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Chapter 2

Issues and Alternatives Considered

2.1  INTRODUCTION

Chapter 2 describes and compares the alternatives that wholly or partially meet the purpose and need of this project as identified on p.1-7.  The no action (no grazing), current management, and (proposed action) adaptive management alternatives are described and considered in detail on pp. 2-3 through 2-17.  Four other action alternatives were considered but were not brought forward for detailed analysis. These are described on pp. 2-24 & 2-25.  The purpose and need for action and the comparison between the existing condition and the desired future condition (DFC) for the allotment areas provided the framework for alternative development along with the significant issues identified internally and during scoping.  These alternatives reflect different responses to the issues identified through both the scoping and analysis processes, producing different environmental effects.  Chapter 2 also discusses the scoping and public involvement process, other issues, alternative development, monitoring requirements, and alternatives considered, but not studied in detail. 

2.2  PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT AND SCOPING PROCESS

The first step in environmental analysis is to determine what needs to be analyzed.  To do this, the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) outlines a process termed "scoping" (refer to 40 CFR 1501.7).  The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) defines scoping as “an early and open process for determining the scope of issues to be addressed and for identifying the significant issues related to a Proposed Action” (40 CFR 1501.7).

First, comments are obtained from interested and affected parties, both within and outside the agency, to develop potential issues that must be considered.  Second, these "potential issues" are reviewed by the interdisciplinary team to determine: (a) the key issues to be analyzed in depth and (b) issues that are not significant or that have been covered by prior environmental review and, therefore, should be eliminated from detailed study.  Documentation of the review of comments and potential issues can be found in the project file. 

Before a decision can be made, the 36 CFR 215 appeal regulations require a 30-day notice and comment period for Environmental Assessments.

The Scoping Process

The scoping process is used to invite public participation, to help identify issues that are specific to the decision to be made, and to obtain public comment at various stages of the environmental analysis process.  Although scoping is to begin early, it actually serves as an iterative process that continues until the responsible official makes a final decision. 

On April 20, 1995 a letter describing all current livestock grazing proposals on the Gallatin Forest and soliciting comments and concerns was sent to over 100 agencies, groups, and individuals, including those showing an interest in the Quarterly Listings.  During this scoping period, seven letters were received with general forest-wide comments concerning the effects of livestock grazing.  None of the seven letters provided comments specific to the Bald Knob, West Pine, Eightmile, or Rock Creek South Allotments.

On January 13, 1998 the Gallatin Forest sent out a scoping letter for analyzing grazing on 17 separate areas, including the four West Paradise Allotments to over 40 interested and/or affected organizations and individuals.  Six comment letters were received in response to this mailing, some of which spoke specifically to the Rock Creek South Allotment, but not to any of the other three allotments.  General comments received were either in support of or against livestock grazing on public lands, or concerned with potential effects to water quality, riparian areas, wildlife, and threatened and endangered species, wherever livestock are grazed.  Comments addressing the potential economic ramifications of grazing or not grazing on public lands were also received.  After scoping, the analysis on these allotments was postponed because of other work priorities.

The analysis of the West Paradise Allotment analyses was again announced in the fall of 2007 and the winter and spring 2008 Gallatin Forest Quarterly Proposed Project Listings.

On January 8, 2008, the Livingston Ranger District sent a scoping letter regarding the proposals to permittees, local residents, and other potentially interested and/or affected members of the public.  It was sent to 59 interested and/or affected organizations and individuals.  Two comment letters were received.  The two letters contained comments concerning the effects of livestock grazing in the Rock Creek South Allotment on noxious weeds, the Northern Yellowstone elk herd, and to private property adjacent to the allotment.  The Project File, which is located at the Livingston District Office, contains the actual comment letters and a comment summary matrix, as well as additional information on the scoping and issue development process.

2.3  IDENTIFICATION OF ISSUES

In order to determine issues for the proposed project, the Interdisciplinary (ID) Team analyzed comments from both the public and Forest Service resource specialists.  (See the Project File, available at the Livingston Ranger District).  Relevant resource issues regarding this proposal did not lead to new alternatives, but were analyzed in terms of environmental consequences in Chapter 3.  

Following is a list of relevant resource issues that were reviewed by the interdisciplinary team and could be factors in the decision whether to permit livestock grazing on the allotments.  The NEPA provides for identification and elimination from detailed study, those issues that do not drive an alternative or which have been covered by prior environmental review, narrowing the consideration of these issues to a brief analysis and discussion of why they will not have a major effect on the human environment(40CFR 1501.7(3)).  While these issues are important, they were either unaffected or mildly affected by the various alternatives, or the effects could be adequately mitigated.  A discussion regarding each of these issues is provided in Chapter 3 of this document.

A. Water Quality/Fisheries
B. RiparianVegetation

C. Upland Vegetation
D. Noxious Weeds 

E. Wildlife Species (Threatened and Endangered, Sensitive, Management Indicator, Migratory Birds & Sensitive Plant Species) 
F. Soils

G. Recreation 

H. Roadless/WSA

I. Heritage 

J. Socio-Economics
2.4  RANGE OF ALTERNATIVES
Once the scoping process was complete, the interdisciplinary team (ID team) developed alternatives with specific features designed to address any resource issues.  For the West Paradise Allotments, the No Action-No Grazing Alternative (Alternative 1), the Current Management Alternative (Alternative 2) and the proposed action, Adaptive Management Alternative (Alternative 3) have been determined to be the only alternatives warranting detailed consideration.  Tables 2-4 through 2-7 on p. 2-13 through 2-17 provide a comparison of the alternatives by National Forest administered grazing permitted livestock numbers.

