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I. Administrative Action

This administrative action is to amend the Frank Church--River of No Return

(FC--RONR) Wilderness ~1anagement Plan and the Bitterroot, Boise, Challis,
Nez Perce, Payette and Salmon National Forest Land and Resource Management
Plans to be consistent with the FC--RONR Wilderness agreement that is
attached as Appendix A. The amendment of the FC--RONR Wilderness
~lanagement Plan changes wording in the plan related to reducing the storage

of items and removal of plumbing fixtures from the Wilderness. The
amendment only modifies the schedule of implementation and does not change

the goals, objectives, standards or guidelines of the plan.

This administrative action incorporates into the appropriate National

Forest Land and Resource Management Plan and the FC--RO~~ Wilderness

Management Plan certain administrative guidance contained in the June 4,
1990, FC--RO~~ Wilderness Agreement 'between the Chief of the Forest Service
and the Idaho Outfitters and Guides Association.

II. Background

The June 4, 1990, FC--RONR Wilderness Agreement is pursuant to the lawsuit

settlement for Idaho Outfitters and Guides Association (IOGA) v. U.S., No.

N-87-0426. A Task Force was appointed to review the issues litigated by

the IOGA concerning decisions in the FC--RONR Wilderness Management Plan to
change long-term operating practices by outfitters and guides, and reported
to the Chief in December, 1988. On April 20, 1989, the Chief signed an

interim direction for the 1989-field season. On January 11, 1990, Regioncl
Foresters of R-l and R-4 delivered their evaluation and recommendation of
the interim direction.

The agreement states that

"the goal is to continue to promote the use of lightweight, portable
equipment that can be taken in and out of the wilderness at the

beginning and end of each use season in order to achieve the purpose
of the Wilderness Acts and protect wilderness resource values."

The agreement includes a schedule for removal of items that provides

outfitters with the time needed to replace equipment and adjust operations
to achieve the goal.
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III. Reasons for Categorically Excluding This Administrative Action

The settlement agreement does not have an important effect on the entire

plan or affect land and resource throughout a large portion of the FC--RONR

Wilderness. This agreement changes the treatment of outfitters caches with
a new schedule for the reduction in storage of items that are obtrusive and

visible and the promotion of lightweight, portable equipment. It also

changes the removal of underground piping with the implementation of

approved methods of water collection and distribution that best protect
resource values. Finally it sets a date of 1993 to review and develop a

schedule of accomplishment for all unresolved issues.

We have examined the categories of exclusion in FSH 1909.15, ID No.3,

dated Jan. 20, 1990 and have determined this action falls in the category
of routine administrative actions (Ch. 26.1b[1]) that may be Categorically

Excluded from documentation in an Environmental Impact Statement or an

Environmental Assessment. The proposal does not have any extraordinary

circumstances which might cause the action to have significant effects .

•.

IV. Findings of Consistency With the FC--RONR Wilder~ess and Forest Plans

The Forest Plan states that management of the FC--RONR ·Wilderness will be

in accordance with the FC--RONR Wilderness Management Plan. The changing

of the sG?edule for removal of equipment and underground piping from the
FC--RONR Wilderness does not change the int(;nt of the FC--RONR Wilderness

Management Plan, which is to

"manage those conunercial and other special uses that are authorized in
wilderness in a manner which results in the least possible impact on

the wilderness resource."(Plan, p. 56).

Since this amendment provides for implementation of the intent of the

Forest Plan, this is not a significant amendment to the Forest Plan.

V. Implementation

The conditions of the agreement were effective at the time the FC--RONR

Wilderness Agreement between the Chief of the Forest Service and the Idaho
Outfitters and Guides Association was signed (June 4, 1990). This

administrative action is to implement the agreement by:

Amending the Bitterroot, Boise, Challis, Nez Perce, Payette and Salmon
National Forest Land and Resource Management Plans as follows:

Wnerever FC--RO~~ Wilderness Management Plan is cited, the

following is added: "as amended, ~lay 8. 1991 "
(date)

Amending the FC--RONR Wilderness Management Plan page 60-(2) (g) by

changing wording from

"Existing caches will be phased out at the rate of one per year

per outfitter beginning at the end of the 1986 season."

to



"100% reduction in 1991 in storage of items that are obtrusive

and visible from main and access trails and from main camp area •

Progress toward accomplishing the goal of promoting the use of

lightweight, portable equipment to protect wilderness resource
values will be reviewed in 1993 and a schedule of accomplishment

established for any unresolved issues."

And page 61-(2)(i) from

"Issue direction to Wilderness Managers that the permanent piping

of water from boxed-in springs is not an allowable improvement

permitted in operating plans."

to

"Removal of all in-camp plumbing fixtures connected to water

systems and underground piping to tents by 1990. Implementation

of approved methods of water collection and distribution for

stock needs that best protect the wilderness resource values by
1992."

VI. Appeal Rights

Because these plan amendments are the result of litigation, the Chief of
the Forest Service has waived any further administrative review of the

amendments pursuant to 36 CFR 217.18 (as stated in August 8, 1990 memo) •

VII. Contact Persons

Coordinator

James M. Dolan

Northern Region
USDA Forest Service

Missoula, MT

Phone (406) 329-3584

Ken Wotring
FC--RONR Wilderness

USDA Forest Service

Salmon, ID

Phone (208) 756-2215

APPROVED:

IslChristopher Risbrudt (for)
JOHN MUW\lA

Regional Forester

Northern Region

May 8. 1991
Date

Marsha E. Kearney

Intermountain Region
USDA Forest Service

Ogden, UT
Phone (801) 625-5171

Isl Gray F. Reynolds
GRAY F. REYNOLDS

Regional Forester
Intermountain Region

~lay 8. 1991
Date
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APPENDIX A

Frank Church-River of No Return Wilderness Agreement

This agreement is pursuant to the lawsuit settlement for Idaho Outfitter and
Guides Association (IOGA) v. U.S. Attorney. No. N-87-0426. A Task Force was

appointed to review the issues litigated by the IOGA concerning decisions in
the Frank Church--River of No Return (FCRONR) Wilderness Management Plan to

change long-term operating practices by outfitters and guides, and reported to
the Chief in December, 1988. On April 20, 1989, the Chief signed an interim

direction for the 1989 field season. On January 11, 1990, Regional Foresters
of R-l and R-4 delivered their evaluation and recommedation of the interim

direction.

The goal is to continue to promote the use of portable equipment that can be

taken in and out of the wilderness at the beginning and end of each use season
in order to achieve the purpose of the Wilderness Acts and protect wilderness

resource values. This agreement will provide the outfitters with the time

needed to replace equipment and adjust operations to achieve this, according to
the following schedule:

Removal of dumps and boneyards. Schedule: 75 percent by 1990, 100 percent

by 1991. (All percent reductions in this agreement establish a minimum

reduction, and all dates are the end of that year.)

Removal of all teht structures, with poles stored upright in an unobtrusive

manner. One ground log can be left on a case-by-case basis. Schedule: 67
percent by 1990, 100 percent by 1991.

Removal of furniture made with manufactured material (such as boards and
plYWOOd). Furniture made with native materials will be disassembled and stored

unobtrusively. Schedule: 33 percent by 1990, 67 percent by 1991, 100 percent
by 1992.

Reduction in storage of items that are

access trails and from main camp area.

percent by 1991. -Continue testing and
equipment.

obtrusive or visible from main and

Schedule: 50 percent by 1990, 100
evaluating lightweight, portable

Removal of all in-camp plumbing fixtures connected to water systems and
underground piping to tents by 1990. Implementation of approved methods of

water collection and distribution for stock neecs that best protect the
wilderness resource values by 1992.

Temporary facilities of native materials are to be dismantled and stored in an

unobtrusive manner during periods of non-use of the campsite. Scheduled

removal of materials listed above and specifics on location and size of items

to be stored in an unobtrusive manner during periods of non-use will be
detailed in the annual operating plan developed with each operator and District

Range~. Toilet structures are not an accceptable method of storing unwieldy
equip~ent and will be removed. All opportunities to achieve the

mutually-agreed upon goal will be utilized. Progress toward accomplishing the

goal of promoting the use of lightweight, portable equipment to protect
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wilderness resource values will be reviewed in 1993 and a schedule of

accomplishment established for any unresolved items.

Regional Foresters of Regions 1 and 4, through the FCRONR Wilderness Board of
Directors and Lead Working Group. will develop an implementation schedule

stating which actions are to be completed. by camp and year. to achieve the
removals listed above. The President of IOGA will provide input for the

schedule for members of IOGA. Action items from the implementation schedule

will be incorporated into each recreation service partner's annual operating

plan starting in 1990..

Forest Service managers are to work closely with the outfitters as we move

towards our long-term objectives governing the management and use of
wilderness. Wilderness is a great resource of which we are all proud, and

together we can protect wilderness for future generations while providing

opportunities to visit and enjoy it.

APPROVED:

IslGeorge M. Leonard (for)
F. DALE ROBERTSON

Chief

United States Forest Service

June 4. 1990

Isl Doug Tims

Doug Tims
President

Idaho Outfitters and Guides

Association

May 24. 1990

Isl Stanley Potts

Stanley Potts
Vice President

Idaho Outfitters and Guides

Association

May 24. 1990



(2) Base Camp: (Reserved site.) These

are camps located on sites approved

in advance by the District Ranger.

Campsites are reserved, posted, and

regularly used during the permitted
season by the designated permittee.

They are generally not located at
road ends or airstrips. Improvements

are limited to those necessary for

the safe and sanitary conduct of the

business and protection of the
wilderness resource. The number and

location of camps are to be

determined by the operating plan
and/or environmental assessment.

(a) Facilities and improvements

must be temporary in nature;

i.e., capable of being readily
dismantled.

(b) Must be dismantled when not in

use (within 15 days before - 10

days after allowed). Reusable

poles may be cached vertically

and inconspicuously against

trees outside camp perimeter.

(c) All camp facilities and

improvements should be at least

200 feet from trails, streams,
and lakes, where terrain

permits. Consider relocating,
if possible, to where terrain
permits.

(d) Camps will be relocated from

overused degraded sites.

(e) Ground logs for tents may be
allowed on case-by-case basis.

(f) Permanent hitchracks and/or

corrals may be authorized, if
necessary, for the humane
treatment of stock or to solve a

continuing resource problem.

Temporary electric fence, rope
hitchlines, or rope corrals are

preferred. If permanent

facility is needed, hitchracks
are preferred over corrals.

60 As Amended 5/91
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(g) No new caches will be permitted.
100% reduction in 1991 in

storage of items that are
obtrusive and visible from main

and access trails and from main

camp area. Progress toward

accomplishing the goal of

promoting the use of

lightweight, portable equipment
to protect wilderness resource
values will be reviewed in 1993

and a schedule of accomplishment

established for any unresolved
issues.

(h) Maximum group size is 20 people,
without prior approval.

