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APPENDIX	C		MARSHALL	WOODS	PROJECT	COMMENT	TRACKING	&	ISSUE	ANALYSIS	
Scoping	Letters	sent	to	individuals/groups:			August	23,	2010	

Scoping	Advertisement	Publication	(Missoulian	web/print)	Date:			August	23,	2010	

End	Scoping	Comment	Period			October	12,	2010	

IDT	Team	Review:		12/17/2010	&	1/27/2012	

Responsible	Official	Approval:		1/27/2012	

	

NEPA	(§	1503.4)	states	that	there	are	five	possible	responses	to	comments.	

1)	Modify	alternatives	including	the	proposed	action.	[Includes	changing	the	design	features	to	avoid	an	anticipated	effect,	or	adding	
resource	protection	measures	to	mitigate	an	expected	effect].		

2)	Develop	and	evaluate	alternatives	not	previously	given	serious	consideration	by	the	agency.	[If	an	issue	is	not	easily	resolved	by	
modifying	an	alternative,	it	may	need	to	be	resolved	through	the	creation	of	an	alternative.]	

3)	Supplement,	improve,	or	modify	its	analyses.	

4)	Make	factual	corrections.	

5)	Explain	why	the	comments	do	not	warrant	further	agency	response,	citing	the	sources,	authorities,	or	reasons	which	support	the	
agency’s	position	and,	if	appropriate,	indicate	those	circumstances	which	would	trigger	agency	reappraisal	or	further	response.	

Some	comments	are	just	statements	which	do	not	indicate	an	issue.		For	this	project,	an	issue	is	a	perceived	or	actual	undesirable	effect	
that	would	be	caused	by	implementing	the	proposed	action.		Issues	can	be	resolved	in	the	manners	described	above.		

Key	issues	were	identified	which	drive	the	development	of	new	alternatives	to	the	proposed	action.		These	alternatives	may	not	be	
analyzed	in	detail.	
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Analysis	issues,	presented	here	as	perceived	cause	and	effect	statements,	will	be	integral	to	the	effects	analysis	in	the	environmental	
assessment.		These	issues	are	not	significant,	either	because	there	is	no	effect	or	the	effects	are	clearly	and	supportably	on	the	non‐
significant	side	of	a	reasonable,	definable,	threshold	of	significance.	

The	following	tables	provide	a	list	of	commenters	(Table	1)	and	the	primary	comments	received	on	this	project,	and	how	those	comments	
influenced	the	project	design	and	need	for	effects	analysis	in	the	NEPA	document	(Table	2).	

Table	1.		List	of	Comment	Letters/Emails	Received	on	the	Marshall	Woods	Project	Scoping	Letter	

ID	 Commenter	 Date	
1	 Steve	Seibert	 9/7/2010
2	 E.T.	“Bud”	Moran,	CSKT	 9/9/2010
3	 Dr.	Keith	Jakob	 9/12/2010
4	 Jason	Glenn	 9/13/2010
5	 Dan	Harbor	 9/13/2010
6	 Alden	Wright	 9/15/2010
7	 Robert	Harrington,	DNRC	 9/16/2010
8	 Adam	Tutskey	 9/18/2010
9	 Arvid	Hiller,	MT	Water	Co.	 9/20/2010
10	 Stephanie	Draper	 9/21/2010
11	 Kathy	Gaskill	 9/21/2010
12	 Joe	Kipphut,	Missoula	Nordic	Ski	Club 9/21/2010
13	 Steven	Gaskill	 9/21/2010
14	 Chris	Carlson	 9/23/2010
15	 Mike	and	Lorena	Hillis	 9/23/2010
16	 Jeff	Juel,	Lands	Council	

Michael	Garrity,	AWR	
9/23/2010

17	 Bob	Skogley	 9/23/2010
18	 Reuben	Stratford,	Camp	Bighorn 9/23/2010
19	 Morgan	Valliant,	Missoula	Parks	and	Rec 9/23/2010
20	 Darren	Rabosky	 9/27/2010
21	 John	Dilley	 9/28/2010
22	 Dave	Ryan	 10/3/2010
23	 George	Rogers	 10/4/2010
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ID	 Commenter	 Date	
24	 Karen	Knight	 10/7/2010
25	 Tarn	Ream	 10/7/2010
26	 Susan	Reneau	 10/7/2010
27	 Derek	Goldman	 10/10/2010
28	 Ellie	Sigrist	 10/11/2010
29	 Bobby	Grillo	 10/12/2010
30	 Matthew	Koehler	 10/12/2010
31	 Greg	M.	Peters	 10/12/2010
32	 Tom	Petersen	 10/12/2010
33	 Debra	Lassilas	 10/13/2010
34	 Bob	Brandenberger	 10/22/2010
35	 Jed	Little,	Missoula	Co.	Weed	Dist. 11/12/2010
36	 Jim	Lowery	 11/12/2010
37	 Lolo	Restoration	Committee 12/08/2010
38	 Montana	Fish	Wildlife	and	Parks 12/15/2010
39	 Lolo	Restoration	Committee 1/07/2011
	

Table	2.		List	of	Comments	and	Issue	Disposition	

Comment with Mail ID # and comment # Issue Statement How Comment is Addressed? 

(project design, resource protection 
measures, alternatives developed, 
where it is covered further – or why 
it isn’t covered further) 

Water Quality and Fish Habitat 

“Mountain Water Company agrees that the project is 
important for its value as part of Missoula’s municipal 
watershed, and further agrees that maintenance and 
enhancement of water quality should be an important 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project 

Thank you for your support. 



Marshall	Woods	Restoration	Project	
Appendix	C		Response	to	Comments	

C-4 
 
	

Comment with Mail ID # and comment # Issue Statement How Comment is Addressed? 

(project design, resource protection 
measures, alternatives developed, 
where it is covered further – or why 
it isn’t covered further) 

aspect of the Project’s design.  Mountain supports the 
objectives of the Project which serve to protect and 
improve the watershed, and enhance natural ecological 
processes.” (9, 1) 

“Rattlesnake Creek is bull trout habitat, so we ask that 
project activities be especially protective of water 
quality. The NEPA document should compare present 
conditions to Riparian Management Objectives and—if 
they are not being met, how they can be achieved with 
this restoration project.” (16, 12) 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project 

Design criteria will be included to 
protect water quality.  The effects 
of the proposed project on water 
quality and fisheries will be 
addressed in the effects analysis. 

“In light of recent Bull Trout redd counts, which are 
drastically lower then historic counts, road widening, 
bridge replacement, and other such road work would 
likely result in increased sedimentation to the creek 
which would further reduce the viability of Bull Trout 
fry.” (31, 2) 

Issue:  Bull Trout fry viability   
The proposed road work could result in 
increased sediment further reducing 
viability of bull trout fry. 

This will be addressed by design 
criteria and in the effects analysis 
for hydrology and fisheries.   

Vegetation/Ecology 

“…mastication may not be an appropriate means of treating 
surface fuels.  There is a lot of evidence that masticated stands 
may have lower flame lengths during wildfire, but still experience 
high rates of tree mortality, due to long-smoldering ground 
fires…requires extensive driving of equipment over forest soils.” 
(14, 1) 

Issue:  Effects of Mastication 
Mastication could result in high rates of 
tree mortality and impacts to soils. 

Mastication was included with the 
host of tools in the scoping letter.  
This may or may not be something 
we’d chose to use due to visual 
effects.  Could be addressed in 
design criteria and will be 
addressed in the effects analysis 
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Comment with Mail ID # and comment # Issue Statement How Comment is Addressed? 

