRAZING 

PERSON-AT-ONE
TIME 

PERSON YEAR 
(\-l)RK YEAR) 

PLAN OF 
OPERATIONS 

PLANNING AREA 

PLANNING 
CRITERIA 

._-----------

See Visual Quality Objective (VCP). 

Small par'ticles suspended in the air and generally 
considered pollutants. 

A patent is a document which conveys title to land. When 
patented, a mining claim becomes private property and is 
land over which the United States has no property rights, 
except as may be reserved in the patent. After a mining 

. claim is patented, the owner does not have to comply with 
requirements of the General ~ining Law or implementing 
regulations. 

Streams that flow continuously throughout most years. 

Payments to local or State governments on ownership 
of Federal land and not directly dependent on production of 
outputs or receipt sharing. Specifically, they include 
payments made under the Payments in Lieu of Taxes Act of 
1976 by the U.S. Department of the Interior. 

Use of a National Forest range allotment under the terms of 
a grazing permit. 

A recreation capacity measurement term indicating the number 
of people that can use a facility or area at one time. 

A person year equals 2,087 hours of work time. A person 
year may be one person working yearlong or several persons 
filling seasonal positions. 

A written plan describing mining and mineral processing 
activities that will likely cause a significant surface 
disturbance. The plan is pr'epared by those engaged in 
activities, such as prospecting, exploration or mining, in 
the National Forest. This plan must be approved by a Forest 
Officer. 

The area of the National Forest System coverEd by a Regional 
or Forest Plan. 

Standards, tests, rules, and guidelines by which the 
planning process is conducted and upon which judgments and 
decisions are based. 
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PLANNING 
HORIZON 

PLANNING PERIOD 

PLANNING 
RECORDS 

PNV 

POLETIMBER 
TREES 

POLICY 

POTENTIALLY 
(TENTATIVELY) 
SUITABLE LAND 

PRACTICE 

PRECOMMERCIAL 
THINNING 

PREDATOR 

PREPARATORY cm 

PRESCRIBED 
BURNING 

The overall time period considered in the planning process 
that spans all activities covered in the analysis or plan 
and all future conditions and effects of proposed actions 
Which would influence the planning decisions. In the 
Lolo Forest planning process, this is 120 years. 

A time interval for Which inputs and outputs are identified 
in a planning process. Current RPA and National Forest Plan 
intervals are 5 and 10 years, respectively. 

Documents and files that contain detailed information and 
decisions made in developing the Forest Plan. Available at 
the Forest Supervisor's Office. 

See Present Net Value. 

. Live trees of commercial species at least five inches in 
diameter at breast height but smaller than sawtimber size, 
and of good form and vigor. 

A guiding principle upon Which is based a specific decision 
or set of decisions. 

Forest land (as defined in CFR 219.3) which technology 
is available that ensures timber production without 
irreversible resource damage to soils, productivity, or 
watershed conditions; for which there is reasonable 
assurance that such lands can be restocked (CFR 219.14); and 
which is available for timber management. 

See Management Practice. 

The selective felling, deadening, or removal of trees in a 
young stand primarily to accelerate diameter inct'ement on 
the remaining stems, maintain a specific stocking or stand 
density range, and improve the vigor and quality of the 
trees that remain. 

One that preys, destroys, or devours - usually an animal 
that lives by preying on other animals. 

Removal of trees near the end of a rotation 50 as to 
permanently open the canopy and enlarge the cr'owns of seed 
bearers, with a view to improving conditions for seed 
production and natural generation, as typically in 
shelterwood systems. 

The intentional application of fire to wildland fuels in 
either their natural or modified state under such conditions 
as allow the fire to be confined to a predetermined area and 
at the same time to produce the intensity of heat and rate 
of spread required to further certain planned objectives 
(i.e., silviculture, wildlife management, etc.). 
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PRESCRIBED FIRE 

PRESCRIPTION 

PRESENT NET 
VALUE 
(PNV) 

PRESENT NET 
WORTH 

PRESERVATION 
(VQO) 

PRESUPPRESSION 

PRICED OUTPUTS 

PRIMITIVE 
RECREATION 
SETTING 

PRIMITIVE 
ROADS 

PRIMITIVE 
SETTING 

PROOUCTION 
POTENTIAL 

A fire burning under specified conditions which will 
accomplish planned objectives in strict compliance with an 
approved plan and the conditions under which the burning 
takes place and the expected results are specific, 
predictable, and measurable. 

See Management Prescription. 

The difference between the discounted value (benefits) of 
all outputs to which monetary value or established market 
prices are assigned and the total discounted costs of 
managing the planning area. 

The discounted value of price times quantity less cost. 

See Visual Quality Objectives (VQO). 

Activities required in advance of fire occurrence to ensure 
effective suppression action. Includes (1) recruiting and 
training fire forces; (2) planning and organizing attack 
methods; (3) procuring and maintaining fire equipment; and 
(4) maintaining structural improvements necessary for the 
fi re program. 

Resource outputs that have market or assigned dollar values. 