(i) Removal of all in-camp plumbing
fixtures connected to water

systems and underground piping

by 1990. Implementation of
approved methods of water
collection and distribution for

st.ock needs that best protect

the wilderness values by 1992.

(3) Transfer Camp: (Reserved site.)

These camps are generally located

near roads, road and trail junctions,
or airfields. They should be located

inconspicuously and allow adequate

space for non-outfitted facilities

and use. Tney are used primarily for
holding pack stock and equipment and

serve as jumpoff points to trails,

but hunting, fishing, or other
activities may be permitted from

these camps. Campsites may be posted
for the exclusive occupancy of the

permittee. The site may provide for

parking space, toilet. corral.
hitch~ack. and tent space. When
within the Wilderness. the standards

for base camp will also apply to

transfer camps.

(4) Spike Camp: Such campsites are

unreserved. They are approved by the

District Ranger for use by the

permittees and those he/she serves on

a te~porary basis in conjunction with

the permitted operations. Spike
camps will meet the standards as base

camps, except:

61 As Amended 5/91
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(a) They may be available for use on

a "first come, first served"
basis for either outfitted or

non-outfitted camping purposes.

(b) Unless o~herwise approved by the

District Ranger, camps cannot be
set up more than three days in
advance of use and are to be

removed within three days after

use. Occupancy shall not exceed
14 consecutive days, beginning

with camp setup and ending with
removal of camp.

(c) Temporary corrals or permanent

hitchracks may be permitted with

61a As Amended 5/91
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Amendment 2

DECISION NOTICE

and

FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

for the

SALMON NATIONAL FOREST PLAN AMENDMENT
ESTABLISHING GRAZING MONITORING PROCEDURES

USDA Forest Service
Salmon National Forest

Lemhi County, Idaho

April, 1992

INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this document is to explain my decision regarding the Environmental
Assessment for the Salmon National Forest Plan Amendment Establisning Grazing Moni­
toring Procedures. A copy of this environmental assessment is available for public review
in the Salmon National Forest Supervisor's Office, Salmon, Idaho.

DECISION

Based upon the analysis in the environmental assessment, IT is my decision to adopt
Alternative A, which implements the Salmon National Forest Plan Amendment Establishing
Grazing Monnoring Procedures (Amendment Number 2 to the Land and Resource Man­
agement Plan for the Salmon National Forest). Amendment Number 2 clarITies and cor­
rects the original Forest Plan with regard to four range management issues which were
identified through the Range Administration Activity Review of August, 1989, appeals to the
Forest Plan,' problems that the Forest has discovered in trying to implement the Forest Plan
as written, and issues and comments raised during the public involvement process while
drafting the amendment

Alternative A provides the best combination of physical, biological, social and economic
benefits of the two alternatives considered. My decision to implement Amendment Number
2 was made after considering the ITems listed under 'Finding of No SignITicant Impact' (see
pages 3 - 5 of this document), and is also based on the following considerations:

1
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1. Alternative A incorporates the recommendations of the Range Administration
Activity Review of August, 1989, and responds to the issues identified
through internal scoping and the public involvement process; namely, it

a) ties monitoring standards (short and long term grazing trend studies)
and utilization levelsof forage species to goals and objectives set forth
in individual allotment management plans (AMP's);

b) provides guidelines for determining proper use of uplands and ripari­
an areas as grazing allotments, and uses these guidelines in conjunc­
tion with long term trend studies to meet the goals and objectives
outlined in the AMP's; and

c) uses the "key area" concept for selection of sites to be used in the
monitoring process developed for each AMP.

2. The grazing monitoring procedures establish values which will allow the
flexibility needed for site-specific allotment management planning, while pro­
viding for quality rangeland conditions.

3. The grazing monitoring procedures are consistent with the research and
judgement of professional range managers, and their adoption is consistent
with the direction provided in the original Forest Plan.

4. For riparian areas, the amendment defines three management categories
and their desired future condition, so direction is provided to manage the
areas for livestock grazing (commodity values) as well as non-commodity
values such as wildlife habitat.

5. The amendment corrects and clarifies how AMP goals and objectives are tied
to long and short term range studies and the use of key areas.

6. The amendment is compatible with the customs and culture of Lemhi Coun­
ty, and provides for continuing involvement in grazing management by the
permittees and others who are directly involved or affected.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

The following two alternatives were considered during the project analysis:

Alternative A (Proposed Action)

Alternative A is the proposed Amendment Number 2 to the Forest Plan which establishes
grazing monitoring procedures. It clarifies management direction, provides new standards
and guidelines to be included in the Forest Plan, and responds to the four major issues
which were identified during the internal and public scoping process. Specifically, Alterna­
tive A:

1. clarifies the place of grazing utilization studies and long term trend studies,
and how they tie into allotment management plan goals and objectives;

2. provides for including forage utilization guides as part of the monitoring plan
in each allotment management plan;

2



3. adopts the above-mentioned forage utilization standards which relate to
riparian areas as well as uplands; and

4. provides for using ·key areas· as the sites where monitoring will be carried
out.

Alternative B (No Action)

The no action alternative provides for continued application of the Forest Plan manage­
ment direction as originally approved in 1989 and until the next Forest Plan revision.

PUBUCINVOLVEMENT

Public involvement and participation during this analysis began with an initial scoping
letter outlining the issues to be addressed in the amendment and inviting comment
regarding these and related issues. The recipients of the letter included all persons who
had expressed a concern over the Forest Plan's lack of direction for grazing, all grazing
permittees on the Salmon National Forest, and local, State, and Federal agencies. The
letter invited them to either participate directly or suggest who they would like to have on
a committee to prepare the grazing monitoring procedures. Approximately 100 letters were
sent out, and many of the individuals were also contacted by phone or in person to see
if they wished to participate.

Fourteen people expressed an interest in participating on the committee. In addition,
specific key people from the livestock community and interested public were invited. The
first meeting, which explained the committee's objectives, was held July 19, 1991 with
fourteen people attending. Additional meetings were scheduled for July 31 and August 13,
1991 to visit the field and gain an understanding of how the monitoring procedures would
be used and what current range ecological stages and conditions are.

Notes of the meetings were sent to all of the people who had been asked to participate
in the process. A draft of the proposed ·Forest Plan Amendment Establishing Grazing
Monitoring Procedures· was prepared and sent out with the notes of the August 13th
meeting. An additional meeting was scheduled for September 16, 1991 to discuss the draft
and work out minor problems with the wording. On an average 12 people attended each
of the meetings, with approximately 7 attending all four.

On April 7 and 8, 1992 public meetings were held in Leadore and Carmen, Idaho to explain
..what was expected to be the final version of the ·Forest Plan Amendment Establishing

Grazing Monitoring Procedures.· Forty people from the general public and grazing permit­
tees attended these meetings. No additional or significant concerns were expressed or
comments received as a result of these meetings.

FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

The changes described in this amendment were determined to be not significant in
accordance with the requirements of 36 CFR 219.10 (e) and (f), 36 CFR 219.12 (k) and the
Forest Service Manual sections 1922.51 and 1922.52. This determination was based on

the following criteria and evaluation:

3



1. The amendment does not alter multiple-use goals and objectives for long
term land and resource management. Specific goals, objectives, and man­
agement prescriptions for specific Management Areas are not altered by the
amendment. It does not change the desired future conditions as described
in the Forest Plan.

2. Changes will not significantly alter the long-term relationship between levels
of multiple-use goods and services originally projected in the Forest Plan.
The effect of these changes is one of clarifying the intent of the original Forest
Plan, and projected outputs should not be significantly altered.

3. The material amended to the Standards and Guidelines is to clarity their
original intent. An example is the incorporation of a range forage utilization
standard for riparian areasthat will give meaning to on-the-ground managers
and be in addition to the rather vague direction of "forage removal should not
exceed 50 percent of overhanging cove~ as given on page IV -30 of the
Forest Plan.

4. The changes will not have a major effect on the entire Forest Plan or affect
land and resources throughout a large portion of the planning area during
the planning period. Although the changes apply throughout the Salmon
National Forest, they are primarily to clarify the intent of direction already
provided in the goals, objectives, standards and guidelines. Therefore, the
effects of these changes should not differ significantly from the effects of the
original Forest Plan.

5. The amendment is an opportunity to incorporate management practices that
will clarify existing direction in the Forest Plan, and will contribute to achieve­
ment of the range management prescriptions described on pages IV-25 to
30 of the Forest Plan.

This action would also not significantly affect the quality of the human environment.
Therefore an environmental impact statement is not needed. This determination was made
after considering the following factors in accordance with 40 CFR 1508.27 (NEPA imple­
menting regulations).

1. There are no irreversible or irretrievable commitments of forest resources.

2. There are no known significant cumulative effects between this project and
other projects implemented or planned in areas separated from the affected
area of this project beyond those evaluated in this environmental assess­
ment.

3. There is no identified effect on public health and safety.

4. No unique resources were identified that may be physically or biologically
affected.

5. No precedent for future similar actions has been established.

6. The effects on the human environment do not appear to be highly controver­
sial.

4



7. There are no effects which are highly uncertain or involve unique or unknown
risks.

8. There will be no impact to threatened or endangered species in the analysis
area.

9. This is an administrative action, and therefore would have no effect on
wetlands and flood plains.

10. The proposal does not violate Federal, State, or local laws imposed to protect
the environment.

11. This is an administrative action, and therefore would have no effect on
historical and archeological sites and artifacts.

IMPLEMENTATION, MONITORING AND APPEAL

This decision will be implemented no sooner than 45 days after the legal notice of the
decision is published in The Recorder-Herald, Salmon, Idaho.

The amendment contains monitoring provisions and is also subject to the monitoring
requirements of its parent document, the Forest Plan. Implementation will be guided by the
management direction in Chapter IV of the original Forest Plan combined with the content
of this amendment.

This decision is subject to administrative review pursuant to 36 CFR 217. Any appeal of
this decision must be fully consistent with 36 CFR 217.9, ·Content of Notice of Appeal,·
including reasons for appeal, and 2 copies must be filed with the Regional Forester,
USDA-Forest Service, 324 25th Street, Ogden, Utah 84401, within 45 days of the date of
publication in The Recorder-Herald newspaper, Salmon, Idaho.

We encourage anyone concerned about this Amendment to the Forest Plan to contact the
Forest Supervisor in Salmon, Idaho, at (208) 756-2215 before submitting an appeal. It may
be possible to resolve the concern or misunderstanding in a less formal manner.