(project design, resource protection 
measures, alternatives developed, 
where it is covered further – or why 
it isn’t covered further) 

for fire/fuels and soils.   
“When developing thinning prescriptions, please make it clear the 
project intends to retain large, fire resistant trees in all treatment 
areas.  Although these trees may be tempting to remove, they 
are the most likely to survive future wildfires, and should be left 
on the landscape.” (14, 3) 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project 

This will be addressed in the 
description of the proposed action, 
design criteria and effects analysis 
in the EA; as well as the 
silvicultural prescriptions and 
marking guidelines. 

“…goals of managing public lands should include protecting and 
enhancing the health of the forest, watershed, soils and wildlife 
including allowing the natural ecosystem to function on its own 
whenever possible but also revegetating eroded areas, and 
closing certain areas to some uses to protect critical wildlife 
habitat when scientifically justified.  When long-term fire 
exclusion has precluded the use of natural fires, we support 
aggressive stand manipulation to restore conditions where fires 
can be allowed to burn.” (15, 1) 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project 

This is addressed in the purpose 
and need for this project. 

“…goals of managing public lands should include enhancing 
public use of public lands while not endangering forest 
health….includes building and maintaining trails, creating access 
points to reduce congestion, and allowing some specialized 
forest uses in limited areas.” (15, 2) 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project 

This is addressed in the purpose 
and need for this project. 

“There are some things that management can emulate and 
others that it cannot… performing mechanical treatments—and 
even prescribed fire to some degree—must be limited on the 
landscape if biological diversity goals are to be met and 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project 

The effects of mechanical 
treatment and prescribed fire on 
biological diversity and ecological 
sustainability will be addressed in 
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Comment with Mail ID # and comment # Issue Statement How Comment is Addressed? 

(project design, resource protection 
measures, alternatives developed, 
where it is covered further – or why 
it isn’t covered further) 

ecological sustainability achieved.” (16, 3) the effects analysis. 

“Please consider an alternative that adequately accomplishes 
vegetation objectives along the trail without using machines. This 
might apply to units 70 and 71 also, which do not involve log 
hauling but might involve use of heavy machinery. Non-
commercial thinning without machine piling…ought to be 
considered for treatment areas in the National Recreation 
Area...please explore partnership opportunities with recreation 
user groups as part of such an alternative.” (16, 9) 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project 

Alternatives C and D do not include 
vegetation treatment with 
machinery in the Rattlesnake 
corridor.  Whether or not these 
non-commercial and non-
mechanical treatments “adequately 
accomplish vegetation objectives” 
will be disclosed in the effects 
analysis.  

“Main concern is sawlog cutting.  Thinning undergrowth is 
acceptable; but not even one ‘big monument’ tree should be cut.” 
(23, 1) 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project 

This will be addressed in the 
description of the proposed action, 
design criteria and effects analysis 
in the EA; as well as the 
silvicultural prescriptions and 
marking guidelines. 

“Hopes we do something about beetle infestations and noxious 
weeds.” (24, 1) 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project 

Treatments to address beetle 
infestations and noxious weeds are 
included in the proposed action. 

“…the need for thinning, as well as the quantity of merchantable 
wood biomass in units 2 and 3 is overstated, and greatly 
outweighed by the high social cost and negative user impacts 
that will be produced by the related road-building and wood 
removal activity… eliminate the wood removal and related road 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project 

This will be addressed in the 
effects analysis. 

Alternatives C and D do not include 
vegetation treatment with 
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Comment with Mail ID # and comment # Issue Statement How Comment is Addressed? 

(project design, resource protection 
measures, alternatives developed, 
where it is covered further – or why 
it isn’t covered further) 

work from this part of the project.” (27, 3) machinery in the Rattlesnake 
corridor.  Road maintenance and 
BMP work is included in all 
alternatives. 

“…in the area from the Main Trailhead for the RNRA to Poe 
meadows…The invasion of Douglas-fir into the ponderosa pine 
forest has been a major concern, so the planned non-commercial 
thinning, handpiling/machine pile, and underburn is a very 
important solution to returning this area to a more ecologically 
appropriate balance of native species that existed when frequent 
fire was a normal part of this landscape.”  (36, 1) 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project 

Thank you for your support. 

“In units 2 & 3 specifically there is an additional need to thin the 
overstory larger trees to ensure the resiliency of the old-growth 
ponderosa pine…While the prospect of removing log size trees is 
not ideal, and I would not enjoy seeing it if I was recreating in the 
area, it is a small price to pay for a huge gain in restoration.” (36, 
2) 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project 

Thank you for your support. 

Soils 

“…concerned that project activities might accelerate soil erosion, 
increase soil compaction, and degrade soil productivity. 
Prescribed fires and mechanical treatments may adversely affect 
soil productivity. The NEPA document should explore all soil 
restoration needs on previously logged, grazed, and roaded 
lands (not just the areas proposed for treatment), to formulate a 

Issue:  Effects on Soils 

Project could accelerate soil erosion, 
increase compaction, and degrade 
productivity. 

This will be addressed through 
design criteria and in the analysis 
of the effects of the project on 
soils. 
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Comment with Mail ID # and comment # Issue Statement How Comment is Addressed? 

(project design, resource protection 
measures, alternatives developed, 
where it is covered further – or why 
it isn’t covered further) 

truly holistic restoration project.” (16, 17) Soils field work did not include 
investigation of needed rehab for 
soils outside of treatment units.   

Public Access/Road Management 

“We are also concerned about the construction of “temporary” 
roads. The Forest Service acknowledges that “The use of 
temporary roads may have the same long lasting and significant 
ecological effects as permanent roads, such as the introduction 
of nonnative vegetation and degradation of stream channels” 
(2001 Roadless Rule FEIS at 2-18). Also, given that wildland fire 
will be continually suppressed here, there is a likelihood that the 
agency will propose “reconstruction” of these roads for the next 
round of mechanical treatments.” (16, 13) 

Issue:  Temporary Roads 
Temporary road construction and use 
could have the same long lasting and 
significant ecological effects as 
permanent roads; and these roads could 
potentially be “reconstructed” if needed 
in the future. 

This will be addressed in the 
effects analysis.  The proposed 
action includes removing the 
temporary roads from the 
landscape after use.  Alternative D 
includes no temporary road 
building. 

“…utilize the Roads Analysis Process and include an alternative 
that would not leave any deferred or outstanding maintenance 
needs/BMP upgrades in the analysis area. Roads often have 
devastating impacts on water quality and fish habitat by 
increasing landslides, erosion, and siltation of streams.” (16, 16) 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project 

The Transportation Analysis 
Process was used.  Historically the 
Forest does not have funding to 
provide BMPs on all roads 
annually.  This comment will be 
addressed as follows: 
Project design includes 
decommissioning/storing about 14 
miles of road, and there is a plan 
that provides maintenance 
throughout the Forest. 

“There is a symbol in the legend for “Upgrade Culvert”…in 
Section 7.   We could not find an explanation of what you 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project 

The Missoula Ranger District will 
continue to share information about 
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Comment with Mail ID # and comment # Issue Statement How Comment is Addressed? 

(project design, resource protection 
measures, alternatives developed, 
where it is covered further – or why 
it isn’t covered further) 

propose to do so we…need to get in the loop on that project as it 
is our main access point for the property.” (19, 1) 

this proposed project with Missoula 
Parks and Rec.  The proposal will 
be clarified in the EA. 

“Remove the private gate and log entry near the Woods Gulch 
trailhead.  It is located within the National Recreation Area and is 
unlawful.” (22, 2) 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project 

Factual correction; the private gate 
in not unlawful.  This comment will 
not receive further agency 
response because it is not part of 
the proposed action and purpose 
and need for this project. 