A classification of the recreation opportunity spectrum 
that characterizes an essentially unmodified natural 
environment of a size or remoteness that provide significant 
opportunity for isolation from the signs and sounds of man 
and a feeling of vastness of scale. Visitors have 
opportunity to be part of the natural envirorment, encounter 
a high degree of challenge and use a maximum of outdoor 
skills but have minimum opportunity for social interaction. 

Roads that came into little regard for grade 
or drainage control, or were abandoned facilities from some 
prior use. They are sometimes created merely by repeated 
driving over an area. Such roads are rarely, if ever, 
maintained and then only by users. These roads are single 
lane, usually with native surfacing, and sometimes passable 
with four-wheel drive vehicles only, especially in wet 
weather. 

A large area (generally at least 5,000 acres) at least three 
miles from all roads, railroads or trails with motorized 
use. The area is essentially a natural envi rorment 
unmodified by man. 

The capability of the land or water to produce 
life-sustaining features (forage, cover, aquatics). 
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PRODUCTIVITY 

PRCGRAM 
DEVELOPMENT 
AND BUDGETING 

PROPOSED ACTION 

PRUNING 

PUBLIC ACCESS 

PUBLIC 
I NVOL VMF..MENT 

PUBLIC ISSUE 

RANGE ALLOTMENT 

RANGE, 
TRANSITORY 

RANGELAND 

RANGER DISTRICT 

RARE II 

See Site Productivity. 

Tre process by which activities for the Forest are proposed 
and funded. 

In terms of the National Environmental Policy Act, the 
project, activity, or action that a Federal agency intends 
to implement or undertake and which is the subject of an 
environmental analysis. 

The removal of live or dero branches from standing trees. 

Usually refers to a road or trail route over which a public 
agency claims a right-of-way available for public use. 

A Forest Service process designed to broaden the information 
base upon which agency decisions are made by (1) Informing 
the public about Forest Service activities, plans, and 
decisions, and (2) Encouraging public understanding about 
and participation in the planning processes which lead to 
final decision making. 

A subject or question of widespread public interest 
identified through public participation relating to 
management of National Forest System lands. 

A designated area of land available for livestock grazing 
upon which a specified number and kind of livestock may be 
grazed under a range allotment management plan. It is the 
basic land unit used to facilitate management of the range 
resource on National Forest System and associated lands 
administered by the Forest Service. 

See Transitory Range. 

Land on which the climax vegetation (potential natural plant 
community) is predominantly grasses, grasslike plants, 
forbs, or shrubs suitable for grazing and browsing. It 
includes natural grasslands, savannas, many wetlands, some 
deserts, tundra, and certain forb and shrub communities. It 
also includes areas seeded to native or adapted introduced 
species that are managed like native vegetation. 

Administrative subdivision of the Forest supervised by a 
District Ranger. 

See Roadless Area Review and Evaluation II. 

VII-29 



REAL DOLLAR 

RECEIPTS 

RECORD OF 
DECISION 

RECREATION 
CAPACITY 

RECREATION 
EXPERIENCE 
LEVEL 

RECREATION 
INFOWLATION 
MANAGEMENT (RIM) 

RECREATION 
LIVESTOCK USE 

RECREATION 
MANAGEMENT AREA 

RECREATION 
OPPORTUNITIES 

RECREATION 
OPPORTUNITY 
GUIDE 

RECREATION 
OPPORTUNITY 
SPECTRUM (ROS) 

RECREATION 
PREFERENCE TYPE 
(RPT) 

A monetary value that compensates for inflation. 

Money collected from ti mber stumpage, Ii ves tock grazi ng, 
campgrounds, special use permits, and oil and gas lease 
rentals and royalties, and returned to the federal treasury. 

A document separate from but associated with an 
environmental impact statement that publicly and officially 
discloses the responsible official's decision on the 
proposed action. 

The number of people that can take advantage of a recreation 
opportunity at anyone time without substantially 
diminishing the quality of the experience sought after. 

A concept used in recreation management to delineate the 
. range of opportunities for satisfying basic recreation needs 
of people. A scale of five experience levels ranging from 
"primiti veil to "highly developed" is planned for the 
National Forest System. 

The Forest Service system for 
condition and use. 

recreation 

The use of an area by animals, such as horses and mules, 
Which are used primarily in conjunction with recreation 
activities. 

An area of several thousand acres in which the management 
emphasis is on recreation and in Which direction is given to 
establish a Recreation Area Management Plan. 

The combination of recreation settings, activities, and 
experiences provided by the Forest. 

A catalogue describing the recreation activities available 
on a particular Ranger District. 

A system for planning and managing recreation resources 
that recognizes recreation activity opportunities, 
recreation settings, and recreation experiences along a 
spectrum or continuum. 

A term used to indicate the types of recreation experiences 
sought after by Forest users. They are overlapping 
portions of the total recreation preferences spectrum that 
the public may express demands for. 
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RECREATION 
RESIDENCE 

RECREATION 
TYPES 

RECREATION 
VISITOR 
DAY (RVD) 

REDUCED SERVICE 
MANAGEMENT 

REFORESTATION 

RPT I. Orientations toward using natural, unmodified 
environment for the appreciation and understanding of 
natural phenomena; as a source of intellectual and/or 
physical challenges; for seeking solitude; and for esthetic 
stimulations. 