Forest Supervisor
Salmon National Forest
P.O. Box 729
Salmon, Idaho 83467
(208) 756-2215
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SALMON NATIONAL FOREST PLAN AMENDMENT
ESTABLISHING GRAZING MONITORING PROCEDURES

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

(Supplement to the
Final Environmental Impact Statement

for the
Salmon National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan)

April,1992
Lemhi County, Idaho

Lead Agency:

Responsible Official:

For Further Information Contact:

USDA, Forest Service
Salmon National Forest
P.O. Box 729
Salmon, Idaho 83467

John Burns

Forest Supervisor
Salmon National Forest
P.O. Box 729
Salmon, Idaho 83467

John E. Burns or
Dan W. Baird
Salmon National Forest
P.O. Box 729
Salmon, Idaho 83467
(208) 756-2215



ABSTRACT

The USDA Forest SeNice approved the Record of Decision (ROD) for the Final Environ­
mental Impact Statement (FEIS) analyzing the Land and Resource Management Plan
(Forest Plan) for the Salmon National Forest on January 11, 1988. The analysis process
included extensive public involvement and provided for administrative review of the deci­
sion through the appeal regulations or when a need was shown to exist. Of the appeals
received, portions of three dealt with the need for forage utilization standards and guide­
lines in grazing allotments. A Range Administration Activity Review (August 14-18, 1989)
recommended we amend the Forest Plan to include specific utilization standards and
guidelines for riparian and upland areas. Everyday use of the Plan by Forest personnel has
also shown a need to haveforage utilization standards and guidelines to provide guidance
in management of grazing allotments.

This Environmental Assessment (EA) and an accompanying Decision Notice/Finding of
No Significant Impact (DN/FONSI)supplement the FEISand ROD approved in 1988, and
are companion documents to proposed Amendment Number 2 to the Salmon Forest Plan,
titled "Salmon National Forest Plan Amendment Establishing Grazing Monitoring Proce­
dures." The purpose of this Environmental Assessment and Decision Notice is to record
the analysis and decision made to amend the Forest Plan, in order to correct deficiencies
in the original document and to aid in satisfying parts of appeals to the Forest Plan. The
issues to be considered in this EA and the information presented in the proposed Amend­
ment Number 2 are confined to the subject of "Grazing Monitoring Procedures." Two
alternatives are described and analyzed in the EA: 1) the proposed action to amend the
Forest Plan (alternative A); and 2) a no change, or "no action" alternative (B). Alternative
B proposes a continuation of current management direction provided in the original Forest
Plan approved in 1988. It was considered because it provides a "baseline" by which to
evaluate the significance of implementing the proposed Amendment Number 2.

Specific issues addressed in the proposed Amendment Number 2 include the need to:

1. Tie monitoring standards (long and short term grazing studies) to goals and
objectives as set forth in Allotment Management Plans (AMP's) as they are
developed by the interdisciplinary teams, Forest administrators, allotment
permittees, and interested publics.

2. Include standards and guidelines for forage utilization for the various grazing
systems and management areas on the Forest. These standards are to be
used to guide development of allotment-specific utilization standards for
each grazing AMP during its initial development or revision.

3. Incorporate additional riparian area forage utilization standards and guide­
lines for inclusion in the AMP's as they are initially developed or revised.
Define and develop criteria for describing "desired future conditions" for
riparian areas and a method for determining their relativevalue on the Forest.



4. Define and develop the understanding of 'key areas' as they are to be used
in the monitoring process developed for each AMP.

5. Directly invlove the permittees and others in the use and application of
guidelines, evaluation of the results, and formulation of plans for livestock
use of the National Forest.

The environment affected by the two alternatives discussed in this EA is the same as the
affected environment described in Chapter III of the FEIS.

The proposed alternative (A) to amend the Forest Plan does not change the intent of the
original Forest Plan. Thus, it is not believed to differ significantly from the no action
alternative (8). In fact, the environmental consequences of alternative A for the remainder
of the planning period are essentially the same as those for the no action alternative.
However, the additional information contained in the proposed Amendment Number 2

would serve to clarify existing management direction in the Forest Plan by providing
standards and guidelines which are clearer and better defined. When the more clearly
stated management direction is applied in site specific planning and on-the-ground deci­
sion making, the amendment may enhance riparian and upland areas of the Salmon
National Forest. Projected outputs in the Forest Plan are not anticipated to be affected.
Although proper grazing use standards and the desired condition of riparian areas are
clearly defined in this proposed amendment, the range of values to be incorporated in
updating AMP's was already considered in developing the programmatic outputs stated
in the Forest Plan and FEIS.

If the Forest Supervisor decides to select Alternative A, Amendment Number 2 could be
implemented as soon as 45 days following legal notice of the decision in The Recorder­
Herald newspaper, Salmon, Idaho, and without further National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) documentation.
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CHAPTER I
PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR ACTION

This Environmental Assessment supplements the Final Environmental Impact Statement
(FEIS) forthe Salmon Land and Resource Management Plan (Forest Plan) and documents
the evaluation whether to amend the Salmon Forest Plan with proposed Amendment
Number 2, ·Salmon National Forest Plan Amendment Establishing Grazing Monitoring
Procedures." The Forest Plan Record of Decision (page 3), as well as the National Forest
Management Act (NFMA) Regulations (Part 219.8), provide for amendment without full
revision as appropriate. The Record of Decision, FEIS, and Forest Plan are available for
review in the Salmon National Forest Supervisor's Office, Highway 93 North, Salmon,
Idaho. The proposed amendment was developed in response to: a) three appeals to the
Forest Plan which were not resolved during the administrative review process, b) a Range
Administration Activity Review in August, 1989, and c) needs identified by administrators
on the Salmon National Forest.

The analysis contained in Chapter IV of this EA focuses on the environmental effects
associated with the proposed amendment to the Forest Plan. (A list of references support­
ing this analysis appears in Chapter VII of this document.) This proposed action was found
to be consistent with, and would clarify, the overall management direction provided within
the Forest Plan. This amendment is not expected to have a significant effect on manage­
ment direction or outputs described in the Forest Plan; therefore, it is not considered a
significant amendment per National Forest Management Act (NFMA) regulations [36 CFR
219.10 (e) and (f), 36 CFR 219.12 (k), and Forest Service Manual sections 1922.51 and
1922.52] or National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) implementing regulations [40 CFR
1508.27].

A. Nature of the Proposed Action

The Forest Service proposes to amend the Salmon National Forest Land and Resource
Management Plan of 1988 by implementing proposed Amendment Number 2, ·Salmon
National Forest Plan Amendment Establishing Grazing Monitoring Procedures."

B. Project Objectives

Amendment Number 2 would address the following concerns stated by appellants to the
Forest Plan, the Range Administration Activity Review team of August, 1989, Forest admin­
istrators, and persons who responded during the public involvement process:

1. Tie monitoring standards (iong and short term grazing studies) to goals and
objectives set forth in Allotment Management Plans (AMP's) as they are devel­
oped by the interdisciplinary teams, Forest administrators, allotment permit­
tees, and interested publics.
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2. Include standards and guidelines for forage utilization for the various grazing
systems and management areas on the Forest. These standards are to be
used to guide development of allotment-specific utilization standards for each
grazing AMP during initial development or revision.

3. Incorporate additional riparian area forage utilization standards and guide­
lines for inclusion in the AMP's as they are initially developed or revised. Define
and develop criteria for describing "desired future conditions" for riparian
areas and a method for determining their relative value on the Forest.

4. Define and develop the understanding of "key areas" as they are to be used
in the monitoring process developed for each AMP.

5. Directly involve the permittees and others in the use and application of guide­
lines, evaluation of the results, and formulation of plans for livestock use of the
National Forest.

c. Location of the Proposed Action

Proposed Amendment Number 2 would apply to the same geographic area defined in the
Forest Plan on page 1-4.Thus, the boundaries of analysis of Alternatives A and B described
in this EA are the same as the boundaries of analysis stated in the FEIS to the Forest Plan
on page 1-6.

D. Decision to be Made

Based on the analysis documented in this Environmental Assessment, the Salmon Nation­
al Forest Supervisor will decide whether to

1) implement proposed Amendment Number 2 as presently written (Le., select
Alternative A, the proposed action); or

2) maintain the current direction of the Forest Plan for the remaining planning
period, without amendment to grazing monitoring procedures (Le., choose the
"no-action" alternative, B).

If Alternative A is selected, Amendment Number 2 could become effective as soon as 45
days following the legal notice of the decision in The Recorder-Herald newspaper, Salmon,
Idaho, and without further NEPA documentation.

E. Issues

Issues were initially identified through three appeals to the Forest Plan, the work of the
Range Administration Activity Review team, and comments from Forest administrators.
Three of the ten appeals to the Forest Plan received by the Regional Forester dealt with
problems concerning grazing livestock; these concerns were not resolved through the
administrative review process. Discussions with the appellants indicated that improved
utilization standards would help to resolve their concerns. Considering those appellants'
concerns, the Range Administration Activity Review of August, 1989, and the problems
administrators were having utilizing the direction in the approved Forest Plan, it was
decided to amend it. Additional public input was sought after the decision was made to
draft a proposed amendment.
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Appendix B describes how the public was involved in developing the proposed amend­
ment. Members of the public who could be affected by the amendment or who might have
an interest in the decision to be made were contacted and asked to comment on or involve

themselves in the analysis of the proposed project and its alternatives. Ten (10) grazing
permittees and representatives from the Soil Conservation Service, Lemhi County Agricul­
ture Extension, Idaho State Cooperative Extension Service, Lemhi County Stockgrowers
Association (their representative was also a permittee), and Idaho Conservation League
were formed into a committee to work on preparing the amendment.

No issues beyond those listed in the 'Project Objectives' section of this EA were identified
from the oral or written public comments which were received during the public involve­
ment process.

The primary issue of interest was seeing that grazing utilization standards and guidelines
did not in and of themselves become goals and objectives of the AMP's. The guidelines
for proper use were to be specifically developed on an allotment-by-allotment planning
basis and used as a tool along with long term trend studies to meet goals and objectives
as outlined in developed AMP's. The guidelines incorporated in the proposed amendment,
with very minor changes, have been in use on the Salmon National Forest for two years
as a part of the Forest Service Manual System.

An additional area of importance was to have clearly stated riparian management stand­
ards. The amendment clearly defines management goals with a state-of-the art method for
valuing riparian areas and describing desired conditions for the areas. The system pro­
posed is widely accepted among the scientific community.

Although the above items have potential for controversy, they are generally accepted by
land managing professionals and the scientific community as reasonable and effective
measures. These measures were considered in the Forest Plan in projecting programmat­
ic outputs of grazing capacity as discussed in Chapter IV of the Forest Plan. Thus, the
effects of the proposed amendment are essentially the same as the effects documented
in the FEIS (see chapter IV of this EA).
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CHAPTER II
ALTERNATIVES

The issues on which the need for this amendment are based are very narrow in scope.
Consequently, it was not possible to identify a broad range of alternatives for the amend­
ment. Alternative A, the proposed action, was formulated to address the four issues
previously mentioned. Alternative B is the "no action" alternative which is provided as a
basis for comparison; "no action" would mean continuation of Forest Plan direction as
presently written for the remainder of the planning period.

A. Alternative A (Proposed Action)

The amendment formulated in response to the issues is identified as Alternative A. It
clarifies management direction and provides new standards and guidelines to be included
in the Forest Plan. The amendment incorporates current scientific and professional guid­
ance for natural resource management (see Chapter VI - List of Preparers and Other
Natural Resource Specialists Consulted, and Chapter VII - References) and responds to
the four major issues, as described below.