The alternatives for this project were designed to express a range of possible actions.  The ID team developed the range of alternatives and the monitoring measures presented in this chapter based on the purpose and need (Chapter 1-7) and resource issues (Chapter 2-3).

An adequate range of alternatives is one that fully meets the purpose and need and addresses any significant issues.  There were no issues found to be “significant” with this proposal.  An alternative to the proposed action must: 


(1) Address one or more of the resource issues 


(2) Meet the purpose and need.  

An action alternative that does not meet both criteria may be eliminated from detailed study.  Two other alternatives were considered but were not analyzed in detail.

2.5  ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED IN DETAIL

The ID Team developed and analyzed three alternatives in detail for the West Paradise Allotments.  Alternative 1 is the No Action/No Grazing Alternative, Alternative 2 reflects the current management, and the proposed action, Alternative 3, incorporates Adaptive Management Strategies (FSH 2209.13) into the management of the allotments.

Alternative 1:  No Action-No Grazing

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires consideration of a No Action Alternative in any NEPA environmental document.  Alternative 1 is the “No Action” Alternative, in which the grazing of domestic livestock on Bald Knob, West Pine, Eightmile, and Rock Creek South Allotments would be discontinued.  This is also the No Grazing Alternative as grazing permits for these allotments would not be re-issued after a two-year phase out period.  The permittees would be allowed to graze at the current stocking levels in year one, and 50 percent stocking levels in year two following the date of this decision.

Alternative 1 is an option that would partially resolve the resource issues related to livestock grazing effects because grazing would be terminated and natural processes would occur without the influence of livestock use on National Forest System Lands.  However, permittees may continue grazing on adjacent private land.  With the termination of grazing permits, the Forest Service would no longer have any management control over the private lands within the allotments.  Alternative 1 does not meet Forest Plan direction for providing livestock forage.

Alternative 2:  Current Management
Under this alternative, permits for livestock grazing on the Bald Knob, West Pine, and Eightmile Allotments would be re-issued for the same numbers and season of use that are currently allowed.  The Rock Creek South Allotment would remain vacant, unless necessary improvements (fencing) are completed by a qualified permittee.  Permits would then adhere to the same terms and conditions as apply to the existing permits.  

Monitoring would occur over time for all allotments within the analysis area.  Results from the monitoring would be used by the ID Team and District Ranger to determine the effectiveness of the allotment management plan (AMP) objectives.  Failure to meet or exceed management objectives could result in an amendment or revision of the AMP.

The actions that would occur under this alternative are detailed below.

Bald Knob Allotment 

A Permit would be issued on this allotment, for a total of 10 head on the National Forest System lands and up to 150 head on private lands from 7/1 to 9/30 (an approximate total of 453 head months (HM) for the allotment).  There are no specific grazing rotations for this allotment. 

The Bald Knob allotment consists of 16 percent Forest Service lands and 84 percent private lands.  These lands included Sections 26, 27, 34 and 35, T3S, R7E.  Elevation ranges from approximately 6,200 to 7,746 feet.  This allotment includes Trail Creek and Browns Gulch. 

There are no structural improvements owned or maintained by the Forest Service.  The improvements surrounding the allotment, including fences, are the responsibility of the private landowners adjacent to the allotment.  No new developments are proposed under this alternative. 
West Pine Allotment 

Permits would be issued on this allotment for the grazing of 76 head on National Forest System Lands with up to 72 head not to exceed 92 days (approximately a total of 306 HM).  Grazing would be allowed between the dates of July 1st to October 1st annually with a deferred rotation grazing system. 

This allotment consists of Sections 5, 6, and part of 8, T4S, R8E and portions of sections 31 and 32, T3S, R8E. Elevation ranges from approximately 5,800 to 7,800 feet.  This allotment includes West Pine, North Fork Pine Creek and several other unnamed tributaries.  

There are four structural improvements that are owned or maintained by the Forest Service, they include two water tanks and two fences.  The improvements surrounding the allotment, including fences, are the responsibility of the private landowners adjacent to the allotment.  
Eightmile Allotment

The Eightmile Allotment would permit 56 head (approximately 169 HM) between the dates of 6/1 to 9/30 not to exceed 92 days.  
This allotment encompasses both private land and Forest Service System lands.  There are approximately 8 sections in T4S, R8E and approximately 4 sections in T4S, R7E.  Elevation ranges from 5,900 to 8,700 feet.  This allotment includes Eightmile (which runs through the southern border of the allotment), Shingle Mill Draw, Big Draw, Dry Creek and several unnamed tributaries to Dry Creek.

There are seven structural improvements owned or maintained by the Forest Service, they include five water tanks and two drift fences.  The improvements surrounding the allotment, including fences, are the responsibility of the private landowners adjacent to the allotment.  

Rock Creek South Allotment
This allotment has been vacant for approximately 12 years with the grazing permit waived back to the FS.   The previous carrying capacity for this allotment was 671 Head Months (HM).  The season of was from June 21st to October 20th (Table 2-9, p. 2-23).

The original Rock Creek Allotment consists of approximately 4 Forest Service Sections and 2 private sections in T6S, R6E, approximately 7 Forest Service Section and 3 private sections in T7S, R6E.  The elevation ranges from 7,200 to 8,400 feet.  The configuration of checkerboard landownership has changed the availability from the original permit.  This includes Rock Creek, Fisher Creek, Stoughten Creek, Donahue Creek, North Fork Donahue Creek and several unnamed tributaries.