RPT II. Orientations toward using natural or semiprimitive 
environment in searching for and extraction of indigenous 
fish and/or game species, rocks, minerals, edible plants, 
etc., and for enjoyment of the physical surr'oundings in 
which such extractable objects are found. 

RPT III. Orientations toward using semiprimi ti ve, lightly 
developed areas for relaxing in natural surroundings; as a 
source of tranquility and freedom from tension; and for 
esthetic stimulation. 

RPT IV. Orientation towarti using moderately developed areas 
and surrounding environn~nt for intentional social 
interaction and group learning experiences. 

RPT V. Orientations toward using highly developed 
ial interactions with many other and for 

allow the expression of learned 
abilities. 

A house or cabin on National Forest land for seasonal 
recreational use that is not the primary residence of the 
owner. 

Developed Recreation - type of recreation that oocurs 
where modifications (improvements) enhance recreation 
opportunities and accommodate intensive recreation 
activities in a defined area. 

Dispersed Recreation - That type of recreation use related 
to and in conjunction with roads and trails that requires 
few if any improvements and may occur over a wide area. 
Activities tend to be day-use oriented and include hunting, 
fishing, berrypicking, off-road vehicle use, hiking, 
horseback riding, picniking, camping, viewing scenery, 
snowmobiling, and many others. 

One visitor day equals 12 hours (one person for 12 hours, 
or 12 people for 1 hour, or any combination thereof). 

The administration, operation and maintenance of developed 
recreation sites to established standards with the objective 
to meet minimum health and safety needs of the visitor and 
keep the site open to public use. 

The renewal of forest cover by seeding, planting, and 
natural means. 
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REGENERATION 

REGIONAL 
FORESTER 

REGIONAL GUIDE 

REGULATED 

REGULATIONS 

RENEWABLE 
RESOURCES 

RENEWABLE 
RESOURCES 
ASSESSMENT 

RENEWABLE 
RESOURCES 
PROGRAM 

The renewal of a tree crop, whether by natural or artificial 
means. This term may also refer to the crop itself. -

The official responsible for administering a single Region 
of the Forest Service. 

A document developed to meet the requirements of the Fores~ 
and Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning Act of 1974, aa 
amended, that guides all natural resource management 
activities and established management standards and 
guidelines for National Forest System lands of a given 
Region to the Forests within a given Region. It also 
disaggregates the RPA objectives assigned to the Region 
to the Forests within that Region. 

The commercial forest land that is organized for timber 
production under the principle of sustained yield. The 
harvest of timber from this land is regulated to achieve 
multiple long range objectives, such as maintaining setti~g 
for recreational activities, rotating forage production 
ar'eas and wildlife habitat, increasing water production' 
yield, and increasing the growth and utilization of timber 
for the Nation's supply. 

Refers to the Code of Federal Regulations for implementing 
the National Forest Management Act, 36 CFR, Part 219. 

Resources that are possible to use indefinitely, when the 
use rate does not exceed the ability to renew the supply. 
However, in the RPA program, the term is used to describe 
those matters within the scope of responsibilities and 
authorities of the Forest Service as required by the Forest 
and Rangeland Renewable Resouces Planning Act of 1974. 
Consequently, the renewable resources include: timber, 
range, minerals, wildlife and fish, water, recreation, and 
wilderness. 

An appraisal of the Nation's renewable resources that 
recognizes their vital importance and the necessity for 
long-term planning and aSSOCiated program development. The 
Assessment meets the requirements of Section 3 of the Forest 
and Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning Act and includes 
analysis of present and anticipated uses, demands, and 
supplies of the renewable resources; a description of Forest 
Service programs and responsibilities; and a discussion of 
policy considerations, laws, and regulations. 

The program for management and administration of the 
National Forest Service System, for Research, for 
Cooperative State and Private Forest Service programs, and 
for conduct of other Forest Service activities in accordance 
with Section 4 of the Forest and Rangeland Renewable 
Resources Planning Act. 
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RESOURCE 
ALLOCATION 
MODEL 

RESOURCE 
ELEMENT 

RESEARCH 
NATURAL AREA 

RETENTION (VQO) 

RIGHT-OF-WAY 

RIPARIAN AREAS 

ECOSYSTEM 

ROAD CREDITS 

ROAD 
MAINTENANCE 
LEVELS 

A mathematical model using linear programing which will 
assign prescriptions to land areas and schedule 
implementation of those prescriptions simultaneously. The 
end purpose of the model is to find a schedule and 
prescription assignment that meets the goals of the Forest 
and optimizes some objective function such as "maximize 
PNV" • 

A collection of activities from the various operating 
programs required to accomplish the Forest Sevice mission 
and which fulfill statutory or Executive requirements. 
There are seven resource elements: Recreation, Wilderness, 
Wildlife and Fish, Range, Timber, Water, and Minerals. 