“No new roads are needed in the area.” (23, 3) Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project 

This will be addressed in the 
effects analysis.  The proposed 
action includes removing the 
temporary roads from the 
landscape after use.  Alternative D 
includes no temporary road 
building. 

“I am concerned about some of the transportation activity related 
to the proposed commercial thinning treatment portion of the 
project, especially in units 2 and 3 in the main Rattlesnake 
corridor adjacent to trail 515 (FR 99).  Because of the importance 
of this area to wildlife and quiet recreation, and the likely conflicts 
with those values, I oppose the truck transportation of saw logs 
and other large woody biomass on trucks along FR99/trail 515 
within the main Rattlesnake corridor.” (27, 1) 

Issue:  Effects of transportation 
activity related to commercial harvest 
Truck transportation of logs and 
biomass from units 2 and 3 could be in 
conflict with wildlife and quiet recreation. 

This will be addressed through 
design criteria and in the effects 
analysis.  Alternatives C and D do 
not include removing logs or 
biomass along FR99/Trail 515. 

“…oppose the widening of the FR99/Trail 515 at the Spring 
Creek bridge crossing, as well as all other anticipated 
“improvements” to FR99 that the LNF claims are necessary for 
transport of wood product… Improving the road surface in this 

Issue:  Improvements to FR99/Trail 
515 
The proposed improvements to 
FR99/Trail 515 could make it more likely 

The need for improvements to 
FR99/Tr515, regardless of if it is 
needed for log hauling, will be 
clarified in the EA.  This will also be 
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Comment with Mail ID # and comment # Issue Statement How Comment is Addressed? 

(project design, resource protection 
measures, alternatives developed, 
where it is covered further – or why 
it isn’t covered further) 

way makes it more likely that additional heavy truck traffic will be 
included in future proposed projects.” (27, 2) 

that additional heavy truck traffic will be 
included in future proposed projects. 

addressed in the cumulative effects 
analysis. 

“…prefer there not be even the minor amount of suggested 
temporary roads.  There already are so many road scars in this 
area and even an obliterated temporary road leaves a significant 
scar on the land.” (28, 2) 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project 

This will be addressed in the 
effects analysis.  The proposed 
action includes removing the 
temporary roads from the 
landscape after use.   Alternative D 
includes no temporary road 
building. 

“…opposed to using the road to haul logs out of the  
 area…perhaps helicopter yarding would be a better option…” 
(28, 3) 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project 

Alternatives C and D do not include 
removing logs or biomass along 
FR99/Trail 515. 

“I am very concerned with the proposed transportation along 
FR99/Trail 515.  I believe that this aspect of the project runs 
counter to the stated management goals for the RNRA.  While I 
generally support fuels reduction in the RNRA, hauling 90 
truckloads of timber from this part of the RNRA seems 
inconsistent with fuels reduction and more similar to full-
commercial scale logging.  Widening, regrading, and other 
improvements to FR99 would likely result in significant user 
conflict and safety issues.  User conflicts and safety concerns will 
undoubtedly result from the logging trucks using FR99 as well.  
Closures to avoid user conflicts would be unacceptable, and 
should not be considered.” (31, 1) 

Issue:  Effects of transportation 
activity related to commercial harvest 
Proposed road improvements and truck 
use are inconsistent with management 
goals for the RNRA and would likely 
result in significant user conflicts and 
safety issues. 

This will be addressed in the 
effects analysis.   
 
The compatibility of the proposed 
project with RNRA goals will be 
disclosed.  
 
Alternatives C and D do not include 
removing logs or biomass along 
FR99/Trail 515. 

“While I’m generally in favor of the Marshall Woods restoration 
project, the proposed ‘side’ project up the Rattlesnake, in Poe 
Meadows, is misguided, as it would not only be expensive to 

Issue:  Effects of transportation 
activity related to commercial harvest 
The road improvements and commercial 

This will be addressed in the 
effects analysis (particularly visual 
quality and recreation). 
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Comment with Mail ID # and comment # Issue Statement How Comment is Addressed? 

(project design, resource protection 
measures, alternatives developed, 
where it is covered further – or why 
it isn’t covered further) 

upgrade the Spring Creek Bridge, but to upgrade the main 
corridor road up 3 miles so that 90 commercial logging trucks 
could access that area. 
 
As a hiker and biker that frequently uses the main corridor to and 
beyond the 3-mile mark, I am not in favor of this kind of 
upgrading that would not only change the character of that area, 
but shut off access while the 90 trucks came in and out.” (32, 1) 

logging could change the area’s 
character and shut off recreation 
access. 

 
Alternatives C and D do not include 
removing logs or biomass along 
FR99/Trail 515. 

“Rd #(3)3350 has been in place for many years.  I have used it 
for ski and horse access to the Rattlesnake but it needs a 
crossing to Rd #16783 and a right-of-way.” (34, 2) 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project. 

Your suggestion is included in the 
Proposed Action. 

“The removal of the larger logged material from units 2 & 3 poses 
a problem in terms of logistics and aesthetics…Logs can be 
hauled out on small flatbed trucks, helicoptered out, sledded out 
in the winter, or on log trucks.  However the removal is 
accomplished, the road needs work anyway, and can be 
monitored for drainage and sediment issues.”  (36,3) 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project. 

We agree and will work to 
determine the best method for 
removing the larger material.  Your 
suggestion is included in the 
Proposed Action. 

“The road marked “Add existing road to official road system” in 
proposed unit 64 (Rd 6135?) was a concern, as FWP does not 
want to encourage access (and especially not motorized access) 
to the WMA located directly east of Unit 64.“ (38, 12) 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project. 

This will be addressed in the 
analysis of the transportation 
system. 

Fire risk and fuel loads 

“Given the project’s location so close to Missoula and East 
Missoula, there is every expectation that wildland fire will 
continue to be suppressed following project implementation. Fire 
is the dominant “natural ecological process” in this ecosystem so 
please explain how the project will “enhance” a process that will 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project. 

This will be addressed in the 
effects analysis. 
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Comment with Mail ID # and comment # Issue Statement How Comment is Addressed? 

(project design, resource protection 
measures, alternatives developed, 
where it is covered further – or why 
it isn’t covered further) 

be suppressed.” (16, 2) 
“Units 2 and 3 are mostly a mile away from inhabited structures, 
so they represent lower fire risk.” (16, 8) 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project. 

This will be addressed in the 
analysis of effects on fire/fuels. 

“Windthrow and additional beetle kill will result in heavy 
accumulations of fuel if left in place.  This material should be 
removed or decked for future use.” (34, 1) 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project. 

This will be addressed in the 
analysis of effects on fire/fuels. 

Wildlife and Old growth 

“Many species, including some on the Lolo National Forest’s 
indicator species list and the Sensitive species list—need habitat 
conditions that are not well-emulated by management actions. 
Since viability of some of those species will not be an emphasis 
where wildland fire will be suppressed, please use the NEPA 
process to describe how this project is embedded within a 
larger landscape strategy to maintain all wildlife species’ 
viability.” (16, 4) 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project. 

This will be addressed in the 
analysis of effects on wildlife. 

“Scientific studies... recognize the relative scarcity, compared to 
the range of natural variability, of large trees and old growth on 
this landscape. Some treatment methods limit the diameter of 
trees to be cut. We ask that you adopt a diameter limit on the 
other mechanical treatment areas, since large trees likely also 
exist in those stands.” (16, 5) 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project. 

This will be addressed in the 
description of the proposed action, 
design criteria and effects analysis 
in the EA; as well as the 
silvicultural prescriptions and 
marking guidelines. 