There are six structural improvements owned or maintained by the Forest Service, they include three water tanks and three fences.  The improvements surrounding the allotment, including fences, are the responsibility of the private landowners adjacent to the allotment.  No new developments are proposed under this alternative. 
Alternative 3:  Adaptive Management

Alternative 3 would continue permitted livestock grazing, utilizing management techniques designed to meet desired future conditions (DFCs) and be consistent with Forest Plan standards.  This alternative focuses on DFC rather than specific seasons of use, permitted livestock numbers, or grazing rotations.  This alternative is based on the principle of applying Adaptive Management Strategies (FSH 2209.13).  Adaptive Management is the process of utilizing monitoring data to determine if management changes are needed to improve resource conditions within allotments, and if so, what changes, and to what degree.  Adaptive management is described in further detail on pp. 1-8 & 1-9 of this document.

Alternative 3, the Adaptive Management Alternative, would re-authorize the grazing permits on Bald Knob (Map 2), West Pine (Map 3), and Eightmile (Map 4) Allotments.  The Rock Creek South Allotment (Map 5) grazing permit would not be re-issued and the allotment would be recommended for closure.  The actual closure of this allotment would be an administrative decision under the authority of the forest supervisor.
Under Adaptive Management, a course of action is chosen as a starting point that is believed to best meet or move towards desired resource objectives.  The starting points for the grazing systems on these allotments would be as follows: 

· Bald Knob Allotment would have no specific grazing rotation.  There would be approximately 453 HM from July 1st to September 30th.

· West Pine Allotment would be grazed utilizing a deferred rotation grazing system with approximately 306 HM from July 1st to October 1st.  

· Eightmile Allotment would be grazed utilizing a deferred rotation grazing system with approximately 169 HM for 92 days within June 1st to September 30th.  The Dry Creek unit would remain available for grazing pending completion of Phase 1 adaptive management requirements.
·  Rock Creek South Allotment would remain vacant and would be recommended for closure.
Under an adaptive management approach, starting point for stocking levels on these allotments are also identified in Table 2-6, p. 2-13.  Grazing would be allowed to continue at these levels provided that implementation of the riparian guidelines and upland utilization standards are meeting DFC.  

Implementation of the Adaptive Management Alternative is presented in various phases.  These phases correspond to increasing levels of complexity and financial investment allowing for a progression of management intensity.  The need for implementation of further phases would be determined by the monitoring results.  Monitoring is a critical component of adaptive management.  

Monitoring would occur over time, with the evaluation of the results used by the ID Team and District Ranger to make adjustments to management as needed.  Monitoring and management adjustments would help ensure adequate progress toward defined resource objectives.  All adaptive management actions would be within the scope of effects documented in this environmental assessment. If different actions are considered necessary, then a new analysis under NEPA would be conducted before a decision is made.
Actions Common to All Phases of Bald Knob, West Pine, and Eightmile Allotments

· Annual utilization measurements throughout each pasture would be taken to ensure that upland utilization standards are not exceeded.

· Once utilization standards are met (Table 2-1), then the livestock would be moved to another pasture, another area of the pasture, or off the allotment for the grazing season.  

· Utilize introduced invasive grass species (i.e. Timothy) and provide for maintenance of native perennial grass species by grazing as early as June 1st when range readiness conditions allow.  Timing of use would be prescribed annually, in consideration of climatic variability, to meet plant phenological and physiological needs for maintaining or enhancing vegetative condition.  

· Manage invasive weed sites by mapping and treating them according to the Final Noxious and Invasive Weed Treatment Project, Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and Record of Decision (ROD) released in June 2005.

· Riparian vegetative utilization measurements and streambank stability standards for the allotment vary by stream and are discussed in detail in Chapter 3.  Critical parameters to be measured are included by specific allotment and affected stream reach (See Tables 2-2 & 2-3)
· Distribute cattle by riding and use of mineral supplements to promote desired forage utilization. Utilize appropriate upland and riparian utilization guidelines.

Table 2-1 Percent Allowable Utilization for Upland Vegetation
	Pasture Type
	Dry Range
	Moist Range

	Early Pasture
	55%
	65%

	Late Pasture
	35%
	45%


Table 2-2 Percent Allowable Utilization for Riparian Vegetation (Forest Plan Standards) for Streams Currently Meeting DFC

	Riparian Vegetative  Type
	Allowable Utilization 
	Stubble Height 

Following Grazing

	Grass/grasslike/forb
	40%
	3-4 inches

	Willow/grass/grasslike
	40%
	3-4 inches


Table 2-3 Percent Allowable Utilization for Riparian Vegetation (Streams Currently Not Meeting DFC Due to Grazing Related Impacts)
	Stream
	DFC Objective
	Critical Parameters
	Use levels to meet DFC
	Allowable Streambank Alteration

	
	
	
	End season stubble height (in) by month
	Allowable % woody utilization by month
	Allowable % forage utilization by month
	

	
	
	
	Early

(J,J,A)
	Late

(S,O)
	Early

(J,J,A)
	Late

(S,O)
	Early

(J,J,A)

	Late

(S,O)
	

	West Pine Allotment

	West Pine Cr
	Increase bank stability by reducing trampling
	Streambank Alteration
	 NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	20%

	North Fk West Pine Cr
	Increase vigor and age class diversity of woody shrubs
	Shrub Utilization
	NA
	3 inches
	15%
	10%
	50%
	40%
	NA

	Eightmile Allotment

	Dry Cr

(lower reach)
	Increase vigor and age class diversity of woody shrubs
	Shrub Utilization
	NA
	3 inches
	15%
	10%
	50%
	40%
	NA



Bald Knob Allotment

Phase 1

· The existing permit for 10 cow/calf pairs on FS and up to 150 cow/calf pairs on private land would be re-issued with a season of use consisting of 7/1 through 9/30 (approximately 453 HM).