An area in as near a natural condition as possible, which 
exemplifies typical or unique vegetation and associated 
biotic, soil, geologic, .and aquatic features. The area is 
set aside to preserve a representative sample of an 
ecological community primarily for scientific and 
educational purposes; commercial and general public use is 
not allOWed. 

See Visual Quality Objectives (VQO). 

Land authorized to be used or occupied for the construction, 
operation, maintenance, and termination of a project 
facility passing over, upon, under, or through such land. 

Areas with distinctive resource values and characteristics 
that are comprised of an aquatic ecosystem and adjacent 
upland areas that have direct relationShips with the aquatic 
system. This includes floodplains, wetlands, and all areas 
within a horizontal distance of approximately 100 feet from 
the normal high water line of a stream channel, or from the 
shoreline of a standing body of water. 

A transition between the 
upland terrestrial 
characteristics and by 
that require free or unbounded 

ecosystem and the adjacent 
is identi fied by soil 
vegetative communities 

water. 

Credits earned by timber purchasers and which are applied 
toward the sale price of timber in exchange for building the 
roads needed for access. 

Road maintenance levels are as follows: 

Level 1: Basic custodial care as required to protect the 
road investment and to see that damage to adjacent land and 
resources is held to a minimum. The road is not normally 
open to traffic. 
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ROAD 
MANAGEMENT 

ROADED NATURAL 
APPEARING 
RECREATION 
SETTING 

ROAD LESS AREA 

ROAD LESS AREA 
REVIEW AND 
EVALUATION 
(RARE) II 

ROTATION 

ROUNDWOOD 

Level 2: Same basic maintenance as Level 1 plus logging 
out, brushing out, and restoring the road prism as 
neccessary to provjde passage. Route markers and regulation 
signs are in place and useable. Road is open for limited 
passage of traffic, which is usually administrative use, 
permitted use, and/or specialized traffic. 

Level 3: Road is maintained for safe and moderately 
convenient travel suitable for passanger cars. Road is open 
for public travel, but has low traffic volumes except during 
short periods of time (e.g., hunting season). 

Level 4: At this level, more consideration is given to the 
comfort of the user. Road is usually surfaced with 
aggregate or is paved and is open for public travel. 

Level 5: Safety and comfort are important considerations 
for these roads which are open to public traffic and 
generally receive fairly heavy use (100 Average Daily 
Traffic or more). Roads have an aggregate surface or are 
paved. 

combination of both traffic and management 
operations. Traffic management is the process of 
analyzing, controlling and regulating uses to accomplish 
National Forest objectives. Maintenance management is the 
perpetuation of the transportation facility to serve 
intended management objectives. 

A classification on the recreation opportunity spectrum 
where timber harvest or other surface use practices are 
evident. Motorized vehicles are permitted on all or parts 
of the road system. 

A National Forest area which (1) is larger than 5000 acres 
or, if smaller than 5000 acres, contiguous to a designated 
wilderness or primitive areai (2) contains no mads and (3) 
has been inventoried by the Forest Service for possible 
inclusion in the wilderness preservation system. 

A comprehensive process, instituted in June 1977, to 
identify roadless and undeveloped land areas in the National 
Forest System and to develop alternative uses for both 
wilderness and other resource management. 

The planned number of years between the formation or 
generation of trees and their harvest at a specified stage 
of maturity. 

The volume of logs or other round products required to 
produce lurr~er, plywood, woodpulp, paper, or other similar 
products. 
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RPA 

RURAL 
RECREATION 
SETTING 

See Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning Act of 
1974 

A classification on the recreation opportunity spectrum that 
is characterized by substantially modified natural 
environment. Resource rr~dification and utilization 
practices are to enhance specific recreation activities and 
to maintain vegetative cover' and soil. Sights and sounds of 
humans are readily evident, and the interaction between 
users is often moderate to high. 

-------------------------------.-------

SALE SCHEDULE 

SALVAGE 
HARVEST 

SANITATION 
HARVEST 

SAWfIMBER 

SCENIC 
EASEMENT 

SCOPING 
PROCESS 

SEDIMENT 

See Base Sale Schedule. 

The cutting of trees that are dead, dying, or deteriorating 
(e.g., because they are over'mature or materially damaged by 
fire, wind, insects, fungi, or other injurious agencies) 
before they lose their commercial value as sawtimber. 

The removal of dead, damaged, or susceptible trees, 
ally to prevent the spr-ecd of or pathogens and 

so promote forest hygiene. 

Trees containing least one 12-foot saw log or two 
noncontiguous 8-foot logs, and meeting regional 
specifications for freedom from defect. Softwood trees must 
be at least 9 inches diameter and hardwood trees 1 
inches in diameter at breast height. 

A legal interest in the land of another which allows the 
easement holder specified uses or rights without actual 
ownership of the land; in this case, control of the use of 
land adjacent to public highways, parks, and rivers. It may 
provide something attractive to look at within the easement 
area, an open area to loOk through to see something 
attractive beyond the easement itself, or a screen to block 
out an unsightly view beyond the easement area. 