1) The Tie Between Monitorinq Standards and AMP Goals and Objectives:

The proposed action is to clarify the place of grazing utilization studies and long
term trend studies, and how they tie into AMP goals and objectives.

Allotment management is driven by a need to meet many different goals and
objectives. These goals and objectives are to be identified by interdisciplinary
teams, Forest administrators, allotment permittees, and interested publics
working together to develop AMP's for each allotment. Individual allotment
management planning follows the NEPA process and includes an opportunity
for public participation. Thus, it provides for setting a wide range of goals and
objectives.

Monitoring standards are tools used to help managers achieve the goals and
objectives. Grazing utilization standards are a short term tool used to control
the rate at which a goal or objective can be met. Long term trend studies are
the tool which determines how far along we are in meeting the goal or objec­
tive. By using grazing utilization standards to regulate levels of utilization in the
short term (3 to 5 year period), then using long term trend studies measured
on a 5 to 10 year basis, we would be able to determine if the goals and
objectives are being met.

2) Foraqe Utilization:

The proposed action is to include forage utilization guides as part of the
monitoring plan in each AMP. These guides have been prepared for both
upland and riparian areas. The specific standards and guidelines would be
taken from the two tables in the amendment and fit to the management
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situation as described in the AMP. Furthermore, the levels described in the

monitoring plan would be used to determine grazing stocking rates.

3) Riparian ManaQement:

The proposed action is to adopt the forage utilization standards referred to in
the previous section, which relate to riparian areas as well as uplands. The
amendment also defines the desired future condition (minimum standards) for
the various categories of riparian areas.

4) Key Areas:

The proposed action is to provide for using key areas as the sites where
monitoring will be carried out.

Functionally a key area is a-small area representative of a much larger primary
forage area. After an AMP is prepared which identifies key areas, new ones
can be added or old ones deleted as needed. The number of key areas
selected would be based on the amount of information and site diversity
needed to tie into specific resource management objectives. Severely impact­
ed areas may be chosen over areas having average use if the management
objectives are directed towards improving the impacted areas. They would not
be placed on areas such as salt grounds or immediately adjacent to water
developments or fences.

B. Alternative B (No Action)

The "no action" alternative provides for continued application of the Forest Plan manage­
ment direction as originally approved in 1989 and until the next Forest Plan revision in
1998.

National Environmental Policy Act procedural regulations require the Forest Service to
study the "no action" alternative in detail, which was done in preparing the original Forest
Plan, and to use it as a baseline for comparing the effects of the other alternatives [40 CFR
1502.14 (d), and Forest Service Handbook 1909.15, 23.1]. In this case, the "no action"
alternative is included for comparative purposes.

C. Mitigation Measures and Management Requirements

Monitoring the effects of uses and activities discussed in Amendment Number 2 is also an
integral part of the amendment (see, for example: standards to be established for an
individual grazing allotment or the desired future condition of a riparian area). In addition,
because this is a proposed amendment to the Forest Plan, it is subject to the monitoring
requirements in that parent document. If the Forest Supervisor selects the proposed action
(Alternative A), implementation would be guided by the management direction in Chapter
IV of the original Forest Plan as well as the content of the amendment.

D. Comparison of Alternatives (Summary of Environmental Consequences)

The actual effects of implementing the proposed action (Alternative A) are not believed to
differ from the effects of current Forest Plan direction ("no action" alternative, B). That
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direction would only be more clearly stated. The amendment would not adversely affect
the environment relative to the effects of the original Forest Plan. The intent of the amend­
ment is to provide for protection and proper management of the many resources on the
Salmon National Forest. By more clearly stating and defining standards and guidelines for
management, which would aid site-specific planning and application, environmental con­
ditions should be enhanced.

The process of amendment is consistent with the Forest Plan (Chapter V), wherein provi­
sion is made for amendment. The changes described in Amendment Number 2 were
determined to be not significant in accordance with the requirements of 36 CFR 219.1 O(e)
and (f), 36 CFR 219.12(k) and the Forest Service Manual sections 1922.51 and 1922.52
and 40 CFR 1508.27. These proposed changes therefore fit the amendment process. The
Decision Notice/Finding of No Significant Impact accompanying this EA specifies why the
proposed amendment is deemed "not significant.·
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CHAPTER III
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

The affected environment for the proposed action is described in Chapter III of the Final
Environmental Impact Statement f<?rthe Forest Plan.

CHAPTER IV
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

This section describes the environmental effects of the two alternatives considered.

A. Effects of Alternative A (Proposed Action)

The effects of implementing Alternative A are not believed to differ from the effects of
current Forest Plan direction. That direction would only be more clearly stated by providing
guidance in the following four areas.

1) The Tie Between Monitoring Standards and AMP Goals and Objectives: The
Forest Plan as written gi\fes very .little direction in how AMP's should be
constructed and what their tie to goals and objectives are. Page V-7 under
·Monitoring Requirements· alludes to forage utilization compliance with the
AMP, but does not define what that compliance means. The Forest Plan also
mentions range condition (see, for example: pages 11-35-39, 111-3, IV-2) , but it
gives no direction as to what range or ecological condition means.

Under Alternative A field studies would be run on various parts of allotments
to establish ecological condition (seral stage). Scorecards are presently being
developed for each vegetation community on the Forest to assess ecological
status. These are then being compared to the old range analysis data to
access range condition and to give us a more sophisticated measure of
ecological condition. As scorecards are developed they would be adopted in
place of the old range condition classification. In the absence of an updated
or new AMP, field estimates of seral condition could be made and the grazing
utilization standards applied until such time as the AMP and accompanying
NEPA document can be finished. The permittees and other interested parties
would be asked to participate in making these estimates.

Vegetative management goals and objectives would be set in the AMP's to
determine what seral stage the allotment should be managed for. This is more
easily understood by recognizing that the desired seral stage differs for vari­
ous needs. For example, the needs of mule deer are not the same as those
for elk because their forage requirements are different. We would then estab-
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Iish a level of forage utilization to help us reach the goal as described in the
AMP. Short term studies for a 3 to 5 year period would be run to set the
allotment on track towards the desired goal. Then a long term trend study
would be used to determine if progress is being made towards the established
goal. Adjustments in stocking levels could then be made based on the findings
and needs of the allotment. This provides for a direct tie between the monitor­
ing studies and the AMP goals and objectives.

2) Foraqe Utilization: Page IV-24 of the Forest Plan directs that utilization studies
be run on 10 percent of the grazed allotments each year. No direction is
provided for what those studies should consist of or what they should be used
for. The amendment to the FEIS would provide the needed direction to use the
utilization studies. The utilization tables in the amendment contain a range of
values to guide interdisciplinary (ID) teams in evaluating allotments during
planning and updating. The intent is to set a choice of values to be selected
from in relation to the ecological or old range condition situation. As a rule, the
higher the seral stage or condition the higher the amount of utilization that can
be allowed.

During specific allotment management planning, the ID team would have the
opportunity to develop the values as needed to achieve the desired future
condition. As the guidelines are just that, guidelines, the provision exists to
diverge from the values shown in the tables if supported by strong evidence
that the vegetation community can be maintained in healthy condition under
the selected utilization value, although such approval would be the exception.
The utilization values provide flexibility relative to grazing systems and condi­
tion of the area.

Utilization standards would normally be developed on an allotment-by­
allotment basis during the AMP process.' This process requires permittee
consultation, cooperation, and coordination by the Forest Service administra­
tors. The public is also given the opportunity to participate in this process.
Some allotments on the Forest are already functioning with utilization stand­
ards; standards would be developed and implemented as soon as possible
on all the remaining allotments. The Forest has a schedule for AMP develop­
ment. Newly established utilization standards for a given allotment would
normally be implemented over a period of 3 to 5 years. This is to say that in
a 5 year period at least 3 years of studies would be collected and averaged
to arrive at a grazing capacity. The 5 year period is allowed to provide for
problems that may make anyone or two years of the studies invalid.

Programmatic outputs were projected in the existing Forest Plan to establish
a basis for comparing alternatives. The application of grazing utilization stand­
ards across all AMP's was assumed in developing these projected outputs.
Therefore, the implementation of forage utilization levels as directed by this
amendment would not affect projected programmatic outputs. The social and
economic impacts of this management direction were addressed in the origi­
nal FEIS (pages IV-57 through IV-69). A Significant loss of animal-unit-months
(AUM's) was projected to have an adverse affect on livestock operators. Those
alternatives which were projected to have an adverse effect were not selected.
When an AMP is written or updated, any adjustment in stocking, up or down,
would be addressed in the specific environmental analysis for that allotment
on a case by case basis.
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3) Riparian ManaQement: A review of the Forest Plan shows very little specific
information in regards to riparian management. Part of the purpose of this
amendment is to provide standards and guidelines in relation to grazing and
value of riparian areas. It would provide management direction allowing for a
stratification system for riparian areas. It is recognized that most forage pro­
ducing riparian areas are key components of domestic livestock grazing pro­
grams as well as wildlife habitat. Under the stratification process all riparian
areas on the Forest would be placed in one of three management categories
based on non-commodity values. Areas with high non-commodity values
would be managed with greater constraints, while those with lower values
could be managed with greater emphasis on grazing use. By managing each
riparian area for its specific values in relationship to other resource needs,
impacts to commodity programs, primarily livestock grazing, could be mini­
mized. This would ensure that non-commodity programs, such as wildlife and
recreation, receive management to maximize their values which are key to
reaching the desired future condition as described in the Forest Plan.

In illustration, a riparian area that is key to the management of chinook salmon
(anadromous fish habitat) is considered to be of highest value (Category I)
and grazing levels could be restricted more than on riparian areas of low value
(Category III). This process is a further refinement of existing Forest Plan
direction for riparian and grazing management and would not directly affect
programmatic output levels.

As pointed out in the portion on Forage Utilization, these standards and
guidelines were provide for in the programmatic outputs in the existing Forest
Plan. They need to be used on an allotment by allotment basis at the project
level. They are to be incorporated into AMP's as needed by those participating
in the process.

4) Key Areas: The concept of key areas is not described in the Forest Plan. Their
use in the management of grazing allotments is a long standing practice,
accepted by the scientific community, and one which makes it feasible to
administer large acreages in an economical process. Part of the intent of this
amendment is to include key areas in the process of managing grazing
allotments by developing standards and guidelines for their use. Functionally,
a key area is a small area representative of a much larger primary forage area.