“The Mt. Jumbo elk herd consists of 50-100 elk.  In the winter, 
the herd uses the open slopes and saddles of Mt. Jumbo when 
snowfall is greatest.  The trails on Mt. Jumbo are closed from the 
saddle south from Dec 1 to March 15 to avoid disturbance to the 
elk.  When snowfall is not as deep, and later in the spring, the 
herd spends most of its time between Jumbo saddle and Woods 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project. 

This will be addressed in design 
criteria and the effects analysis on 
wildlife (elk). 
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Comment with Mail ID # and comment # Issue Statement How Comment is Addressed? 

(project design, resource protection 
measures, alternatives developed, 
where it is covered further – or why 
it isn’t covered further) 

Gulch area (particularly in sections 12, 1, 6, 31, and 36 of the 
project area).  The variable terrain and existing forested cover 
provides better security than the open slopes of Mt Jumbo, and is 
preferred habitat when snowfall is allows.”  (38, 1) 
“FWP maintains a 120-acre Wildlife Management Area in 
sections 1 & 12 (directly east of proposed unit 64) that was 
purchased specifically for the purpose of protecting winter range 
for the elk herd.”  (38, 2) 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project. 

Thank you for this information. 

“The Mount Jumbo Advisory Committee advises, and Missoula 
Park & Recreation enforces, a closure of the trails on the 
southern portion of Mt Jumbo (south of the saddle) from Dec 1- 
March 15.  Trails from Jumbo saddle to Woods Gulch (roughly 
sections 12, 7, 1, and 6) are closed to recreational use from Dec 
1 to May 1 to avoid disturbance to the herd.” (38, 3) 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project. 

This will be addressed in design 
criteria and the effects analysis on 
wildlife (elk). 

“Given the sensitivity of elk to disturbance, and the critical 
importance of winter range from MT. Jumbo to Woods Gulch for 
this particular elk herd, FWP biologists recommended restricting 
timber management and road disturbance using the timing 
restrictions and geographical extent of the recreational closures.”  
(38, 4) 

Issue:  Effects on Elk 
Management activities may disturb the 
wintering elk herd.  

This will be addressed in design 
criteria and the effects analysis on 
wildlife (elk). 

“Mule deer winter in the RNRA, particularly on the south-facing 
slopes above Rattlesnake Creek in sections 24, 19, and to some 
extent 26.  While mule deer are somewhat less sensitive to 
disturbance than elk, long-term or repeated disturbances to the 
wintering animals such as those associated with timber 
management, will likely cause stress during the most critical part 

Issue:  Effects on Mule Deer 
Management activities may disturb 
wintering mule deer. 

This will be addressed in design 
criteria and the effects analysis on 
wildlife (mule deer). 
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of the year (December-April), and thus the FWP biologists 
recommended restricting activities in the areas around units 101, 
2, 3, and 71, during winter.” (38, 5) 
…”to minimize disturbance to mule deer in the RNRA, FWP 
required the trail grooming equipment to be 4-cylinder rather than 
a 2-cylinder engine, to reduce noise for equipment that is running 
up and down the main trail once a week.” (38, 6) 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project. 

Thank you for this information. 

“…pleased to hear that treatment is proposed for the area, and 
they felt that the proposed treatments will likely improve habitat 
for big game by stimulating growth of shrubs and saplings in 
many of the units, which will increase forage for deer and elk.” 
(38, 7) 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project. 

Thank you for your support.   

“…project area is heavily used by black bears…Bears are known 
to den in the Woods Gulch area.  Timing restrictions for big game 
will also help to ensure secure denning habitat for black bears.  
Sanitation will be especially important for loggers and others 
working on the project.” (38, 8) 

Issue:  Effects on Black Bears 
Management activities may disrupt 
secure denning habitat for black bears. 

This will be addressed in design 
criteria and the effects analysis on 
wildlife (black bears). 

“…pleased to hear that the Forest Service is working closely with 
owl researchers to design mitigation measures appropriate for 
owls, given the information that is available.” (38, 9) 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project. 

Thank you for your support.  This 
will be addressed in the analysis of 
effects on wildlife (flammulated 
owls). 

“…supportive of efforts to restore the meadows/aspen in Unit 
100, and encouraged future projects to restore more meadows 
along Spring Gulch that are suffering encroachment. “ (38, 10)  

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project. 

Thank you for your support. 

“Riparian areas and woody draws in Unit 101 are important 
habitat for a variety of songbirds, as well as black bear and other 
mammals…curious what measures would be taken to protect 
these riparian areas, and suggested that fire intensity should be 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project. 

This will be addressed in design 
criteria and the effects analysis on 
wildlife (riparian areas and woody 
draws).. 
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controlled to allow for dense vegetation to be maintained in the 
seeps/springs/draws in Unit 101.” (38, 11) 
Noxious Weeds 

“A major challenge resulting from these treatments will 
undoubtedly be controlling/limiting the spread of knapweed and 
the course(s) of action in this regard are not well developed.” (1, 
2) 

Issue:  Effects on Knapweed Control 
and Spread 
Proposed treatments may make 
controlling/limiting the spread of 
Knapweed difficult. 

This will be addressed through 
project design criteria and effects 
analysis. 

“There is no discussion of weed management on (new or 
changed) roads or trails, other than the application of herbicide.  I 
would like to see a more complete Pest Management approach 
to the problem of weeds.  I would also like to see this project use 
NATIVE ONLY seed mixes for post-project restoration on roads 
and trails.” (14, 2) 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project. 

The proposed action includes 
integrated weed treatments.  This 
will also be addressed through 
project design criteria. 

“The City of Missoula supports weed control efforts in sections 
12, 1 & 6. They are interested in cooperative weed treatments 
with USFS and FWP.” (19, 8) 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project. 

Thank you for your support. 

“…the Snake is infested with knapweed…biological control 
seems to be the way to go.” (21, 1) 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project. 

Use of bio-controls are included in 
the Proposed Action. 

“…prefer that no aerial treatment with herbicides occur…if 
herbicides are used, I prefer ground applications.” (28, 4) 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project. 

Thank you for your comment. 

“…much of the noxious weed control in this proposal will be 
focused on controlling noxious weeds in the fuel treatment units 
once the treatments are completed. Another component of the 
proposal is aerial and ground herbicide applications in Sections 1 
and 12 where the Lolo NF, Montana Fish Wildlife & Parks and 
the City of Missoula all own pieces of the same weed patch. This 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project. 

Thank you for your support. 
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is great! (35, 1) 

“The invasion fronts for both Dalmation toadflax and leafy spurge 
run right through the southern end of the Marshall Woods project 
area, including Sections 1 and 12. Mr. Kulla indicated that the 
proposed herbicide work in Sections 1 and 12 would focus on 
spotted knapweed (Centaurea maculosa) and has proposed the 
release of biological control agents for the Dalmatian toadflax 
and leafy spurge. The Missoula County Weed District 
recommends that the Lolo consider backpack spraying these two 
weeds within the Marshall Woods project area with the goal of 
eliminating known infestations of leafy spurge and Dalmatian 
toadflax.” (35, 2) 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project. 

This will be addressed through 
project design. 

“Also in Sections 1 and 12 is a significant infestation of St. 
Johnswort (Hypericum perforatum).This infestation is shared by 
the City of Missoula, Montana FW&P and the Lolo National 
Forest.  Missoula County lists St. Johnswort as a new invader 
with priority for treatment and urges the Lolo to consider a 
specific chemical treatment of the known infestations of St. 
Johnswort. At the very least, the St. Johnswort growing along the 
popular mountain bike trail that runs through those sections 
should be treated to limit its spread to other trails in the area.” 
(35, 3) 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project. 