An early and open process for determining the scope of 
issues to be addressed and for identifying the significant 
issues related to the proposed action. Identifying the 
significant environmental issues deserving of study and 
deemphasizing insignificant issues, nart'owing the scope 6f 
the environmental impact statement accordingly. (Ref. CEQ 
regulations, 40 CFR 1501.7). 

Solid material, both mineral and organic, that is in 
suspension, being transported, or has been moved from its 
site of origin by air, water, gravity, or ice. 
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SEED TREE 
CUTTING 

SEEDLING/ 
SAPLING 

SEISMIC 
EXPLORATION 

The removal in one cut of most of the mature trees from an 
area, leaving only a small number of desirable trees to 
provide seed for regeneration. 

A size category for forest stands in which trees less than 5 
inches in diameter are the predominant vegetation. 

Seismic exploration used to map underground geological 
features to obtain information on the earth's subsurface and 
to locate areas where accumulations of oil and gas might 
occur. 

Seimic waves, generated at or near the surface, penetrate 
the earth's crust and reflect from subsurface rock layers 
back to the surface. The geophysicist receives a printed 
record or seismograph from which is measured the depth to 
various strata and from which subsurface structures with a 
potential for oil and gas accumulation can be determined 
such as faults, anticlines, and folds. 

fQr~ - Where access limitations, topography, or other 
restraints prevent use of trucks, portable operations can 
performed. Two portable techniques exist for collecting 
data. 

These are: 

(1) Surface charge programs involve the detonation of a 
series of as much as 50 to 100 pounds of 
shot points located at intervals along the seismic 
line. Surface charges can be placed directly on the 
ground, on snow, or on a variety of stakes or 
platforms. All necessary equipment to conduct the 
operation is transported by helicopters and then 
conveyed by foot travel. 

(2) can be backpacked or 
the ar'ea. A shallo\-J 
would a 

pattern of 16 holes about ~ inches 
diameter up to 50 feet deep per mile of this 
depth, a 10 to 40 pound charge of explosive is placed 
and detonated. Recording cables and geophones are laid 
out by foot travel. 

With both of these portable techniques, shock waves 
generated by detonation are received and transmitted via 
geophones and cable to a recording device. Portable methods 
are generally used on the Forest. 

Conyentional - The conventional method of collecting seismic 
data includes the use of truck-mounted drills and 
vehicle-supported crews and generally involves off-road 
travel. This technique involves drilling 5 to 18 5-inch 
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SELECTION 
CUTTING 

SEMI-PRIMITIVE 
RECREATION 
SETTING 

SENSITIVE 
SPECIES 

SEQUENTIAL 
BOUNDS 

SERAL 

SHELTERWOCl) 
CUTTING 

diameter holes per mile to a depth of 180 to 200 feet. At 
this depth, a 10 to 100 pound explosive charge is placed and 
detonated. Shock waves are received and transmitted via 
geophones and cable to a truck-mounted recording device. 
Due to terrain restrictions, this method has limited 
application on the Forest. 

Ylbroseis - The vibroseis technique involves using 
truck-mounted hydraulic pads which generate energy waves 
through vibration rather than explosives. The vibrator 
method typically consists of four large trucks each equipped 
with a vibrator (a steel slab weighing about three tons) 
mounted between the front and back wheels. The vibrator 
pads (about 4 feet square) are lowered to the ground and 
vibrators on all trucks are triggered electronically from 
the recorder truck. Energy waves are received and 
transmit ted via cable and geoJi1ones to a recorder truck. 
After the information is recorded, the trucks move forward a 
short distance and the process is repeated. The vibroseis 
operation is usually limited to roads and gentle terrain~ 

The annual or periodic removal of trees as part of a 
silvicultural system. Cutting can involve individual trees 
or small groups of trees to meet a predetermined goal of 
size and species composition in the remaining stand. 

A classification on the recreation opportunity spectrum that 
characterizes a predominately natural or natural appearing 
environment of a moderate to large size. Concentration of 
users is low, but there is often evidence of other area 
users. The area is managed in such a way that minimum 
onsite controls and restrictions may be present, but are 
subtle. 

Those plant or animal species which are susceptible or 
vulnerable to activity impacts or habitat alterations. 

A set of constraints used lirlear program models to 
establish the relationship of the quantity of an output to 
preceding and succeeding quantities of that output (e.g., 
the forage production in one time period cannot increase or 
decrease over ten percent from the forage production of the 
previous time period). 

A biotic community which is developmental; a transitory 
stage in an ecologic succession. 

The removal of a stand of trees through a series of cuttings 
designed to establish a new crop with seed and protection 
provided by a portion of the stand. 
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SILVICULTURAL 
EXAMINATION 

SILVICULTURAL 
SYSTEMS 

SITE 
PREPARATION 

SITE 
PRCDUCTIVITY 

SLASH 

SMALL GAME 

SNAG 

SOCIAL 
DIVERSITY 

SOCIAL 
ORGANIZATION 

SOCIAL 
STABILITY 

SOCIAL 
VARIABLE 

SOFT SNAG 

The process used to gather the detailed in-place field data 
needed to determine management opportunities and direction 
for the tinber resource within a small subdj vision of a 
forest area such as a stand. 