The use of key areas would in no way impact the outputs as described in the
Forest Plan because they would be used the same under both alternatives.
This amendment merely describes and outlines their use. Specific sites would
be selected with assistance from the livestock permittees and other parties
interested in the management of individual allotments. New key areas could
be added or old ones deleted as needed. The areas would be tied to specific
resource management objectives as outlined in the AMP. They would be
located to show the effects of grazing or other impacts such as wildlife use.
They would not be placed in areas such as salt grounds or immediately
adjacent to water developments or fences. Severely impacted areas may be
chosen over areas having average use if the management objectives are
directed towards improving the impacted area. The number of key areas
selected would be based on the amount of information and site diversity the
areas provide in terms of measuring against specific management objectives.
These may be permanent reference points. Key areas would be used as the
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sites for grazing capacity determination where utilization studies would be run
and may be used as sites for long term trend studies.

B. Effects of Alternative B (No Action)

Since Alternative B is a continuation of management direction under the present Forest
Plan, the effects of that alternative are adequately described in Chapter IV of the FEIS
evaluating the Forest Plan.
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CHAPTER V
LIST OF PERSONS AND AGENCIES CONSULTED

A. Grazing Allotment Permittees

All grazing allotment permittees on the Salmon National Forest were contacted prior
to and during the amendment writing process. The following 10 individuals partici­
pated on the committee which drafted the proposed amendment:

Eugene Edwards; Salmon, Idaho
Jack Powers; Leadore, Idaho
Elizabeth Powers; Leadore, Idaho
Sydney Dowton; Ellis, Idaho
James Kruckeberg; Leadore, Idaho
Carl Ellsworth; Leadore, Idaho
Bob Charles; Tendoy, Idaho
Rex Tolman; Salmon, Idaho
Don Olson; Salmon, Idaho
Rick Snyder; Lemhi, Idaho

B. Public Agencies

Lemhi County Agriculture Extension (Mr. Bob Loucks) (committee member)
Idaho State Cooperative Extension System (Mr. Ken Sanders) (committee member)
Soil Conservation Service (Mr. Ralph Swift) (committee member)
Idaho State Department of Fish and Game (Mr. Gary Power)

c. Special Interest Groups

Idaho Conservation League (Mr. Mike Medberry). (Invited to committee meetings;
only attended the first meeting on July 19.)

Lemhi County Stockgrowers Assn. (Mr. Carl Ellsworth) (committee member)
National Wildlife Federation (Mr. Tom France). (Invited to committee meetings, but

declined to attend.)
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CHAPTER VI
LIST OF PREPARERS AND

OTHER NATURAL RESOURCE SPECIALISTS CONSULTED

A. Pre parers

The following Salmon National Forest employees participated in the formation and analy­
sis of the alternatives and the subsequent preparation of the Environmental Assessment.

Dan W. Baird

Richard J. Ward

Range, Wildlife, Fisheries, Watershed, and Recreation Branch
Chief

Graduate Work (Range Management) Utah State University, 1965
28 years of USFS experience in resource management
Member: SocietY for Range Management

District Ranger, Leadore Ranger District
BS (Range Management) Utah State University, 1970
22 years of USFS experience in range management
Member: Society for Range Management

B. Other Natural Resource Specialists Consulted

The following natural resource specialists from the Salmon National Forest were consulted
during the process of preparing the proposed amendment and environmental assess­
ment.

John R. Hammond

Richard C. Wenger

Glenn A. Seaberg

Rich Rodgers

Ben Garechana

Nick Taylor

Robbert Mickelsen

Supervisory Range Conservationist, Salmon Ranger District

Wildlife Biologist, Supervisor's Office

Resource Assistant, Cobalt Ranger District

Assistant District Ranger, Leadore Ranger District

Range Conservationist, Salmon Ranger District

Timber Management Assistant, North Fork Ranger District

Range Technician, Cobalt Ranger District
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APPENDIX A
PROPOSED FOREST PLAN AMENDMENT NUMBER 2

This document is an addition to the existing general standards and guidelines found in the
current Forest Plan on page IV-30 and would be inserted as "12a. Grazing Monitoring
Procedures." starting on page IV-31.

Objectives. The purposes of this amendment are to: (I) see that monitoring and utilization
levels of forage species are tied to goals and objectives as set in individual allotment
management plans (AMP), (II) set standards and guidelines for establishing key areas, (III)
establish monitoring and utilization levels of forage species in the key areas, (IV) establish
categories for managing riparian areas and describe, ecologically, the desired future
condition of each category, and M see that long term monitoring studies are established.

I. Goals and Objectives.

Goals and objectives will be established for each allotment in the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) and Allotment Management Plan documents completed by the Salmon
National Forest. These goals and objectives can be met by using a variety of management
options, one of which is to establish the maximum allowable utilization for an area. Howev­

er, utilization levels are not a desired management goal, but rather a monitoring method
employed to aid in the management of livestock or wild ungulate use to achieve the
desired future resource ecological status, also called the desired future condition (DFC).
The DFC can be tied to either a natural ecological seral stage or one created by man such
as a grass seeding. In any event, the desired future condition of the resource is the key
to developing management strategies.

a. Goals and objectives for management of an individual allotment will be set by
the District interdisciplinary team (ID team) with assistance from the livestock
permittees and other interested parties.

b. Soil and vegetation are the basic resources and their condition must be
maintained or improved. In some allotments other factors besides utilization
may be measured to establish levels of acceptable grazing. For example,
compaction, percent ground cover, or erosion could be important to measure
in some areas.

c. In the absence of an updated or new AMP, the range manager will make field
estimates of ecological status and grazing utilization standards to be applied
until an AMP and accompanying NEPAdocument can be finished. The permit­
tees' participation in making these estimates will be solicited.

II. Key Areas.

Key areas will be selected and monitored for utilization to determine the effects of grazing
management strategies. A key area is a small area representative of a much larger primary
forage area. Key areas will meet the following criteria:
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a. Specific sites in each allotment will be identified as key areas with assistance
from the livestock permittees and other interested parties. New key areas can
be added or old ones deleted as needed.

b. Key areas will be tied to specific resource management objectives as outlined
in the AMP's or the Salmon National Forest Land Resource Management Plan
(FLRMP), if an approved AMP for the allotment has not been formulated or
approved.

c. Key areas will not be placed at salt grounds or immediately adjacent to water
developments, fences, or roads, but will be located to show the effects of
grazing or other impacts.

d. Areas heavily impacted by grazing may be chosen in addition to areas having
average use, if the management objectives are directed towards improving the
impacted areas.

e. The number of key areas selected will be based on the amount of information
needed from and the site diversity of the grazing areas being monitored.

f. Key areas will be used as sites for utilization studies to help determine capac­
ity.

g. Key areas may be either permanent reference points for long term trend
studies or temporary reference points used until management objectives are
met.

III. Proper Use Criteria and Utilization Standards.

Proper use criteria and utilization standards are grazing factors which can be measured
on a particular site. They will be a part of all AMP's and described and recommended by
the ID team. They may include allowable use standards for forage, percent ground cover,
or trampling damage, specific indicator plant herbage removal limitations, soil factors such
as compaction or disturbance, or special items that could be identified in the NEPA
process.

Allowable use percentages are based on the management system being used and the
seral stage of the range being monitored. Proper utilization levels are important in main­
taining plant vigor and ground cover, as are types of grazing system and season of use.
The percentage of use allowed will generally provide for maintaining or improving the
condition class or seral stage, unless a lowering of condition class or maintenance of a
lower seral stage is necessary to achieve a specific management objective.

The development of the AMP will result in identification of a specific grazing system,
inventory and categorization of riparian areas, determination of seral stage for riparian
areas and uplands, identification of key forage species, and utilization or stubble height
standards (see Tables I and If which follow). This information will then become part of the
monitoring plan for that allotment.
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TABLE I: Utilization Standards for Forage Species In Uplands (1) - (7)**

Management Seral Stage orPercent KeyFall or Winter

System
(Condition Class)SpeciesStubble Height

(2)
Utilization (3)In Inches (4)

Rest

PNC* Maximum = 65Minimum = 3
Rotation

Late - (Good) 50 to 653 to 4
(5)

Mid - (Fair) 35 to 504 to 5

Early - (Poor)
25 to 355 to 6

Deferred

PNC Maximum = 55Minimum = 3
Rotation

Late - (Good) 40 to 553 to 4
or

Mid - (Fair) 30 to 454 to 5
Deferred

Early - (Poor) 25 to 355 to 6

Season-long

PNC Maximum = 50Minimum = 4
or

Late - (Good) 35 to 504 to 5
Continuous

Mid - (Fair)..30 to 40 5 to 6
(1) (6)

Early - (Poor) see note (1)see note (1)

TABLE II: Utilization Standards for Forage Species in Riparian Areas. All Species
Being Grazed to be Considered. (1) - (7) **

Management Seral Stage orPercent KeyFall or Winter
System

(Condition Class)SpeciesStubble Height
(2)

Utilization (3)In Inches (4)

Rest

PNC* Maximum = 65Minimum = 3
Rotation

Late - (Good) 50 to 653 to 4
(5)

Mid - (Fair) 35 to 504 to 5
Early - (Poor)

25 to 355 to 6

Deferred

PNC Maximum = 55Minimum = 3
Rotation

Late - (Good) 45 to 553 to 4
or

Mid - (Fair) 30 to 454 to 5
Deferred

Early - (Poor) 25 to 355 to 6

Season-long

PNC Maximum = 45Minimum = 4
or

Late - (Good)
..35 to 45 4 to 5

Continuous
Mid - (Fair) 30 to 405 to 6

(1) (6)
Early - (Poor) 25 to 356

* PNC = Potential Natural Community

** Definitions and explanations of notes (1) - (7) are listed on the following page.

16



Definitions and Explanations
of Tables I and II

(1) In an allotment which is managed under a season-long system and where the ecological seral
stage of the uplands is 'early' (poor condition), only riparian range will be considered for
utilization studies.

(2) 'Seral stage' refers to the ecological status of a habitat type. Management goals and objectives
can be set to maintain any desired seral stage.

(3) Proper use will be based on utilization measurements taken at the end of the growing season.

(4) Because of the ease in measurement, stubble height restrictions may take precedence over
percent utilization. Stubble height measurements of some short grass species, such as Idaho
fescue, will not correlate with percent utilization as shown in the tables. In these cases percent
utilization will prevail.

(5) A rest rotation system is defined as an allotment where there are three or four pastures, one or
two of which are rested fully each year, one grazed early, and one grazed after seed ripe; all units
must receive rest in a 4-year period. Any other rested or rotation systems will be considered a
deferred rotation system. However, a pasture in an allotment managed under a deferred rotation
system that receives rest at least once every 4 years may be grazed under the standards
prescribed for a rest rotation system.

(6) A season long or continuous grazing system is one in which livestock are placed on the
allotment and allowed to graze during the entire season without being rotated to other allotments
or units.

(7) In order to apply these tables to a specific.species, the morphology and phenology of a given

species must be understood and utilization levels or stubble heights set accordingly.

Where wildlife ungulates are consuming considerable forage on suitable livestock range,
use will be monitored and an effort made to differentiate between wildlife and livestock
utilization. This should be done as per the interagency agreement signed in September
of 1991 by Region 7 Supervisor of the Idaho Department of Fish and Game, Forest
Supervisors of the Challis and Salmon National Forests, and the District Manager of the
Bureau of Land Management, Salmon District.