This will be addressed through 
project design. 

“…patch of leafy spruge growing along Trail 513.1 in section 
36…The Missoula County Weed District urges the Lolo to 
consider herbicide treatments of this infestation, at a minimum 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project. 

This will be addressed through 
project design. 
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treating the leafy spurge along the trail to prevent its spread 
along the trail and to other areas…Some options for treatment 
include using horse-mounted sprayers or just using horses to 
transport water, hauling water down the trail either by backpack 
or bicycle trailer from the road at the top of the trail, or building a 
water catchment system similar to the one the City of Missoula 
has developed on Mount Sentinel and Mount Jumbo.”  (35, 4) 

“…over the years we have observed a significant decrease in 
spotted knapweed as one climbs the ridgeline leading to Blue 
Point and Sheep Mountain along trail 513. We urge the Lolo to 
consider using field mapping to find the upper limit of spotted 
knapweed in this area. This information could then be utilized to 
develop a treatment plan to prevent spotted knapweed from 
spreading into the pristine high country of the Rattlesnake 
National Recreation Area and hopefully even begin pushing it 
back down.” (35, 5) 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project. 

Thank you for this information. 

Inventoried Roadless Areas 

“…future project maps should clearly delineate the Rattlesnake 
Wilderness, as well as any inventoried roadless areas. We ask 
the Forest Service to adjust the IRA boundaries using the 
appropriate criteria, where necessary.” (16, 11) 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project. 

The Rattlesnake Wilderness as 
well as inventoried roadless areas 
will be shown on maps in the 
Project File. 

Recreation 

“I recommend that you re-evaluate mountain bike trail 
development and use in the project area.  Specifically, I 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project. 

Thank you for this information.  We 
will use it in the development of our 
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recommend evaluating and possibly closing some of the 
exceedingly steep mountain bike trails, including the recently re-
routed trail in upper Woods Gulch as they contribute to erosion 
and the spread of noxious weeds.” (1, 3) 

trails management program.   

“At the top of Woods Gulch the trails heading north/east are very 
confusing since there are many roads that seem to dead end.  
Many old roads in this area should be eliminated and clear easy 
to follow trail system all the way to Sheep Mountain should be 
constructed.” (3,1) 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project. 

Thank you for this information.  We 
will use it in the development of our 
trails management program.   

“…thank you for adding the trail that we call “Son of Sidewinder” 
as a system trail…This is a favorite trail of many bikers, and 
shows little sign of erosion.” (6, 1) 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project. 

Thank you for your support. 

“I support that acquisition of right of way for existing non-system 
Rd. 33350.” (6, 2) 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project. 

Thank you for your support. 

“I hope that road 53033 will remain open as a bicycle 
trail…Adding a connection from road 63220 to the Sheep 
mountain trail would make a great loop.” (6, 3) 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project. 

Thank you for this information.  We 
will use it in the development of our 
trails management program.   

“Existing trail 24.2 which parallels the Sawmill Gulch road should 
be made one-way downhill.” (6, 4) 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project. 

Thank you for this information.  We 
will use it in the development of our 
trails management program.  This 
comment will not receive further 
agency response because it does 
not align with the purpose and 
need for this project.   

“The Sheep Mountain trail in section 29 has a steep rocky rooty 
section that should be rerouted.” (6, 5) 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project. 

Thank you for this information.  We 
will use it in the development of our 
trails management program.  This 
comment will not receive further 
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agency response because it does 
not align with the purpose and 
need for this project.   

“The Spring Gulch trail below the junction with the Stuart Peak 
trail has a badly eroded rocky/rooty section that should be 
rerouted.” (6, 6) 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project. 

Thank you for this information.  We 
will use it in the development of our 
trails management program.  This 
comment will not receive further 
agency response because it does 
not align with the purpose and 
need for this project.   

“Please continue to provide mtn biking recreation.  More trails 
need to be built with a labeled system of climbing trails to 
downhill only.” (8, 1) 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project. 

Thank you for this information.  We 
will use it in the development of our 
trails management program.  This 
comment will not receive further 
agency response because it does 
not align with the purpose and 
need for this project.   

“…an important area to consider for improvement is the main 
corridor up the Rattlesnake Recreation Area…the experience 
would be vastly improved if the corridor/road would be graveled 
and somewhat maintained.  It is very bumpy and rocky right now 
and not user friendly for many people.” (11, 1) 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project. 

Your suggestion is included in all 
alternatives (maintenance and 
BMP work) for this project. 

“…would support road improvements (on Road 99) to enable 
grooming (by the Ski Club); mainly remove bigger cobbles and 
improve drainage and gravel to prevent erosion.” (12, 1) 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project. 

Thank you for your support.  Your 
suggestion is included in all 
alternatives (maintenance and 
BMP work) for this project. 

“…encourage you to improve the road surface further up the 
main corridor…up at least to Fraser Creek, but Beeskove Creek 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project. 

The area suggested for 
improvements is outside of the 
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or Franklin Bridge would be ideal to allow users to do day trips.” 
(13, 2) 

project area. 

“…there is heavy usage of the Sawmill, Curry, Spring Gulch Trail 
systems by a wide variety of users…might be useful to start 
defining more of the trails as specific use…on some trails to 
avoid conflict.” (13, 3) 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project. 

Thank you for this information.  We 
will use it in the development of our 
trails management program.  This 
comment will not receive further 
agency response because it does 
not align with the purpose and 
need for this project.   

“At the trailhead I would encourage opening up the horse 
trailhead to other users.” (13, 4) 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project. 

Thank you for this information.  We 
will use it in the development of our 
trails management program.  This 
comment will not receive further 
agency response because it does 
not align with the purpose and 
need for this project.   

“Please be considerate of the mountain biking community when 
re-routing and closing trails.” (14, 4) 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project. 

This will be addressed by design 
criteria and in the analysis of 
effects on recreation. 

“We are opposed to proposed logging units…2 and 3. The 
scoping letter states that carrying out the logging will require 
closing the trail for “short periods.” The vagueness of the duration 
of closure of such a popular trail on the edge of Missoula is of big 
recreation concern.” (16, 6) 

Issue:  Impacts to Recreation 
Temporary closures of Rd 99/Tr 515 
during logging could have unacceptable 
impacts on recreation uses. 

This will be addressed by design 
criteria and in the analysis of 
effects on recreation. 

“…people…appreciate…<Rd 99/Tr 515>…as a non-motorized 
recreation opportunity.  Widening the trail to road specifications 
and hauling logs would be completely inappropriate on this trail.” 
(16, 7) 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project. 

This will be addressed by design 
criteria and in the analysis of 
effects on recreation. 
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“We would like to see a discussion in the NEPA document as to 
how the project would be consistent with specific language in the 
legislation passed to limit management activities in order to 
protect the Rattlesnake Wilderness and National Recreation Area 
for its intended purposes.” (16, 10) 

Issue:  Consistency with RNRA/RW 
Direction 
The proposed project may not be 
consistent with legislation to protect the 
Rattlesnake Wilderness and RNRA. 

This will be addressed in the 
effects analysis. 
 
The compatibility of the proposed 
project with management direction 
for the Rattlesnake Wilderness and 
RNRA will be disclosed in the EA. 

“It is not clear which trails are to be motorized, and which are not.  
Residents need public land areas close to town for quiet 
recreation experiences, and increasing motorized recreation use 
in the project area may actually end up degrading the recreation 
experience for most users.” (16, 14) 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project. 