A management process whereby forests are tended, harvested, 
and replaced, resulting in a forest of distinctive form. 
It includes all cultural management practices performed 
during the life of the stand such as regeneration cutting, 
fertilization thinning, improvement cutting, and use of 
genetically improved tree seeds and seedlings to achieve 
multiple resource benefits. Systems are classified 
according to the method of carrying out the fellings that 
remove the matur~ crop and provide for regeneration and 
according to the type of Forest they produce. 

A general term for a variety of activities that remove 
competing vegetation, slash, and other debris that may 
inhibit the reforestation effort. 

Production capability of specific areas of land, 

The residue left on the ground after felling and other 
silvicultural operations and/or accumulating there as a 
result of storm, fire, girdling, or pOiSOning of trees. 

Birds and small mammals normally hunted or trapped. 

A standing dead tree usually greater than 5 feet in height 
and 6 inches in diameter at breast height. 

The variety of choices people have in shaping current and 
fUture activities in their environment. 

The structure of a society described in terms of 
institutions, community cohesion, and community stability. 

The degree of control people have in protecting the cultural 
strength within their environment and managing changes 
affecting thejr future activities. 

A variable that measures the social impact of Forest Service 
management alternatives. Examples include population 
statistics, types of institutions, and personal opinion as 
reflected in attitudes or as demonstrated by behavior. 

A standing dead tree from which the leaves and most of the 
branches have fallen and which has started to rot 
internally. 
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SOIL 
PRCDUCTIVITI 

SPECIAL-USE 
PERMIT 

STAGNATION 

STAND 

STANDARD AND 
GUIDELINE 

STIPULATIONS 

STOCKING 

STREAM ORDER 

SUBDIVISIONS 

The capacity of a soil to produce a specific crop such as 
fiber and forage, under defined levels of management. It is 
generally dependent on available 5011 moisture and nutrients 
and length of growing season. 

A permit issued under established laws and regulations to an 
individual, organization, or company for occupancy or use of 
National Forest land for some special purpose. 

A condition where plant growth is markedly reduced or even 
arrested through, e.g., competition, state of the soil, or 
disease. 

A community of trees or other vegetative growth occupying a 
specific area and sufficiently uniform in composition 
(species), age, spatial arrangement, and condition as to be 
distinguishable from the other growth on adjoining lands, 
so forming a silvicultural or management entity. 

An indication or outline of policy or conduct. 

rements that are part of the ter~ of a mineral lease. 
Some stipulations are standard on all leases. Other 
stipulations may be applied to the lease at discretion 
of the surface management agency to protect valuable surface 
resources and uses. 

A measure of timber stand density as it relates to the 
optimum or desired density achieve a given management 
objective. 

A measure of the position of a stream in the hierarchy of 
tributaries. (Stream as referenced here refers to perennial 
streams. ) 

a. First-order streams are unbranched streams, that is 
they have no tributaries. 

b. Second-order streams are formed by the confluence of 
two or more first-order streams. They are considered 
second-order untll they join another second-order or 
larger stream. 

c. Third-order streams are formed by the confluence of two 
or more second-order streams. They are considered 
third-order until they join another third-order or 
larger stream. 

Areas of previously undeveloped land divided into individual 
homesites and/or blocks of lots with streets or roads and 
open spaces. 
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SUCCESSIONAL 
STAGE 

SUITABILITY 

SUITABILITY 
ANALYSIS 

SUITABLE 
FOREST LAND 

SUPPLY 

SUPPORT 
ELEMENT 

(FIRE 
SUPPRESSION) 

SYSTEM ROADS 

TARGET 

A phase in the gradual supplanting of one community of 
plants by another. 

The appropriateness of applying certain resource management 
practices to a particular area of land, as determined by an 
analysis of the economic and environmental consequences and 
the alternative uses foregone. A unit of land may be 
suitable for a variety of individual or combined management 
practices. 

Process of identifying National Forest lands to be managed 
for timber production. Stage I identifies the biologically 
capable, administratively available, and technically 
suitable lands. Stage II consists of an economic analysis 
of costs and benefits of timber management on the lands 
identified in Stage 1. Stage III provides the final 
assignment of suitable lands based on Forest objectives and 
economic efficiency. 

Forest land (as defined in CFR 219.3) for which technology 
is available that will ensure timber production without 
irreversible resource damage to soils, productivity, or 
watershed conditions; for Which there is reasonable 
assurance that such lands can be adequately restocked (as 
provided in CFR 219.14); and for Which there is 
direction that indicates that timber production is an 
appropriate use of that area. 

The amount of an output that producers are willing to 
provide at a specific price, time period, and conditions of 
sale. 

A collection of major Forest Service activities which 
complement the resource elements. There are five support 
elements: Protection, Lands, Soils, Facilities and Rural 
Community Human Resources. 