Riparian areas, like other management areas, are of varying resource value. As a result,
the Forest has adopted a stratification system to determine management categories for
riparian areas. The system recognizes three management categories based on the follow­
ing:

1. existing and potential fisheries, recreation, and wildlife resource values;
2. soil productivity and water quality needs; and
3. special administrative designations, such as wilderness or municipal water­

sheds.
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The three categories are defined as follows:

CateQory I: High Value RiparianAreas. (Meetone or more of the following criteria.)

1. High value fishery habitat.
2. Outstanding value recreation resource.
3. Highly unstable streambeds and banks.
4. Municipal watersheds or research natural areas.
5. Highest value wildlife habitat.

CateQory II: Moderate Value Riparian Areas. (Meet one or more of the following
criteria.)

1. Moderate value fishery habitat.
2. Substantial value recreation resource.
3. Moderately unstable streambeds and banks.
4. Wilderness Areas, Wild and Scenic Rivers, National Recreation Areas, Na­

tional Historic Landmarks or Trails, or National Natural Landmarks.
5. Moderate value wildlife habitat.

CateQory III: Limited to lowvalue riparian areas. (Meetone or more of the following
criteria.)

1. Limited low value to non-fishery habitat.
2. Limited or marginal value wildlife habitat.
3. Highly stable streambeds, banks, or wet seeps.

IV. Description of Desired Future Condition for Riparian Areas.

Management categories are directly tied to desired future and acceptable resource condi­
tions. The various categories of riparian habitat will be managed to maintain or improve
conditions to meet the following described future conditions:

CateQory I: Potential key herbaceous and woody species for the identified riparian
complex are present, reproducing, and in high vigor in root, stem and leaf length,
and basal area. At least 85% of the riparian area is covered with vegetation and
90% of the species present are those expected for the complex. Streambanks
should be at least 90% covered with rock or native hydric and mesic species
characteristic of the complex, The riparian area is defined by fluvents and gleying
and mottling of the soils down to 40 inches below the ground surface or by other
soil features, as inventoried on the site.

CateQory II: Potential herbaceous and woody species for the identified riparian
complex are present, reproducing, and in good vigor in root, stem and leaf length,
and basal area. At least 75% of the riparian area is covered with vegetation and
60% of the species present are those expected for the complex. Streambanks
should be at least 70% covered with rock or hydric and mesic species characteris­
tic of the complex. The riparian area is defined byfluvents and gleying and mottling
of the soils down to 40 inches below the ground surface or by other soil features,
as inventoried on the site.

CateQory III: Potential key woody species for the identified riparian complex are
present, but intermingled with secondary woody species. Potential key herba-

18



ceous species are present and reproducing. At least 65% of the riparian area is
covered with vegetation and 40% of the species present are those expected for
the complex. Stream banks should be at least 60% covered with rock or hydric and
mesic species characteristic of the complex. The riparian area is defined by
fluvents and gleying and mottling of the soils in the 35 to 40 inch depth range or
by other soil features, as inventoried on the site.

Consideration may also be given to managing Category III riparian areas in a
manner consistent with management for adjacent uplands. For example, forage
utilization limits for riparian areas, found in Table II, may be exceeded in Category
III riparian areas which are intermingled with large upland forage areas. However,
the riparian areas must be stable wet area springs or seeps or small streams with
stable banks. In these cases utilization limits for the upland will take precedence

for management.

It should be noted that the intent ofthe standards classification is not to move riparian

areas from one category to another through implementing management strategies.
Rather, a riparian area is classified into a category, based on the criteria listed. The
ecological characteristics for that category then become the DFC for the area. Goals and
objectives will be established in the AMP to ecologically change or 'move' the riparian area
toward the DFC or, in some instances, maintain it in its present condition if it already meets
the characteristics of the DFC.

Example for Setting Utilization Levels in a Riparian Area

As an example, consider a riparian area which is located within an allotment
managed under a deferred rotation system. This particular riparian area is
associated with a high value fishing stream. The utilization levels in the riparian
area would be established as follows:

a) First, the category of riparian area must be determined. In this
example the area would be considered a Category I riparian area
because it is associated with a high value fisheries.

b) Then, a determination of riparian community type must be made
based on an inventory of species present and their relative abun­
dance.

c) Next, ecological studies are conducted on the riparian area and
reveal that vegetation covers just 70% of the area and only 60%
of the species composing this vegetation are those expected for
that plant community. Goals and objectives are set to improve the
ground cover to 85% and increase the desired plant species to
90% (Category I DFC characteristics).

d) Finally, the riparian complex seral stage is determined from ripari­
an studies taken, such as 'Cross Sectional or Greenline' studies.
For this example assume that it is found to be in the mid seral
stage. The manager then selects the utilization value from Table
II for a deferred rotation system in the ecological seral stage 'mid,'
and sets the utilization level in the AMP for that riparian area at
30-45%, or for a minimum stubble height at the end of the growing
season of 4' or 5.'
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V. Long Term Monitoring.

Long term monitoring studies will be continued or established in key areas as needed to
measure results of management activities in the AMP. These measurements will then be
compared to the AMP goals and objectives to determine if the management activities are
having the desired results. Long term trend studies will normally be reread on a 5 or 10
year basis. Pictures of trend study areas can be taken annually or on any year when
utilization data are gathered.

Long term trend studies an'd measured utilization values will be related to capacity as
follows:

a. Utilization levels for a given pasture or allotment will be determined using
information from Tables I or II. The specific levels selected will be the best
estimate of maximum allowable utilization that will achieve those goals and
objectives for the allotment.

b. Utilization levels will be verified by studies on actual use for 3 years in a 5 year
period and averaged to correlate with actual use grazing capacity. These
data will then be used with long term trend studies and the goals and
objectives of the AMP for the allotment to set the final grazing capacity.

c. If the utilization studies, in conjunction with available trend studies, indicate
that AMP goals and objectives will not be achieved by current management,
an action plan to correct the problems will be prepared and implemented.
The action plan may necessitate changes in management, facilities, stock­
ing, or season of use. Other available monitoring information, such as soils
or water quality, will be considered as needed.
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APPENDIX B
PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT PROCESS

On May 29, 1991, a notice of the intent to prepare an amendment to the Forest Plan was
sent to approximately 100 persons and organizations who had expressed an interest in
the grazing aspects of our Forest Plan. The letter went to all livestock permittees on the
Salmon National Forest, several public agencies, special interest groups, and interested
appellants of the Forest Plan.

The letter asked them to either participate in the process of preparing the amendment or,
if they preferred, nominate someone who they thought should. We had 14 initial responses
to the request. (Only 10 permittees actual chose to participate in the actual process.) We
then formed a committee of all who asked to be on it as well as inviting Bob Loucks the
Lemhi County Agent, Ken Sanders, Idaho State Range Specialist, Ralph Swift, SCS Range
Conservationist for Lemhi County, Mike Medberry of the Idaho Conservation League and
Tom France of the National Wildlife Federation. The following Forest Service personnel,
agency representatives, special interest group representatives, grazing permittees, and
other members of the general public pc;irticipated in the committee to develop the amend­
ment to the Forest Plan:

Forest Service Personnel

Dan Baird, Range/etc. Branch Chief
Richard J. Ward, Leadore District Ranger

AQency Representatives

Ralph Swift, Soil Conservation Service

Ken Sanders, Idaho State Cooperative Extension System
Bob Loucks, Lemhi County Agriculture Extension Agent

Special Interest Group Representatives

Mike Medberry, Idaho Conservation League. (Only attended first meeting)
Carl Ellsworth, Lemhi County Stockgrowers Association. (Also a permittee)

GrazinQ Permittees

Eugene Edwards; Salmon, Idaho
Jack Powers; Leadore, Idaho
Elizabeth Powers; Leadore, Idaho
Sydney Dowton; Ellis, Idaho
James Kruckeberg; Leadore, Idaho
Carl Ellsworth, Leadore, Idaho
Bob Charles; Tendoy, Idaho

21



Rex Tolman; Salmon, Idaho
Don Olson; Salmon, Idaho
Rick Snyder; Lemhi, Idaho

The first meeting of this group was held on July 19, 1991 in Salmon, Idaho. The purpose
of this meeting was to explain the need to amend the Forest Plan and how we would like
to have them participate in this process. Our intent was to have those most directly affected
by or interested in the outcome help us prepare the amendment. Then they would under­
stand what we had done so they could serve as a bridge to the rest of the livestock
permittees. We explained the need for utilization levels and that we would be going on at
least two field trips to show them how utilization standards were used and what seral
stages (ecological status) and condition classes look like in the field. Fourteen people
attended this first meeting.

The second meeting was at Meyers Cove where we looked at extremely high value
anadromous fishery habitat and extremely poor condition or early seral stage range. This
took place on July 31, 1991 and 9 people attended.

The third meeting was at Hawley Creek for the purpose of looking at high value inland
fishery habitat and good condition range or a nearly potential natural community in late
seral stage. This took place on August 13, 1991 with 12 people attending.

The fourth meeting was held in Salmon, Idaho on September 16, 1991 with 11 people
attending. This was the final meeting and was used to review a proposed draft of the
amendment.

After each meeting a complete set of minutes was prepared. Then the minutes and any
other handouts from the meeting were sent to all of the people who received the initial
letter. In that letter they were told the place for the next meeting and invited to attend if they
desired. No new people attended anyof the meetings except for some permittees who
graze cattle in the areas we looked at in the field.

Although many persons asked to be kept informed of actions regarding the proposed
amendment, only one written comment was received - from Mr. Ken Sanders. He essential­
ly agreed with our process, although he expressed concern that we may be placing too
much emphasis on the use of utilization standards. He especially felt it was very worthwhile
to involve the grazing permittees.

All verbal or written comments which were received through the public involvement pro­
cess were addressed in developing the list of issues, concerns and opportunities which
guided development and analysis of the proposed action. No additional issues were
mentioned in the public involvement process beyond those already brought up by the
appellants to the Forest Plan, Range Administration Activity Review team, and Salmon
National Forest administrators.

An additional set of public meetings were held on April 7 and 8, 1992 in Leadore and
Carmen, Idaho to explain the proposed final document. Forty people from the general
public and livestock permittees attended these meeting. No additional or significant con­
cerns were expressed or comments received as a result of these meetings.
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Uni ted ::>tate:;
Department of

h.~iculture

Reply to: 1920/.2320

r'orest

Service
R-4/R-,"

Amendment #3
Date: :me 2 a 1994

Subject: Fr&~ Church--River of No Return Wilderness Management Plan
and Forest Plan Amendment

To: Fore~t Supervisor, Salmon-Challis, Payette, Nez Perce, Boise, and
Bitterroot .National Forests

The Court adopted the Forest Service Remedial Plan on March 15, 1994, pursuant

to the lawsuit Wiiderness Watch, et al., v. F. Dale Robertson, Chief of the

United States Forest Service, et al., Civil Action No. 92-0740 (enclosed). The

objective of the Remedial Plan is to ensure that outfitter and guide operations

within'·the Frank Church--River of No Return Wilderness (FC--RONRW) are in--/
compliance with applicable provisions of the Wilderness Act and implementing
regulations. Paragraph 25 of the adopted Remedial Plan required the amendment
of the appropriate Forest Plans to conform with the terms and conditions of the
Remedial Plan.