Overall this allotment is currently meeting Forest Plan Standards and DFC.  No specific Phase 2 actions are being proposed at this time.  All streams in this allotment are considered to be at DFC and are in properly functioning condition.  .  If after three years, monitoring shows that any stream reach begins to deviate from DFC or properly functioning condition, then phases maybe implemented.  
If Phase 1 proves unsuccessful in maintaining Gallatin Forest Plan standards and long-term resource goals after five years of monitoring, then the allotment would be re-evaluated with the permittee to consider further actions necessary to achieve DFC, including a reduction in livestock numbers and/or a reduction in the season of use.  
West Pine Allotment  

Phase 1

· The existing permits for 100 cow/calf pairs (approximately 306 HM) would be re-issued with a season of use consisting of 7/1 through 10/1.

· Explore opportunities and locations for new water developments and repair or improve existing structures.  Install water development in Chimney Rock area for better distribution of cattle.

· Exclude a small pond in Chimney Rock pasture by installing jack and rail fence.

Currently, West Pine Creek and the North Fork of West Pine Creek are considered to be functioning at risk with an upward trend.  The primary reason for the functioning at risk determination was related to post fire response to elevated streamflows and sediment, and because of low frequencies of LWD.  The functioning at risk determination was only partially related to grazing impacts along two short reaches near the forest boundary. A short segment of West Pine Creek has some bank trampling that should be reduced.  A short reach of the North Fork of West Pine Creek would benefit from a higher density of shrubs and aspen regeneration.  If after three years of monitoring these conditions are still of concern, then Phase 2 actions would be implemented.

Phase 2 

· Install additional water developments for better distribution of cattle if needed.

· Evaluate construction of riparian fencing in problematic reaches of West Pine Creek and North Fork of West Pine Creek.

Monitoring would be conducted throughout both phases to determine if grazing management of upland and riparian vegetation meet LRMP goals and objectives and DFC’s.  No other phases would be established, unless monitoring results define the need for additional actions.  

If Phase 2 proves unsuccessful in meeting Gallatin Forest Plan standards and long-term resource goals after five years of monitoring, then the allotment would be re-evaluated with the permittee to consider further actions necessary to achieve DFC, including a reduction in livestock numbers and/or a reduction in the season of use.  

Eightmile Allotment

Phase 1

· The existing permits for 56 head (approximately 169 HM) between the dates of 6/1 to 9/30 not to exceed 92 days will be re-issued.  
· Native shrub/tree planting in sensitive riparian areas along reaches of Dry Creek.

· Explore opportunities and locations for new water developments and/or repair or improvement of existing structures.
If after three years, monitoring shows the above practices were not sufficient to maintain DFC and continue meeting Forest Plan Standards then Phase 2 would be implemented. Monitoring would be conducted through all phases to determine if grazing management of upland and riparian vegetation meet LRMP goals and objectives and DFC’s.  No other phases would be established, unless monitoring results define the need for additional actions.  

Phase 2 

· Install additional water developments for better distribution of cattle if needed.

· Change fencing configuration to protect riparian areas near new water developments. 

· Fence riparian tree/shrub plantings along Dry Creek.

Monitoring would be conducted throughout both phases to determine if grazing management of upland and riparian vegetation meet LRMP goals and objectives and DFC’s.  No other phases would be established, unless monitoring results define the need for additional actions.  

If Phase 2 proves unsuccessful in meeting Gallatin Forest Plan standards and long-term resource goals after five years of monitoring, then the allotment would be re-evaluated with the permittee to consider further actions necessary to achieve DFC, including a reduction in livestock numbers and/or a reduction in the season of use.  

Rock Creek South Allotment

The Rock Creek Allotment prior to becoming vacant had a carrying capacity of 671 HM.  This allotment has been vacant for approximately 12 years when the grazing permit was waived back to the Forest Service.  
Originally, this allotment was easily accessible by road and trail.  The Rock Creek road provided primary access and other roads in Fisher Creek, Stoughten Creek and Donahue Creek provided additional access.  Today, the primary access to the allotment is through the Donahue Trail (#183) which only accesses part of the allotment.
The adjacent landowner to the west of the allotment owns a majority of the private land within the allotment.  Since they do not have a cattle operation they have no need to graze on National Forest System lands.
Without the private land included in the allotment, there are only a few National Forest System sections that are suitable for grazing; only one of which has improvements (Section 14, T7S, R6E).  These improvements have not been maintained for approximately 12 years and would have to be repaired and/or replaced before the cattle could be turned on.  