Any act taken to slow, stop, extinguish a fire. Examples 
of suppression activities ~U'~~~'U~ fireline construction, 
backfiring, and application water or chemical fire 
retardants. 

See Forest System Road. 

A quantifiable output assigned to the Forest. 
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TEMPORARY 
ROAD 

THERMAL COVER 

THREATENED AND 
ENDANGERED 
SPECIES 

THREE-STEP 
SHELTERWOOD 

TIERING 

TIMBER 

TIMBER BASE 

TIMBER 
PRODUCTION 

TIMBER STAND 
IMPROVEMENT 
(TSI) 

TRAILHEAD 

TRANSITORY 
RANGE 

Those roads needed only for the purchaser or permittee's 
use. The Forest Service and the purchaser or permittee mst 
agree to the location and clearing widths. Temporary roads 
are used for a single, short-term use, e.g., to haul timber 
from landings to Forest development roads, access to build 
water developments, etc. 

Cover used by animals to ameliorate chilling effects of 
weather; for elk, a stand of coniferous trees 40 feet or 
taller with an average crown closure of 70 percent or more. 

Any species, plant or animal, which is likely to become an 
endangered species within the foreseeable future throughout 
all or a significant portion of its range. Threatened 
species are identified by the Secretary of the Interior in 
accordance with the 1973 Endangered Species Act. 

An even-aged silvicultural system in which the old crop (the 
shelterwood) is removed in three successive cuttings in 
order to provide a source of seed and/or protection for 
regeneration. 

Refers to the elimination of repetitive discussions of the 
same issue by incorporating by reference the general 
discussion in an environmental impact statement of broader 
scope. For example, a project environmental assessment 
could be tiered to the Forest Plan EIS. 

A general term for the major woody growth of vegetation in a 
forest area. 

The lands within the Forest that are suitable for timber 
production. 

The purposeful growing, tending, harvesting, and 
regeneration of rotational crops of trees to be cut into 
logs, bolts, or other round sections for industrial or 
consumer use. For purposes of Forest planning, timber 
production does not include production of fuelwood or 
harvest from unsuitable lands. 

All noncommercial intermediate cuttings and other treatments 
to improve compOSition, condition, and volume growth of a 
timber stand. 

The parking, signing, and other facilities available at the 
terminus of a trail. 

Land that is suitable for grazing use for a period of time. 
For example, on particular disturbed lands, grass may cover 
the area for a period of time before being replaced by trees 
or shrubs not suitable for forage. 
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TREE OPENING 

TRESPASS 

TWO-STEP 
SHELTERWOm 

UNDERSTORY 

UNEVEN-AGED 
MANAGEMENT 

UNREGULATED 
HARVEST 

Any opening in the Forest cover created by the application 
of even aged silvicultural practices. The Northern 
Regional Guide established size limitaUons and guidelines 
to determine when cut acres are no longer considered 
openings. 

The act of going on another's land or property unlawfUlly. 

An even-aged silvicultural system in which the old crop 
(shelterwood) is removed in two successive cuttings in order 
to provide a source of seed and/or protection for 
regeneration. 

The trees and other woody species which grow under a more Ol~ 
less continuous cover of branches and foliage formed 
collectively by the upper portion of adjacent trees and 
other woody growth. 

to 

Individual Tree Selection Cutting - removal of selected 
trees from specified size and age classes over the entire 
stand area in order to meet a predetermined goal of size or 
age distribution and species corrposition in the remaining 
stand. 

Group Selection Cutting - The removal of small groups of 
trees to rr~et a predetermined goal of size distrjbution and 
species in the remaining stand. 

This harvest is not charged against the allowable sale 
quantity. It includes occasional volumes removed that were 
not recognized in calculations of the allowable sale 
quantity, such as cull or dead material and noncommercial 
species and products. It also includes all volume removed 
from unsuitable areas. Harvests from unsuitable areas will 
be programmed as needed to meet multiple use objectives 
other than timber production and for irrprovement of 
administrative sites. 
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UNSUITABLE 
TIMBER LAND 

UfILlTY 
CORRIDOR 

UTILIZATION 
STANDARDS 

VALUE, MARKET 

VALUE, 
NONMARKET 

VARIETY CLASS 

VEGETATION 
TREATMENT 

VIABLE 
POPULATION 

VISITOR 
INFORMATION 
SERVICE (VIS) 
SITE 

Lands not selected for timber production in Step II and III 
of the suitability analysis during the development of the 
Forest Plan due to (1) the multiple-use objectives for the 
alternative preclude timber pr'oduction, (2) other 
management objectives for the alternative limit timber 
production activities to the point where management 
requirements set forth in 36 CFR 219.27 cannot be met and 
(3) the lands are not cost-efficient over the planning 
horizon in meeting forest objectives that include timber 
production. Land not appropriate for timber production 
shall be designated as unsuitable in the Forest Plan. 

See Corridor. 

Standards guiding the use and removal of timber. They are 
·measured in terms of diameter at breast height (d.b.h.) and 
top of the tree inside the bark (top d.i.b.) and the 
percentages of "soundness" of the wood. 