The Forest Land and Resource Management Plans (Forest Plans) for the

Bitterroot, Nez Perce, Salmon, Challis,Payette, and Boise National Forests are

hereby amended ,to incorporate the policy and process changes contained in.the
March 15 Remedial Plan. This amendment is considered to be non-significant.

The following actions are necessary to ensure proper amendment to the above
Forest Plans:

Forest Land and Resource Management Plans

Make the following peri and ink changes to your Forest Plans:

Wherever FC--RONRW Management Plan is cited, the following is added:

"as amended, July 1994 .
•

Frar~ Church--River of No Return Wilderness Management Plan

Replace existing pages 60 through 62 with the enclosed pages 60, 61, 61a,
and 62.

Transmittal Letter

Use the enclosed draft, or a similar letter to transmit this letter,

FC--RONRW Management Plan replacement pages, and the March 15 Court Order
and Remedial Plan to those on your Forest Plan mailing list.
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Forest'Super;isor, SaImon-Challis, Payette, Nez Perce. Boise. and
Bitterroot National Forests

2

This non-significant amendment falls into the category of actions excluded from
do'cumentation in an Environmental Impact Statement or an Environmental

Assessment and a'- Decision Memo is not required {FSH 1909.15, 31.1b(2).

September 18. 1992}. Such an action is not subject to any further

administrative review pursuant to 36 CFR 215.' The amendment modifies

administrative procedures and process with regard to administration of

outfitter and guide activities in the FC--RONRW and does not change the goals,
objectives. standards. or guidelines of the Forest Plans. The amendment

incorporates into the appropriate Forest Plans and the FC--RONRW Management

Plan. certain administrative requirements contained in the March 15, 1994
Court-adopted Remedial Plan.

Implementation of the Remedial Plan and the amended Forest Plans and FC--RONRW

Management Plan will require full compliance with the policy and procedures of

the National S,vironmental'Policy Act (NEPA). A site-specific NEPA analysis is
required for all discretionary actions related to administration of outfitter
and guide operations.

For further information or questions regarding the amendment, please contact
the following individuals:

Ruth M. Monahan

Intermountain Region
USDA Forest Service

Ogden. UT 84401

(801) 625-5250'

~J~/f
DALE N. BOSWORTH ,.
Regional Forester .

Intermountain Region

Enclosures

cc:

Regional Forester. R-1

J.Twiss. WO

D.Murphy.PB

Ken Wotring
FC--RONR Wilderness Coordinator
USDA Forest Service

Salmon. ID .83467
(208) 756-5131

R.Monahan:cc:07/11/94

I concur D.Murphy,07/11/941 concur S.Bybee (Acting) 07/11/941 concur R.Monahan
07/11/94
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(e) Administer outfitter and guide

permits in accordance with Court
ordered Remedial Plan, dated March

15, 1994 and FC--RONR wilderness

Outfitter and Guide Policy

Implementation Guide.

(2) Base Camps: (Assigned Site.) These are

camps located on sites designated and

authorized for occUpancy and use _.bya

permittee, during the authorized ~eriod

of occupancy. Permittees are assessed a
fee for use of assigned sites. Sites

will be assigned and authorized by the

.District Ranger On an annual basis ,and
documeneted in the Annual Itinerary and

Operating Plan. Sites will be posted on

site and at wilderness trailheads during

periods of authorized occupancy.

(a) Structures and installations will

be capable of being removed or
dismantled when not in use during

periods of authorized occupancy.

(b) Must be disma!"ltled when not in
use (within 15 days befote - 10
days after allowed). Reusable

poles may be cached vertically
and inconspicuously against

trees outside camp, perimeter.

(c) All camp facilities and

_improvements sl10uld be at leas t
200 feet. from trails. st:.rea:ns.
and lakes. where t~rrain

permits. Consider relocating,

if possible~ to where terrain
permits.

(d) Camps will be relocated from
overused degraded sites.

(e) No permanent corrals, hitchracks,
base logs, or permanent water

collection systems, including

spring boxes, will be authorized,
unless determined to be necessary

to meet minimum requirements for
the administration of the area for

the purposes of the Wilderness Act.
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(f) No caching of non-native materials

or supplies is authorized.

(g) No in-camp plumbing fixtures
connected to water systems,
underground piping, and permanent
water delivery system will be
authorized.

(h) l~mum group size is 20 people,
~ithout prior approval.

.' '

(3) Trms fer Cam?: (Assigned site")
These camps are generally located
near roads. road and trail junctions,
or airfields. They should be located
inconspicuously and allow adequate
space for non-outfitted facilities
and use. They are used primarily for
holding pack stock and equipment and'
serve as jumpoff points to trails t

but hunting, fishing, or other
activities may be permitted from
these camps.- Camosites will be pasted
for the assigned occupancy of' ,the
pe~ittee. The site may provide for
parking space. toilet, corral.
hitchrack, and tent space," when
~ithin the Wilderness, the standards
for base camp will also apply to
transfer camps.

( 4 ) Spike Camp: Such campsites are
unassigned. They are approved by the

~District Ranger for use by the
permittees and those he/she serves on
a temporary basis in'conjunction with
the permitted operations'. Spike
camps will meet the standards as base
camps. except:

/'I
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(a)

(b)

(c)

They may be aV·aci.b.l.ble for Use On

a "fi=st COllie:, first served"
basis for eiltitJ:er OUtfitted Or'

n6n-outfit~eo Cia!IilIP'ing PUrpos~s.

Unless ocherwlse ,.a::PProved by the
District Rang:eer., , c,:amps Ca.!1not be
5e t up I!lOl:'e t:hi!!ll1l, three, days in
advance of USe;:q wd are to be
removed W'ithitn tbtree days after
use. OCCUPatlCJY:~,hlall no texceed
14 consecutiv,e: cnays. begi:nning
wi th camp. setUl:p ,amd ending wi thremoval 0 f caLrJp"

Temporary co r·C"a.n.~ ot' pertnanen t
hitchracks llla~ b'e!: lpertni tted with



(

(5)

( 6)

- . --, '.

(7)

(8)

case-by-case approval of

District Ranger. based on

resource protection needs

relative to sit.euse by non-out­
fitted public. Electric fence

may be approved.

Drop Camp: May be assigned or

unassigned. Undesignated campsites
used by parties ~hose camp eq~ipment

and supplies are packed in and/or out

by an outfitter. The sites are not

reserved for exclusive occupancy and

are generally at a location of the

visitor's choice. The outfitter may
or may not furnish camp equipment and

·supplies. Equipmentshall'be left in
place only during the period it is

ac~~ally in use. The outfitter is
responsible to secure cleanup on the
campsite. The site is 'considered

reserved if the camp is used or in

place more thin 14 days.

Itinerant or' Progressive Travel

Trips: These are trips of parties
that travel progressively through the
Forest for extended periods of time.

Camps' are normally used only one­

night. Sites are ordinarily not
reserved. although they may be

r~served if they are scheduled or

preassigned for sooe of the larger

groups or in areas or seasons of

relatively heavy use to assure

availability of call1,pingspace.

Progressive travel permits may be

issued for horse trips, backpacker

trips. cross-country ski tours, and

boat trips.

Pack and saddle stock must .be ridden

or led and not permitted to run loose

on roads· or trails (except in excep­
tional sit~ations ~here safety

dictates othe~se).

Only pack and saddle stock necessary

for each trip viII pe permitted

(maximum is 20 head, ~ithout prior
approval). No colts, unbroken, or

crippled stDck are permitted (except

for short peri~ds when animal becomes

crippled during tri~).

As Amended 7/94
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United Slates

Department of
Agriculture

Forest Service

m
United States

Department of the
Interior

Bureau of Land

Management

V·-------.
-

Fe~ruary 1995

Amendment 4
- --,.._---_ .. -----0 n •__

Decision Notice!
De'cision Record

Finding of No
Significant Impact

Environmental
Assessment

for the Interim Strategies for
Managing Anadromous
Fish-producing Watersheds in
Eastern Oregon and Washington,
Idaho, and Portions of California

































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Salmon and Challis National Forests

SALMON LAND AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

Amendment 5

April 25, 1996

Amend the Salmon National Forest Plan to add:

Chapter IV-76

2. Change the following Proposed Research Natural Areas to Established and change acreage to Manage­
ment Area 6A:

Allan Mountain,
Kenny Creek,
Davis Canyon,
Dry Gulch - Forage Creek,
Frog Meadows
Mill Lake,
Bear Valley,
Colson Creek, and
Dome Lake Creek.

3. Drop Deadwater Proposed Research Natural Area from listing due to over 60% of vegetation being
non-native.

END OF AMENDMENT

******



Salmon-Challis National Forest

Forest Plan Amendment # 6
to the

Salmon l"{orest Plan
Lemhi Couflty

The East Beartrap Timber Sale Decision Notice, March 26, 1998, amends the Salmon
National Forest Land and Resource managaement Plan to allow three timber sale units to
exceed the Forest Plan Wildlife Standards and Guidelines for Management Area 5B.

Amend the Salmon Forest Plan, Page IV-121, under Wildlife Standards and Guidelines
to include under # 4.

"Design first entry cutting units with ill cover blocks so that no point within the harvest
area is more than 800 feet from cover. "the following:

4a. Harvest units 1,2 and 3 of the East Beartrap EA, signed March 26, 1998, are exempt
from the 800 foot hiding cover distance.

03/26/98



LAND AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN
Salmon National Forest

7/7/00

Amendment #7

Page Code

Replace pages IV-I50 to IV-I52

Di1!est

Replaces 3 pa1!eswith 10 pa1!es

This amendment dentifies, protects and provides management direction for segments of the Lewis and
Clark National Historic Trail by creating a new management area 6.1. It also updates management
direction for the Lemhi Pass National Historic Landmark, 6A.

Reason for Amendment

In 1978, by Public Law 95-625, Congress dedicated the 3,700 mile Lewis and Clark National Historic
Trail from Wood River, Illinois to the mouth of the Columbia River in Oregon. The purpose of National
Historic Trail designation is to identify and protect historic routes, remnants and artifacts for public use
and enjoyment. With the Lewis and Clark Bicentennial years approaching (2003 to 2006) there is
substantial interest in revisiting and experiencing the route ofthe Expedition, including water, land and
motor route segments.