None of the trails are proposed for 
motorized use.  This will be 
clarified in the EA. 

”… not clear if user-created routes are proposed for legitimizing. 
The Forest Service must consider if there is an actual need for 
more mountain bike, ORV, and motorcycle routes in the area, or 
if the actions might simply be setting a bad precedent by 
rewarding illegal activities.” (16, 15) 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project. 

The proposed action does include 
adding two user-created trails to 
the system (one in NE of sec 31 
and one in SW of section 1).  This 
will be clarified in the EA. 

“…taking roads and trails out of service (decommissioning and 
storing) is troublesome…please consider keeping as many miles 
of trails and roads open as possible.  I would support converting 
roads into trails.” (17, 2) 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project. 

Roads and trails were evaluated 
during the Transportation Analysis 
Process.   

“I am concerned about the plan to remove almost 5 miles of trail 
from this area.  Is there a specific reason for the removal of these 
trails?” (18, 1) 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project. 

These are non-system trails which 
were created illegally by users and 
were not constructed to meet 
standards.  Removing them does 
not require a NEPA analysis and 
decision; some of them have been 
removed already. 
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“Road 63136-B …connects to a trail on City of Missoula Open 
Space. It should be marked as ‘Convert to Trail.’” (19, 4) 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project. 

This road is displayed on the maps 
as “decommissioning” showing that 
it would no longer be part of the 
NFS road system.  The closure 
level would be “3-DN” which 
means it would be allowed to 
decommission naturally (grown-in).  
Currently there is a well-worn trail 
down the middle of the road which 
would remain. 

“The trail that connects Road 63135 and 63136-A is a good trail 
and we support inclusion of this trail into the system.” (19, 5) 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project. 

Thank you for your support. 

“…concerns for limiting the regions of use…trail systems in the 
Marshall / Woods Gulch area for mountain biking.”(20, 1) 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project. 

The effects on recreation will be 
addressed in the effects analysis. 

“You mention making the old roadway which comes up from 
above the Marshall ski area parking near the top of the Woods 
Gulch trail a shared use trail.  What does that mean?  Do you 
envision motorized use?” (22, 4) 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project. 

This will be clarified in the EA.  No 
additional public motorized use is 
proposed in the project area. 

“Have you identified any negative aspects of this project?  Your 
website talks only of enhancements.  What specifically does this 
mean for trails?” (22, 5) 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project. 

The EA will disclose the effects, 
both those perceived to be positive 
and those perceived to be 
negative, of the proposed project 
on all resources including 
recreation.   

“Main road/trail should be left as it is.  Improvements might make 
bikes travel faster which is dangerous for pedestrians.” (23, 2) 

Issue:  Improvements to FR99/Trail 
515 
Improvements to FR99/Trail 515 could 
cause bikers to travel faster which would 

This will be addressed through 
project design criteria and in the 
effects analysis. 
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be dangerous for pedestrians. 
“Work might be least impactive to the ground and recreational 
users if done in the winter” (23, 4) 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project. 

This will be addressed in the 
design criteria and effects analysis. 

“I fear that removal of up to 50 - 60% of the existing crown cover 
would drastically change the character of this area… I'm quite 
fond of the notion of removing the understory to mimic the 
conditions of natural occurring wildfire over time however, it 
seems highly unlikely that a natural occurring wildfire would be 
allowed to burn in this area even after being restored given its 
proximity to Missoula.   

I envision the logging that occurred in Pattee Canyon Rec. area 
as I think of this project.  That too was an area I wandered 
around in, often off trail, and I was disappointed in the end results 
of how large of an expanse of understory was cleared through 
that logging project.  Not only does it seem there is so little cover 
for wildlife but because the trails cover a small area through their 
winding and turning, it's challenging to feel a sense of solitude 
like I used to by just stepping off the trail for a few yards or so.  I 
fear a similar logging/thinning/clearing, whatever you want to call 
it, will occur in this project. 

I'd prefer an even more scrutinized selection of only 30 - 40% 
removal of the existing crown cover and little attention to the 
beetle killed dead and dying.”  (28, 1) 

Issue:  Effects on Visual Quality 
Removing up to 50 - 60% of the existing 
crown cover could drastically change the 
character of this area affecting a user’s 
sense of solitude as well as wildlife 
cover. 
 

This will be addressed through 
design criteria and also in the 
effects analysis. 

“…improve the existing trail infrastructure in Section 31…lower 
half of Road 53414…should be converted into a trail and a short 
piece of trail should be built from the bottom of that travel corridor 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project. 

This is included in the Proposed 
Action. 
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to the top of Trail 513.1…If there is some compelling reason…for 
keeping road 53414 open…then consider finishing the connector 
link of trail between the Sheep Mountain Trail and the Three 
Larch.” (29, 2) 
“The original goals, as stated at the open houses last spring, 
were for fuels reduction in the Woods Gulch and Marshall 
Mountain areas.  The RCWG fully supports these goals, 
especially road decommissioning and road to trail conversions in 
this area.  However, extending significant harvest into the main 
corridor would severely impact the majority of the recreational 
users of the RNRA.” (31, 3) 

Issue:  Impacts to Recreation 
Significant harvest in the main corridor 
could severely impact the majority of the 
recreational users of the RNRA. 

This will be addressed by design 
criteria and in the analysis of 
effects on recreation. 
 
Alternatives C and D do not include 
harvest in the main Rattlesnake 
corridor. 

“…consider preserving mountain biking access/trails during the 
restoration plans and activities for the Rattlesnake, Woods 
Gulch, and Marshall areas!” (33, 1) 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project. 

Your suggestion is included in the 
Proposed Action. 

“…even if log trucks were the not most aesthetically pleasing way 
to remove the larger trees, it could be done early on weekdays 
with careful monitoring, and perhaps be best because it would 
get the work over in a more timely manner, thus limiting the 
number of days that recreation would be impacted.” (36, 4) 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project. 

This will be addressed by design 
criteria and in the analysis of 
effects on recreation. 

Visual Quality/Aesthetics 

“Having folks thinning trees and doing prescribed burns on and 
off over a few years time is one thing.  Sending big machinery up 
the main corridor of the Rattlesnake and changing the landscape 
for some number of years is another.” (10, 1) 

Issue:  Effects of transportation 
activity related to commercial harvest 
The road improvements and commercial 
logging could change the character of 
the landscape in the area. 

This will be addressed in the 
effects analysis (particularly visual 
quality and recreation). 
 
Alternatives C and D do not include 
harvest in the main Rattlesnake 
corridor. 
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“There is suggestion that the main corridor would need to be 
enforced for logging trucks, that the bridge might need to be 
rebuilt, etc…that sounds ugly to me, and sounds like it will create 
a lot of public outcry.  Is that necessary?” (10, 2) 

Issue:  Effects of transportation 
activity related to commercial harvest 
The road improvements and commercial 
logging could appear ugly and create a 
lot of public outcry. 

Rebuilding the bridge is not 
included in the proposed action.  
The effects of “improvements to 
the main corridor” will be 
addressed in design criteria and in 
the effects analysis. 
 
Alternatives C and D do not include 
harvest in the main Rattlesnake 
corridor.  Road maintenance and 
BMP work is included in all 
alternatives. 

“If logging and thinning is done on the south side of Woods 
Gulch, please leave a buffer on both the top and bottom to 
minimize the visual impact for trail users and keep logging 
equipment off trails to avoid damage.  Do not build roads and 
reveg all routes impacted by the project.” (22, 1) 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project. 

This will be addressed by design 
criteria and in the analysis of 
effects, particularly on recreation 
and visual quality.  Road 
construction is not proposed south 
of Woods Gulch. 