The Forest Service sets standards for administering grazing allotments, one of which is lower limits
.  Section 14 has very little suitable grazing and would not support the lower limits for range administration.
For the reasons listed above, it is recommended that this allotment be closed permanently.  However, this does not eliminate grazing on private lands.    Monitoring would be conducted to determine if grazing trespass is occurring, and to determine whether upland and riparian vegetation are continuing to meet LRMP goals and objectives. 
2.6  COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES
Tables 2-4 through 2-6 provides a comparison of Alternative 1 (no action), Alternative 2 (current management), and Alternative 3 (adaptive management) by National Forest administered grazing permit livestock numbers.  Table 2-7 provides a summary of how the various relevant resource issues are affected by each of the alternatives.

Table 2-4  Permitted Livestock Numbers  Alternative 1 - No Grazing 
	Allotment
	Cow/Calf

pair
	Season 

of Use
	Head Months
	Allotment Size

(Ac)

	Bald Knob
	0
	0
	0
	438 FS
2122 Pvt

	West Pine
	0
	0
	0
	1,710 FS

582 Pvt

	Eightmile
	0
	0
	0
	4,391 FS
1,120 Pvt

	Rock Creek South
	0
	0
	0
	4,415 FS
3,410 Pvt


Table 2-5  Permitted Livestock Numbers Alternative 2-Current Management

	Allotment
	Cow/Calf

pair
	Season 

of Use
	Head Months
	Allotment Size

(Ac)

	Bald Knob
	10 FS

150 PVT
	7/1-9/30
	453
	438 FS

2122 Pvt

	West Pine
	76 FS

24 PVT
	7/1-9/30
	306
	1,710 FS

582 Pvt

	Eightmile
	37 FS

19 PVT
	7/1-9/30
	169
	4,391 FS

1,120 Pvt

	Rock Creek South
	0


	7/1-10/1

	0


	4,415 FS

3,410 Pvt


Table 2-6 - Permitted Livestock Numbers Alternative 3-Adaptive Management 

	Allotment
	Cow/Calf

pair
	Season 

of Use
	Head Months
	Allotment Size (Ac)

	Bald Knob
	10 FS

150 PVT
	7/1-9/30
	453
	438 FS

2122 Pvt

	West Pine
	76 FS

24 PVT
	7/1-9/30
	306
	1,710 FS

582 Pvt

	Eightmile
	37 FS

19 PVT
	7/1-9/30
	169
	4,391 FS

1,120 Pvt

	Rock Creek South
	0
	0
	0
	0


* The information in this table is subject to change annually depending on desired resource conditions identified    utilizing Adaptive Management strategies. 

** Numbers and season of use are variable on an annual basis not to exceed 78 head months. 

Table 2-7 - Summary of the Effects of Alternatives by Relative Resource Issue
	Resource Issue
	Alternative 1-

 No Grazing
	Alternative 2-

Current Management
	Alternative 3-

 Adaptive Management



	Water Quality/ Fisheries

	Un-impacted streams would continue to meet resource goals (PFC).  Impacted stream reaches would improve through time and eventually would approach proper functioning condition (PFC).

	Un-impacted streams would continue to meet resource goals.   Streams reaches impacted due to livestock grazing would likely not progress towards meeting resource goals (PFC).
	Un-impacted streams would continue to meet resource goals.  Impacted stream reaches due to livestock grazing would improve through time to meet resource goals. And reach PFC.

	Riparian Vegetation


	No grazing would be beneficial for the affected reaches of riparian vegetation from cattle grazing.  This would allow for plant communities to fully develop structural layers.  
	Stream reaches that are currently at proper functioning condition (PFC) would be maintained, however the affected reaches from cattle grazing would continue to decline.   
	Meeting the desired future conditions for riparian vegetation with any or all of the adaptive management practices would improve the structural layers within the plant communities and a larger number of desired plant species would be present.



	Upland Vegetation

	An overall increase in vegetative biomass and plant density in the short run, however permittees would likely fence the National Forest boundary and continue grazing  This could result in additional impacts to private land streams and riparian areas 

	Would provide for some improvement in vegetative biomass.
Impacts to vegetation from cattle would remain within Forest Plan Standards and guidelines.


	An overall increase in vegetative biomass and plant density Adaptive management allows for the flexibility to install range improvements as monitoring shows appropriate.

	Noxious Weeds


	Noxious weeds would continue to be present in various areas.  Soil disturbance from cattle grazing would not be present; susceptibility to invasion by certain weed species may be less.
	Noxious weeds would continue to be present in various areas and would increase in areas of disturbance, such as along trails and salting areas
	Noxious weeds would continue to be present in various areas.  Native vegetative conditions improve through livestock distribution, proper utilization levels, and management of grass and forbs to decrease invasive weed species

	Wildlife Species
	No grazing would eliminate any habitat alteration attributed by cows.  However, this is not expected to have any measurable effect on terrestrial species or their habitat. This alternative would be beneficial for those migratory bird species dependent on complex riparian vegetation through increased niche space for nesting and cover.  The risk of cowbird parasitism would decrease or be eliminated.  
	Current management would continue to alter structure and function in isolated areas.  This is not expected to have any measurable effect on terrestrial species or their habitat.  Those migratory bird species dependent upon riparian areas would have slightly less habitat available.  Other migratory bird species would respond favorably to continued livestock grazing.  The risk of cowbird parasitism would persist at current low levels. 
	With the Adaptive Management Alternative, habitat alteration would decrease.  This is not expected to have any measurable effect on terrestrial species or their habitat.  By improving degraded areas yet still allowing some level of grazing, the Adaptive Management Alternative should benefit a larger array of bird species.  