The unit price of an output normally exchanged in a market 
after at least one stage of production, expressed in terms 
of what people are willing to pay as evidenced by market 
transactions. 

The unit price of an output not normally exchanged in a 
market after at least one stage before consurrption, and thus 
must be irrputed from other economic information. 

A classification system for establishing three visual 
landscape categories according to the relative irrportance of 
the visual features. This classification system is based on 
the premise that all landscapes have some visual values, but 
those with the rrcst variety or diversity of visual features 
have the greatest potential for being or attaining high 
scenic value. 

Any activities undertaken to modifY the existing condition 
of the vegetation. 

A population which has adequate numbers and dispersion of 
reproductive individuals to ensure the continued existence 
of the species population in the planning area. 

A site which provides interpretative information, 
(directional, historical, statistical) located at Forest 
historical sites, overlook sites, or special interest 
areas. 
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VISUAL QUALITY 
OBJECTIVE 
(VQO) 

VISUAL 
RESOURCE 

WALLOW 

WATER YIELD 

WATER YIELD 
INCREASE 

WEEDING 

A desired level of scenic quality and diversity of natural 
features based on physical and sociological characteristics· 
of an area. Refers to the degree of acceptable alterations 
of the characteristic landscape. 

Preservation: In general, human activities are not 
detectable to the visitor. 

Retention: Human activities are not evident to the casual 
Forest visitor. 

Partial Retention: Human activities may be evident, but 
must remain subordinate to the characteristic landscape. 

Modification: Human activity may dominate the 
chat'acteristic landscape but rust, at the same time, utilize 
naturally established form, line, color, and texture. It 
should appear as a natural occurrence when viewed in 
middle-ground or background. 

Maximum Modification: Human activity may dominate the 
characteristic landscape, but should appear as a natural 
occurrence when viewed as background. 

Enhancement: A short-term management alternatjve which is 
done with the express purpose of increasing positive visual 
variety where little variety now exists. 

The composite of basic terrain, geologic features, water 
features, vegetative patterns, and land use effects that 
typify a land unit and influence the visual appeal the unit 
may have for visitors. 

--------------" 

A depression, pool of water, or wet area produced or 
utilized by elk or moose during the breeding season. 

The measured output of the Forest's streaws. 

Additional water released to the Forest streams as a result 
of Forest management activities. 

Generally a cultural operation eliminating or suppressing 
undisturbed vegetation, mainly herbaceous, during the 
seedling stage of a forest crop, thus reducing competition 
with the seedling stand. 
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WET AREAS 

WETLANDS 

WILDERNESS 

WILDERNESS 
STUDY 

WILLINGNESS TO 
PAY VALUE 

WITHDRAWAL 

WORK YEAR 
EQUIVALENT 

y 

YARDING 

Sites, often occurring at the heads of drainages, such as 
wet sedge meadows, bogs, or seeps. They are often referred . 
to as "moist sites" and are ver'Y irrportant components of elk 
summer range. Sites near water are important because the 
forage they produce is highly nutritious and heavily 
utilized by elk. 

Those areas that are inundated by surface or ground water 
wi th a frequency sufficient, under normal ci rcumstances ,. to 
support a prevalence of vegetative or aquatic life that 
requires saturated or seasonally saturated soil conditions 
for growth and reproduction. Wetlands include marshes, 
bogs, sloughs, potholes, river overflows, mud flats, wet 
meadows, seeps, and springs. 

Federal land retaining its primeval character and influence 
without permanent improvements or human habitation as 
defined under the 1964 Wilderness Act. It is protected and 
managed so as to preserve its natural conditions which (1) 
generally appear to have been affected primarily by forces 
of nature with the imprint of man's activity substantially 
unnoticeable; (2) has outstanding opportunities for solitude 
or a primitive and confined type of recreation; (3) has at 
least 5,000 acres or is of sufficient size to make practical 
its preservation, enjoyment, and use in an unimpaired 
condition, and (4) may contain features of scientific, 
educational, scenic, or historical value as well as ecologic 
and geologic interest. 

An analysis to determine an area's appropriateness, cost, 
and benefits for addition to the National Wilderness 
Preservation System. 

The value that represents the amount a user of a good or 
service would be willing to pay rather than to go without 
it. Indications of willingness to pay may be obtained by 
direct questionnaires or indirectly by studies of payments 
for similar items in similar circumstances, or of related 
costs, such as transportation paid to get to point of use. 

An order removing specific land areas fr'om availability for 
certain uses. 

This is 2,087 working hours. May be accomplished by one 
person working yearlong or several people filling seasonal 
positions. 

The operation of hauling timrrer from the stump to a 
collecting point. 
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z. 
ZONE OF 
INFLUENCE 

A delineated geographic area within which the present and 
proposed actions exert an important influence on residents 
and visitors. 
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CHAP'fER IX - APPENDICES 

APPENDIX A Identification of Issues, Concerns, and Opportunities 

APPENDIX B Description of Analysis Process 

APPENDIX C Roadless Area Evaluations 

These appendices are published together as a separate document entitled Lolo 
National Forest FEIS Appendices. 
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