Heritage 

“We are concerned with two cultural sites in the area.  During any 
ground disturbing activities we recommend that these two sites 
be avoided.” (2, 2) 

Issue:  Effects on Cultural Sites 
Ground-disturbing activities could 
damage cultural sites. 

This will be addressed by design 
criteria.   

“…concerned if the prescribed fire were to burn over these two 
sites…suggest burning in the early spring or late fall…” (2, 3) 

Issue:  Effects on Cultural Sites 
Prescribed burning could affect cultural 
sites. 

This will be addressed by design 
criteria.  

Monitoring 
“We hope that, as part of the education component of this Not a cause and effect of the proposed These suggestions will be 
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project, a comprehensive monitoring program be designed and 
implemented. We propose that all project monitoring information 
be organized onto an indexed and referenced website that allows 
agency specialists and interested members of the public 
(including the LRC) to easily follow implementation and 
accomplishment of the Project. By use of such a website, anyone 
can easily tell what specific project items have been 
accomplished and which are ongoing. As well as burning, fuel 
reduction, road improvements and other restoration activities, the 
website would also include the monitoring items and objectives 
designed into the Project by the Forest Service, as well as any 
multi-party monitoring activities taken on by the LRC or others.” 
(16, 18) 

project. considered when developing 
monitoring for implementation of 
this project.   

Miscellaneous Comments/concerns 

“Mountain Water Company requests that it be informed as early 
as possible of any project activities that could affect vehicular 
access via the main Rattlesnake Trail (Road99/Trail 515), and 
that could affect worker safety, such as planned burning.” (9, 2) 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project. 

The Missoula Ranger District will 
continue to share information about 
this proposed project with 
Mountain Water Company. 

“I hope that any work that occurs up the Woods Gulch drainage 
takes into consideration that it is one of the only places that dogs 
can run off leash immediately from the trailhead.  I really 
appreciate this, and hope that this privilege continues to be 
afforded to the public.” (10, 3) 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project. 

Changing leash rules in this area is 
not proposed in this project. 

“…we do not support: closing areas to certain uses for 
‘emotional’ or ‘creative’ reasons (i.e., excluding dogs from certain 
areas to avoid wildlife conflicts that are perceived but not 
science-based); designating motorized-use trails because of 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project. 

The activities the commentor lists 
are not proposed in this project. 
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(project design, resource protection 
measures, alternatives developed, 
where it is covered further – or why 
it isn’t covered further) 

smell, noise (which travels a long way!), air pollution, impact on 
non-motorized users, soil erosion, etc; allowing holders of special 
use permits to close public lands to any public use; and allowing 
landowners to close public access by blocking/gating 
easements.” (15, 4) 
“The property line between unit 1 and Mt FWP property is the 
eastern boundary of the Mt. Jumbo wildlife management area.  
From Dec 1st- May 1st this area is closed to all recreationists for 
the annual Elk Winter Closure.  However, this boundary is 
unmarked and unsigned.  Due to an increase in the amount of 
winter recreationists accessing the Mt. Jumbo Wildlife 
Management Area via trail 326 and 326.1 during the closure 
periods, the City of Missoula has been posting temporary 
signage at this boundary. This property boundary should be 
delineated by more permanent signage and possibly a simple 
fence/gate which could be closed during the winter. USFS, MT 
FWP and City of Missoula should continue to work to educate 
recreational users and properly delineate the boundaries of the 
Mt. Jumbo Wildlife Management Area.” (19, 3) 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project. 

The Missoula Ranger District will 
work with Missoula Parks and Rec. 
on this issue. 

“Access to Thinning unit 64 will be via City of Missoula Open 
Space along Road 63137. We support the proposed 
management in this unit.  Coordination of management activities 
with the City’s Conservation Lands Manager will be necessary if 
closures are needed to maintain public safety.  Additionally, we 
are in the process of selectively thinning forests in Section 12 
and 1.  We are interested in cooperating with you on prescribed 
burning treatments in Unit 64.” (19, 6) 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project. 

The Missoula Ranger District will 
work with Missoula Parks and Rec. 
on this issue. 

“Will access to Unit 1 will be via road 2122?  If so, this road Not a cause and effect of the proposed The Missoula Ranger District will 
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crosses City of Missoula Public Open Space in Section 7.  
Considering that your management plan for this unit includes 
harvesting of timber, we are concerned about the potential 
impacts logging trucks and/or heavy equipment may have on the 
road surface. The City Parks department has limited resources to 
repair damage to this road system.  We are currently seeking 
funding possibilities to selectively thin 212 acres in section 7, 
south of Unit 1 and west of Marshall Creek (rd 2122 passes 
through the middle of this property).  We are interested in 
cooperating with you on treatment across this 212 ac. in 
conjunction with the thinning USFS plans on Unit 1.” (19, 7) 

project. work with Missoula Parks and Rec. 
on this issue. 

“Review the legality of the wells located in (the area near the 
Woods Gulch trailhead).  I understand from prior conversations 
with the District Rangers that these facilities, including the 
overhead powerlines, were never authorized.” (22, 3) 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project. 

This comment will not receive 
further agency response because it 
does not align with the purpose 
and need for this project.   

“Feels the area is doing fine on its own.” (23, 5) Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project. 

This is addressed in the No Action 
Alternative. 

I have “an ongoing study and I have 10 years of work into this 
and would hate to have that burned up!...a minimum of 50 – 80 m 
buffer zone from disturbance would be ideal.” (25, 1) 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project. 

This will be addressed through 
design criteria. 

“The infrastructure changes to trail 99 and the impact of 
harvesting timber for commercial purposes in the RNRA would 
be very negatively received by the public…I support all of the 
other vegetative treatments in this project but do not endorse 
those described in Units 1 (2) and 2 (3).” (29, 1) 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project. 

Alternatives C and D do not include 
removing logs or biomass along 
FR99/Trail 515.  Road 
maintenance and BMP work is 
included in all alternatives. 

“I not only strongly oppose the widening of the FR99/Trail 515 at 
the Spring Creek bridge crossing, but I’m also opposed to 
commercial logging and log truck traffic up the main 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project. 

Alternatives C and D do not include 
removing logs or biomass along 
FR99/Trail 515.  Road 
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corridor…While I am personally 100% supportive of much of the 
proposed restoration work as part of this Marshall Woods project, 
sending big logging trucks and logging equipment up the main 
corridor (and ensuring that the current main corridor trail is 
upgraded for log truck traffic) seems like a misguided idea.” (30, 
1) 

maintenance and BMP work is 
included in all alternatives. 

“There is little doubt that future public financing will be curtailed.  
It would be helpful if the project would establish some priorities.  
‘Non-commercial’ will appeal to die-hard preservationists, but 
there are possibilities for utilizing some biomass in the future.” 
(34, 3) 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project. 

Potential biomass use is included 
in the description of the Proposed 
Action (Thin and use prescribed 
fire – 740 acres). 

Comments on the NEPA Process 

“We are happy that this project is being developed in 
collaboration with the Lolo Restoration Committee… We would 
like to read the Forest Service’s discussion of how the Project will 
be consistent with each of the thirteen Principles.” (16, 1) 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project. 

The Project File will include a 
crosswalk of how the project’s 
Purpose and Need is consistent 
with the LRC restoration principles. 

“…the proposed Forest Plan Amendment is of concern. 
Particularly, evidence of machines and big stumps are not 
compatible with recreation, and if an Amendment is necessary 
because of those impacts, we would not support it.” (16, 19) 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project. 

This will be addressed in the 
effects analysis.   
 