	Soils
	Would not detrimentally affect soils.  Closing the allotments may benefit soils by reducing compaction in impacted areas
	July 1 on-dates should adequately protect soils.  There would be no measurable impacts on soils
	With mitigation restricting access when soils are wet, there should be no measurable impacts on soils


	Recreation
	The removal of livestock grazing would have no negative effects on the recreational uses and facilities
	Current livestock grazing practices have had no negative effects on recreational uses and facilities.  


	Adaptive MGMT practices would have a beneficial effect on recreation facilities and the recreating public’s enjoyment of these areas by closely monitoring utilization standards and moving cattle when standards are met


	Roadless/WSA
	There are no portions of the HPBH Wilderness Study area or any designated roadless areas within the Bald Knob or West Pine Allotments so there would be no direct or indirect effects
Removal of livestock grazing could increase the natural integrity within the portions of the Eightmile and Rock Creek South Allotments that lie within the HPBH Wilderness Study Area.


	There are no portions of the HPBH Wilderness Study Area or any designated roadless areas within the Bald Knob or West Pine Allotments so there would be no direct or indirect effects
Current management would not decrease the wilderness character of areas in the Eightmile and Rock Creek South Allotments nor degrade the potential for future Wilderness designation or affect any designated roadless areas.

	There are no portions of the HPBH Wilderness Study Area or any designated roadless areas within the Bald Knob or West Pine Allotments so there would be no direct or indirect effects. The Eightmile Allotment would be managed with an Adaptive Management strategy which could have a beneficial effect on roadless areas over current mgmt.  Removal of livestock grazing could increase the natural integrity within the p Rock Creek South Allotments


	Heritage
	Cessation of grazing would have no adverse effects to heritage resources on any of the allotments.


	Continuation of the current management would have no adverse effect on heritage resources in any of the allotments.


	Any future ground disturbing actions would be cleared with the Forest Archaeologist. This mitigation would be sufficient for no adverse effect to heritage resources 


	Socio-Economics
	Would reduce public land available for grazing by 3,592 acres.  No monetary benefits would be gained by the Forest Service and monetary benefits would be lost by the permittees.

	Would provide the highest total monetary value for both the Forest Service and permittees while maintaining  longterm range conditions
	Would provide a positive net benefit for the permittees and the Forest Service while also improving longterm range conditions


2.7  MITIGATION AND MONITORING

The mitigation/monitoring detailed below would apply to the two action alternatives, Alternative 2 (current management) and Alternative 3, (adaptive management).  Mitigation is a means to alleviate effects to the various resources.  Monitoring is a critical component to insure progress toward meeting the desired future conditions (DFCs).

Mitigation

General Wildlife Mitigation
1) Any fences constructed would incorporate wide gates at appropriate locations to allow wildlife passage when livestock are not present, use construction techniques that are wildlife friendly (wood vs. wire or adjusting wire spacing); any fence that is no longer needed for allotment management would be removed.    
2) Spring developments for livestock watering sites would include an overflow system which returns the unused water to the source, and a shut-off valve for increased management flexibility, allowing the spring to continue to exhibit its full extent.  The development would also include the construction of an exclosure to protect the spring site.  
3) The grizzly bear, peregrine falcon, wolf and bald eagle are now listed as Forest Service sensitive species.  Any action taken by a permittee or his/her employee against a grizzly, peregrine falcon or bald eagle that results in bodily harm or death to the bear, falcon or eagle may be cause for administrative action against the grazing permit and legal action against the individual(s).  The only aggressive action that may be appropriate is where threat to personal life is imminent by the grizzly.  However, the individual may be required to stand trail in a court of law to determine if the action was justified.
4) A Forest permittee or their employee should contact MFWP and/or Wildlife Services if they are having depredation caused by gray wolves or grizzly bears.  
Gray Wolf Mitigation
5) Livestock producers with an active federal use permit that includes livestock use may kill a wolf that is seen biting, wounding, or killing, or a wolf that is seen actively chasing, molesting or harassing livestock or livestock herding or guarding animals or domestic dogs on their active allotment:
· No permit is required

· Report the incident to FWP within 24 hours

· Physical evidence of the wolf attack or that an attack was imminent is required (injured or dead livestock, broken fences, trampled vegetation and wolf sign); wolves can not be intentionally baited, fed or deliberately attracted.
6) Anyone can kill a wolf in self defense or defense of others.  Report the incident to FWP within 24 hours.  
Grizzly Bear Mitigation

7) Livestock losses, regardless of cause, are to be reported to the Livingston Ranger District within 24 hours of discovery.  Once reported, the permittee and Forest Service representative will jointly determine whether and how to treat the carcass to eliminate the attractant and avoid potential conflicts with bears.  
8) Livestock carcasses located within 1/2 mile of any open public road, trail or developed recreation site will be treated or relocated to remove the attractant for bears.  
9) On all Gallatin National Forest lands, livestock feed, human food, garbage and other attractants will be properly stored in compliance with the Food Storage Order (Occupancy and Use Order # 07-11-00-01).  
10) Wildlife Services will be the lead agency dealing with livestock depredations by black or grizzly bears.

Recreation/Wilderness/Roadless Mitigation

11) Coordinate necessary access with road and trail manager to ensure damage does not occur to soft, wet road and trail surfaces.  Ensure access is obtained consistent with current Forest Travel Plan restrictions.

12) Placement of mineral supplements should be at least 300 feet from roads and trails and ¼ mile from rental cabins or campgrounds.

13) Water developments should be located away from roads, trails, rental cabins and/or campgrounds as coordinated with the recreation staff.