The compatibility of the proposed 
project with RNRA goals will be 
disclosed. 
 
Alternatives C and D do not include 
removing logs or biomass along 
FR99/Trail 515. 

“…the City’s Mt. Jumbo Open Space should have been identified Not a cause and effect of the proposed This suggestion will be included in 
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on the map and in the legend with a darker shade of green since 
it is adjacent to and surrounds lots of the acres being “treated” 
with fire and other methods.  “ (19, 2) 

project. the maps in the EA. 

Comments Expressing General Support for the Project 
(I) “am very supportive of what you have 
proposed…particularly…the extensive thinning from below 
followed by prescribed fire, the meadow and aspen restoration, 
and the road decommissioning treatments.” (1, 1)   

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project. 

Thank you for your support. 

We “agree with the goals of restoring and managing the area for 
old growth Ponderosa Pine….concur with your efforts to restore 
Aspen groves (they) are often associated with the Camas plant 
that is very important to us culturally.” (2, 1) 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project. 

Thank you for your support. 

“I fully support this much needed project. I support commercial 
logging in the Recreation Area to achieve restoration goals.” (4, 
1) 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project. 

Thank you for your support. 

“I support the Marshall Woods project.” (5, 1) Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project. 

Thank you for your support. 

“The DNRC – Forestry Division understands and supports the 
need for forest restoration on National Forest System Lands 
while employing a professionally trained – local workforce, and 
providing fiber for Montana’s woods manufacturers.” (7, 1) 

 Thank you for your support 

“I applaud the project.” (13, 1) Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project. 

Thank you for your support 

“…we support: prescribed burning; thinning (including doing that 
with commercial harvest); closed ‘abused’ areas to allow for 
revegetation and rejuvenation; trail building and maintenance; 
trail and area closures to protect wildlife; actively discouraging 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project. 

Thank you for your support 
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use of some trails during fragile (i.e. muddy) situations; surfacing 
(gravel or bark) of heavily used trails to reduce erosion; having 
some ‘accessible’ areas; aggressively fighting noxious weeds 
with herbicides when necessary; maintaining diversity; and 
improving wildlife habitat.” (15, 3) 
“In general I support efforts to thin woods as much of this project 
is focused on.” (17, 1) 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project. 

Thank you for your support 

“The snake is extremely vulnerable to arsonists…The only thing 
that seems to make sense is to reduce the fuel loads in the area 
to make fighting a fire more manageable…There are areas within 
sight of the main trail that seem to be choked with fuel like dog 
hair lodgepole and the like.  Near the stream, the brush is so 
thick it is nearly impassable in some areas…I support removal of 
these fuels in the drainage.” (21, 2) 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project. 

Thank you for your support 

“I support the removal of excess timber and the harvesting of 
timber to reduce fire danger.  I also support the sale of timber so 
that the Forest Service can gain revenue necessary for 
sustaining a healthy forest.” (26, 1) 

Not a cause and effect of the proposed 
project. 

Thank you for your support 

LRC Recommendations   

“Conduct road maintenance (BMP’s) on the main Rattlesnake 
trail to reduce sedimentation. Erosion control around the Spring 
Creek Bridge (reinforcement of abutments) is needed to improve 
water quality due to human traffic and runoff.”  (37, 1) 

 This is included in the proposed 
action. 

 “Non-commercial thinning, hand piling and prescribed burning to 
meet fuel reduction purposes in these units …< Units 70 & 71 

 This will be addressed in 
Alternative C.  Units 2, 3, 70 and 
71 will be non-commercial thin, 
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and 2 and 3>…are acceptable.” (39, 1) handpile only (no machines) and 
underburn. 

…”we recognize that proposed activities will accomplish the dual 
goals of creating a Community Protection Zone (CPZ) and 
effecting long-term forest restoration designed to maintain and 
enhance drier old growth forest types.” (39, 2) 

 Thank you for your support. 

Community-based Fuel Reduction: <meets> MFRC Principles # 
1, 6, 7, 9, 10)  

 Much of the project area lies within the Missoula 
Community Wildfire Protection Plan (CWPP) and 
therefore would be considered part of the Wildlands-
Urban Interface (WUI). 

 It’s important to facilitate the construction of a CPZ in 
high-priority WUI neighborhoods like the upper 
Rattlesnake that are located in or near the RNRA and 
adjacent Forest Service lands.  

 Many private landowners living in the upper 
Rattlesnake have done fuel reduction on their own 
properties and support this project because it provides 
a good opportunity to expand these efforts on to 
adjacent Forest Service lands.  

 The objectives range from additional protection for 
homeowners and firefighters to solidification of 
Missoula’s CWPP to forging an ongoing public/private 
initiative with FireSafe Montana to mitigate the 

 Thank you for your support. 
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impacts from wildfire to promoting older, more resilient 
forest stands. 

 Treatments consist of both commercial and non-
commercial thinning, hand piling and burning, chipping 
and broadcast burning. 

 The LRC supports this component including 
temporary road construction provided the Forest 
Service can ensure weed control, prevent soil erosion 
and decommission them in a timely manner. (39, 3) 

Forest & Aquatic Restoration <meets> (MFRC Principles #1, 2, 
6, 7, 8, 9, 10 & 12) 

 Section’s 31 and 33 are former Champion/Plum Creek 
lands that the Lolo National Forest acquired through 
the Montana Legacy Project containing high road 
densities and marginal amounts of commercial timber  

 Both sections are in need of comprehensive 
restoration over the long-term involving the road 
system, invasive weeds, site prep and reforestation. 

 There are opportunities to maintain and enhance old 
growth Ponderosa pine, Western larch and Douglas fir 
and to promote some aspen restoration. 

 An owl researcher from the Owl Research Institute will 
be conducting studies of Northern flammulated owls in 
the project area as part of his graduate work. 

 Unit’s 1 & 4-6 are slated for commercial thinning and 

 Thank you for your support. 
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prescribed burning and are located on the ridge 
between Marshall Creek and the Rattlesnake valley 
and above Woods Gulch to reduce fuel loads, lower 
crown fire potential and improve stand resilience to 
natural disturbances. Construction of 1.25 miles of 
temporary roads would be necessary. 

 Opportunities exist to improve aquatic habitat and 
connectivity by doing stream bank rehabilitation at the 
Rattlesnake Horse bridge and by replacing and 
upgrading culverts on Marshall Creek. 

 Road decommissioning in Sections 33, 31 & 36 designed 
to lower road densities. 

 The LRC supports this component including temporary 
road construction provided the Forest Service can 
ensure weed control, prevent soil erosion and 
decommission them in a timely manner. 

Recreational Improvements & Project Education/Outreach 
<meets> (MFRC Principles # 7, 9 & 13) 

 The project contains a number of changes to the 
Forest Service’s transportation system designed to 
increase dispersed recreation including new trails, 
road to trail conversions and adding existing trails.  

 The project also focuses on obliterating non-system, 
user-created trails. 

 There was substantial public interest and input into the 
recreational component illustrating a diverse 
recreational community who use the project area. 

 Thank you for your support. 
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 In response to the above realization and to use the 
project to showcase its many positive benefits to 
Missoulians: restoration, fire preparedness, high-
quality recreational experiences, etc., we want to 
place interpretive signs explaining the purpose, need, 
goals, treatments, and the big restoration and fire 
picture to educate and raise awareness. These signs 
would be placed at trailheads and at restoration sites 
where appropriate. 

 Explore partnership opportunities with local user and 
conservation groups, students and restoration 
volunteers as well as upper Rattlesnake residents. 

 The LRC has identified no major issues or concerns with 
this project thrust. (39,4) 

	