14) New fences, which bisect trails, should include gates for foot and horse users and ATV cattle guards for motorized users if the trail is a motorized trail.

15) New improvements, such as water tanks and fences would not be located within the Hyalite-Porcupine-Buffalo Horn Wilderness Study Area.

Heritage
16) If there is a need for any type of excavation within the National Forest portion of the allotments, such as constructing an alternative watering site, a heritage survey will be conducted prior to any ground disturbing activity.  Any sites found would be protected

Soils

17) Restrict access to livestock grazing on all allotments when soils are wet.  Normally a July 1 turn on date should work for all allotments.
Monitoring
Monitoring is used to insure compliance with annual operating instructions.  Monitoring procedures would be conducted and documented by the range manager, fisheries biologist, wildlife biologist, and/or their staff.  Documentation of monitoring would be used to determine whether riparian and upland utilization and streambank stability objectives are being met.  Sampling frequency of proposed monitoring could vary, however Monitoring Tables 2-8 and 2-9 (p. 2-23) detail the projected monitoring schedule for both riparian and upland areas within the allotments.

If Alternative 3 is selected, monitoring would be key to the success of adaptive management.  Monitoring results would be used to determine whether the prescribed adaptive management strategy is working or if adjustments should be implemented.  Monitoring is an important means to determine if there is adequate short-term improvement towards long-term resource recovery.  

Forest Service Range Permit Compliance Monitoring
To ensure compliance with annual operating instructions, the District Range Management Specialist would:

1) Verify proper permittee maintenance of all range improvements listed on permit.

2) Check authorized livestock use (numbers, brands, types of livestock) and conduct spot checks to see that livestock are moved from one pasture to the next as dictated by utilization levels.

3) Check allotment conditions for range readiness (plant development and soil condition) before livestock are allowed on the allotments as necessary.  Drought conditions might necessitate grazing adjustments on an annual basis or as warranted by weather conditions.

4) Check salt locations periodically to be sure they are a proper distance from water or other sensitive areas including aspen stands.  
5) New infestations of noxious weeds will be identified during allotment inspections and treated in an appropriate manner as time and money allows.
6) Range management specialists will coordinate with permittees to ensure that forage utilizations guidelines are followed.  This should be done at the mid-point of the prescribed use period, and again as utilization approaches the allowable use or the exit date for the pasture approaches to assure that these guidelines are not being exceeded.  These are the minimum pasture checks required.  Permittees would be encouraged to check conditions on a more regular basis and coordinate with the Forest Service Range Specialist.
7) Conduct random compliance checks to see that upland and riparian utilization standards and guidelines are not being exceeded.

Monitoring of Upland & Riparian Areas  
The utilization standards for upland suitable range as described in Table 2-1 are a maximum of 55% on deferred-rotation ranges in good condition.  Since riparian utilization standards are typically reached first, monitoring would focus mainly on riparian utilization.  Utilization measurements would be taken randomly in each pasture on upland native vegetation habitat types for each of the allotments annually.  Agency approved monitoring methodologies would be utilized as appropriate.
Riparian utilization would be a key factor in determining the length of season of cattle grazing.  Monitoring of riparian utilization may include stubble height, forage utilization and woody utilization.  Utilization levels for these parameters are dependent on existing and desired conditions and are defined in Tables 2-2 through 2-3 (p. 2-9).  Ideally, utilization would be measured monthly to determine if use levels are being met, especially along streams reaches that currently do not meet DFC’s.  Table 2-8 (p. 2-23) describes the proposed monitoring schedule for streams throughout the allotment.  Table 2-9 (p. 2-23) describes the upland utilization monitoring schedule by allotment.
The Forest Plan Standard (p. III-20) for riparian areas with grass/grasslike/forb with a deferred rotation system in a light use pasture is 40% utilization, which equates in these habitat types to a stubble height of three to four inches remaining following grazing.  Riparian areas with willow/grass/grasslike and willow/forest with a deferred rotation system in a light use pasture is 40% utilization; this also equates to a three to four inch stubble height.  Compliance with these Forest Plan Standards would be the minimum allowable use guidelines.  Monitoring of riparian utilization, (stubble height) would be the responsibility of both the Forest Service and the permittee. 
The District Fisheries Biologist and Range Management Specialist would be responsible for measuring streambank alteration levels (See Table 2-8).  Cattle would be removed before allowable alteration levels are exceeded.  Monitoring of affected stream reaches for streambank stability and trends towards meeting Forest Plan standards would be performed using agency accepted protocols and techniques.  

· Streambank Alteration:  A standardized protocol for measuring bank alteration on grazing allotments for USFS R1 National Forests would be used to monitor bank stability and allowable bank alteration.  Stream segments where bank alteration has been identified as a limiting factor (i.e., West Pine Creek) will be monitored annually while cattle are on the allotment.  
· Proper Functioning Condition (PFC) Assessments:  PFC assessments will be performed to monitor recovery trends and DFC attainment for all streams.  PFC monitoring frequency will coincide with other monitoring schedules.
· Photo Points:  Photo points may be established streamside to document obvious visual long-term trends.
Any or all of the following standard protocol as outlined in the Gallatin National Forest Managing Riparian Areas Relative to Grazing (Draft 5/22/08) may also be used to determine long-term trends if future monitoring shows a need:  These protocol include:

1) Bankfull widths

2) Substrate composition

3) Residual pools, numbers and depths

4) Rosgen channel dimensions

5) Stream temperature

6) Macroinvertebrates

7) Fish species presence/age classes/biomass

8) Streambank stability

9) Large woody debris

10) Greenline and cross section vegetation composition (species > 5%) in all structural layers

11) Greenline woody cover

Table 2-8 – Riparian Monitoring Schedule by Stream (Alternatives 2 & 3) 

	Stream Reach
	PFC
	Riparian Utilization*

Bank Alteration
	Photo Points
	Priority/*Rational

	Browns Gulch
	Every 5-10 Years
	As Needed
	As Needed
	L – No Existing Problems

	Tributary to Browns Gulch 
	Every 5-10 Years
	As Needed
	As Needed
	L – No Existing Problems

	West Pine Creek
	Every 3 Years
	Annually
	Every 3 Years
	H – Critical Parameters to Meet DFC

	North Fork West Pine
	Every 5-10 Years
	Annually
	Every 3 Years
	L – Shrub utilization/Vigor

	Eightmile Cr
	Every 5-10 Years
	As Needed
	Every 3 Years
	L – No Existing Problems

	Dry Cr
	Every 3 Years
	Annually
	Every 3 Years
	M- Riparian Shrub Condition

	Rock Cr

Stoughten Cr

Fisher Cr

Donahue Cr

Unamed Trib to Donahue Cr

Little Donahue Cr
	Every 3 Years
	As Needed
	As Needed
	L-Allotment Currently Vacant (Alternative 2)
Allotment Recommended for Permanent Closure (Alternative 3)


*Riparian Utilization includes: Forage utilization, woody species utilization and stubble height.

**Priorities are classified as: Low, Medium and High.

Table 2-9-Upland Utilization Monitoring Schedule by Allotment (Alts. 2 & 3)
	Allotment
	Range Utilization (Grazed Plant)/Ocular Estimate
	Photo Points

	Bald Knob
	As Needed
	As Needed

	 West Pine 
	Annually
	As Needed

	Eightmile
	Annually
	As Needed

	  Rock Creek
	As Needed (Alternative 2)
	As Needed
(Alternative 2)


Monitoring Results

Monitoring results would be used to invoke implementation of phases as outlined in the description of Alternative 3 (pp. 2-7 through 2-12) both short-term management prescriptions and long-term goals are not being met because of non-compliance, then administrative actions would be invoked as outlined in FS Handbook 2209-13 (Chapter 10).  These actions could include early removal of the cattle for the season once upland and woody utilization standards or stream bank stability limits have been reached.  The three key areas of concern in achieving desired future conditions for the allotments are defined as:

· Maintaining area streams in properly functioning conditions.

· Maintaining riparian vegetation diversity.  

· Maintaining upland conditions while managing invasive species.

Reductions in permitted livestock numbers and season of use would continue until demonstrated progress towards the desired future condition is made, as evidenced by monitoring and inventory data collected.  Changes would be reflected in the annual operating instructions (AOI) and in the term grazing permits.

2.8 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT ELIMINATED FROM DETAILED STUDY

During the analysis process, a number of other alternatives were suggested and discussed.  Five other alternatives were considered but were not carried forward for specific reasons as described below:

Alternative 4 – Reissue the Rock Creek Allotment Permit
The suggestion was made to have permittees pay for administration of their allotments and the cost of making any improvements.  The National Forest policy does not require permittees to pay for the administration of allotments, nor does it authorize the Forest Service to assess for these costs.   

For these reasons, an alternative that would make permittees pay for administration of their allotment and improvements was not carried forward.  

Alternative 5 – Keeping Rock Creek as a Forage Reserve
An internal suggestion was made to keep Rock Creek Allotment as a forage reserve. There is very little public access to this allotment, the primary access is through the Donahue Trail (#183) which only accesses part of the allotment.

Almost half of the allotment is private land.  The adjacent landowner to the west of the allotment owns the majority of the private land within the allotment.  Since they do not have a cattle operation, they have no need to graze on National Forest System lands.

There are several improvements that have been installed on this allotment over the years.  These improvements have not been maintained for approximately 12 years and would have to be repaired and/or replaced before the cattle could be turned on.  

For the reasons listed above, it would not be a viable option and was not carried forward.  

Alternative 6 - Forest Service fencing of FS/PVT boundaries

The suggestion was made for the Forest Service to fence the properties adjacent to private land.  According to the direction given in FSM 2200 Range Management (CH 2230.6 – Lands Not under Jurisdiction of Forest Service) “The United States is not responsible for intrusion of permitted livestock upon private lands or for the settlement of controversies between the owner of the livestock and the owner of the land.  Federal courts have rendered numerous decisions holding that the United States is not required to fence its lands to protect them against unauthorized livestock or to control the livestock permitted to graze on the National Forest.”

For these reasons, Forest Service fencing of FS/Private boundaries is not a viable option and was not carried forward.

Alternative 7 – Keeping the Dry Creek Unit of the Eightmile Allotment Vacant

An internal suggestion was made to keep the Dry Creek Unit of the Eightmile Allotment vacant.  It was determined that this unit would be beneficial to the existing permittees on this allotment and therefore would benefit the vegetation.
According to the direction given in Gallatin National Forest Plan, the goals and objectives for range include maintaining or enhancing the range environment and to provide for increased AUMs.  

For these reasons, keeping the Dry Creek Unit vacant is not a viable option and was not carried forward.

� Lower limits are 25 cattle or 175 sheep.
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