GEORGE MATEJKO

Forest Supervisor



Amend Salmon National Forest Plan (7/7/00) to add:

Salmon National Forest Land and Resource Plan
Management Prescription 6.1

Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail
7,911 acres

Management Prescription Summary

This management area (6.1) provides management direction on the portion of the Lewis and Clark
National Historic Trail that crosses the Salmon National Forest to ensure direction that would preserve
historic resources while providing for interpretation and the recreational needs of the public.

An individual Trail Management Area, designated as MA 6. lis_established around those portions of the
Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail on the Salmon-Challis National Forest between Lemhi Pass and

Lost Trail Pass that are located away from motorized routes. Excluded from -MA 6.1 is that segment of
the Trail that closely parallels Forest Service Road 013 (Agency Creek) at the top of Lemhi Pass
because it is already under the National Landmark designation. The Trail Management Area would be a
minimum of 1/2 mile wide (1/4 mile wide on either side of the designated trail), encompassing
approximately 14.5 total miles and 7,911 acres. Management Area 6.1 has been divided into nine
segments and described below.

The Trail Management Area (MA 6.1) Locations

6.1a. Lemhi Pass Area contains two segments of generally pristine Trail along Agency Creek
through a sagebrush covered saddle and fIrst Idaho campsite. The segments are approximately
1.5 total miles in length and consist of399 acres of National Forest lands. (See Map 1)

6.1b. Tower Creek to North Fork contains one segment of Down River Reconnaissance Trail along
river bluffs. This segment is approximately 2 miles. (See Map 2)

6.1c. Squaw Creek to Transfer Gulch contains two segments of Down River Reconnaissance Trail
including Salmon River Overlook. These segments are approximately 2 total miles and consist of
474 acres of National Forest lands downriver from North Fork. (See Map 3)

6.1d. Tower Creek to Trail Gulch contains three segments of generally pristine Trail with Indian
scarred trees and trail tread. These segments are approximately 6 total miles and consist of2,498
acres of National Forest lands. (See Map 2)

6.1e. Moose Creek to Lost Trail Pass contains one segment of generally pristine Trail route,
including the Idaho campsite of September 3, 1805. This segment is approximately 3 miles and
consists of 4,025 acres of National Forest lands. (See Map 4)

Trail Management Area (MA 6.1) Goals:

1) Preserve and protect cultural resources, including prehistoric and historic sites.



2) Provide recreation opportunity oriented to traveling, understanding and appreciating the Lewis
and Clark Trail while maintaining the Trail's natural characteristics and historic value.

3) Coordinate Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail management activities with the Beaverhead­
Deerlodge and Bitterroot National Forests, Lemhi Resource Area of the Bureau of Land
Mangagement, National Park Service, Tribes, the Idaho State Historic Preservation Office, and
adjoining private landowners to ensure protection and enhancement of the heritage values and
recreation resource values of the Trail.

Trail Management Area (MA 6.1) Objectives:

1) Provide an opportunity for the public to travel segments of the Lewis and Clark National Historic
Trail and provide a variety of recreational opportunities along the Trail.

2) Protect historic properties (i.e., cultural properties eligible to the National Register of Historic
Places) along the Trail.

3) Provide a natural appearing landscape and sense-of-place, similar, to the extent possible, to the
landscape encountered in 1805 by the Lewis and Clark expedition.

4) Provide interpretation and information for visitors to enhance understanding and enjoyment of the
Trail.

Trail Management Area (MA 6.1) Standards And Guidelines

1. Recreation and Cultural Resources

a. Locate, evaluate and protect historic properties. Documented Lewis and Clark campsites and
intact Trail segments will be nominated to the National Register of Historic Places. Provide
interpretation when it is compatible with management objectives for the historic properties.
(standard)

b. Except for motor route segments, provide semi-primitive nonmotorized recreation
opportunities within the Trail Management Area. (standard)

c. Scenery management will be retention in the foreground and partial retention in the
middleground and background. (standard)

d. Developed recreation sites within the Trail Management Area will be permitted only where
cultural resource scenery management and sense of place can be met. (standard)

e. Manage dispersed camping to maintain the visual resources and natural conditions appropriate
for the area. No new facilities will be constructed for dispersed recreation sites except to
further appropriate protection, use and interpretation of the Trail. (standard)

f. Mountain bikes will be permitted as long as they meet the natural conditions and sense of

place objectives for the Trail and activities do not adversely affect historic properties.
(standard)



g. Recreation Special Uses, including outfitting and events, will be permitted where compatible
with the Recreational Opportunities Spectrum and travel management plan for the involved
trail segments, where such proposed activities meet the natural conditions and sense of place
objectives for the Trail and do not adversely affect historic properties. (standard)

h. Introduction of audible elements that are out of character with the property and its setting will
not be permitted. (standard)

1. Mark the Trail route using standard Lewis and Clark Trail signs. (standard)

J. Provide information and interpretive services to allow visitors to gain a better understanding
of the Expedition, native cultures and the landscape existing at the time of Lewis and Clark
and the changes created over time. (guideline)

k. Manage recreational uses, activities and developments to comply with the Salmon Forest Land
and Resource Management Plan direction for wildlife, including Forest Service Region 4
sensitive species and federally listed Threatened, Endangered and Proposed species.
(guideline)

2. Vegetation Management

a. Manage livestock to minimize adverse impacts on vegetation, historic properties and
recreation facilities within the Trail Management Area. (standard)

b. Range improvements will meet or exceed adopted scenery management standards. (standard)

c. Monitor and control the spread of noxious weeds and exotic plant species within the Trail
Management Area. (standard)

d. Lands in the Trail Management Area are removed from the suitable timber base. (standard)

e. Manage forest and rangelands to prevent adverse impacts upon historic properties and
scenery. Consider forest product harvest opportunities, including firewood gathering, where
necessary for long-term maintenance of the historic landscape of the Trail. (standard)

f. Prescribed fire may be used to meet historic landscape vegetation objectives. (guideline)

3. Minerals

a. Except for valid existing mineral claims, withdraw the Trail Management Area from mineral
entry. (standard)

b. Do not authorize removal of common variety mineral materials in the Trail Management
Area. (standard)

c. Do not authorize oil and gas exploration or development in the Trail Management Area.

(standard)
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d. To the extent reasonable and practical, design buildings, roads and other facilities associated
with valid, existing mineral operations on unpatented mining claims to scenery and historic
sense-of-place objectives of the Trail Management Area (standard)

4. Lands and Nonrecreation Special Uses

a. Authorize new utilities, utility corridors or electronic sites only within scenery management
objectives for the Trail Management Area. (standard)

b. Where appropriate, clearly identify and monument all corners and boundaries within the Trail
Management Area. (standard)

c. Seek protection of and access to the Lewis and Clark Trail through available means such as
scenic easements, cooperative agreements, or acquisition for Trail route sections on private
land. (guideline)

d. Where feasible, remove or modify existing utility structures to meet scenery management
objectives. (guideline)

5. Roads and Trails

a. New road or trail construction will be permitted within the Trail Management Area only
where historic properties, scenery management and sense of place can be met. (standard)

b. Manage Agency Creek Road (Forest Service Road 013) and the first two miles of Warm
Springs Road (Forest Service Road 185) north of the Landmark to provide safe travel for
vehicles under 26 feet in length (maintenance level 3). Maintenance and any necessary
construction or reconstruction activities will meet scenery management and sense of place
characteristics. (standard)

c. For land trail segments, utilize the existing trail where possible, maintaining the original
design (tread, grade, clearing). Maintain and manage use of trails to protect the historic
properties, scenic and sense of place values of the Trail. (standard)

6. Fire Management

a. Allow natural fire that meets vegetation management objectives to restore and maintain the
historic landscape of the Trail. (standard)

b. Fire management and suppression activities will be conducted to minimize damage and allow
for rapid recovery of desired natural and scenic landscape condition. (standard)



Salmon National Forest Land and Resource Plan
Management Prescription 6A

Lemhi Pass National Historic Landmark
7

Lemhi Pass National Historic Landmark (MA 6A) Standard and Guidelines

The following language would update the existing direction in the Salmon Forest Plan to correspond to
National Historic Landmark direction per 36 CFR 65:

1. Recreation and Cultural Resources

a. The area is to be managed for day use recreation substantially in its natural condition.
(standard)

b. Except for established motor routes, provide semi-primitive nonmotorized recreation
opportunities. (standard)

c. Scenery management will be retention in the foreground and partial retention in the
middleground and background with emphasis on: (standard)

1. Lemhi Pass saddle between Idaho and Montana

2. Point for a view of the Western Barrier Mountains (Lemhi Range) barriers
3. First Taste of the Columbia (Horseshoe Bend Creek where it meets Agency Creek)

d. Recreation Special Uses, including outfitting and events, will be permitted only when the
proposed activities meet the natural conditions, sense of place and interpretive objectives for
the Landmark and do not adversely affect historic properties. (standard)

e. Locate, evaluate and protect historic properties. Provide interpretation when it is compatible
with management objectives for the historic properties. (standard)

f. Consultation for proposed projects that will have an adverse effect will be through the State
Historic Preservation Officer, National Park Service National Historic Landmarks :bivision,
and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation. (standard)

g. Any alteration of the property will be designed to minimize impact. Isolation from or
alteration of the property's surrounding environment will be designed to minize impact.
(standard)

h. Introduction of audible elements that are out of character with the property and its setting will
not be permitted. (standard)

2. Vegetation Management

a. Manage livestock to minimize adverse impacts on vegetation, historic properties and
recreation facilities. (standard)



b. Construct no new permanent range improvements. Existing range improvements will
meet or exceed adopted scenery management standards (standard)

c. Monitor and control to eliminate the spread of noxious weeds and exotic plant species.
(standard)

d. The Landmark is removed from the suitable timber base. Limited vegetative practices
may be compatible with maintenance of the historic landscape of the Landmark. (standard)

e. Prescribed fire may be used to meet historic landscape vegetation objectives.
(guideline)

3. Minerals

a. Withdraw the Landmark from mineral entry. (standard)

b. Do not authorize removal of common variety mineral materials. (standard)

4. Lands and Nonrecreation Special Uses

a. Authorize no new utilities, utility corridors or electronic sites within the Landmark. (standard)

b. Clearly identify and monument all comers and boundaries within the Landmark. (standard)

5. Roads and Trails

a. New road or trail construction will be permitted within the Landmark only where historic
property, scenery management and sense of place can be met. (standard)

6. Fire Management

a. Allow natural fire that meets vegetation management objectives to restore and maintain the
historic landscape of the Landmark. (standard)

b. Fire management and suppression activities will be conducted to minimize damage and allow
for rapid recovery of desired natural and scenic landscape condition. (standard)
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MAP 2. TOWER CREEK TO NORTH FORK, TRAIL GULCH
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Abstract

This Decision affects Lemhi Pass National Historic Landmark and immediately adjacent National Forest System lands in
Beaverhead County, Montana, and Lemhi County, Idaho. The Responsible Officials select the environmentally preferred
alternative, Alternative 9, from among the alternatives analyzed in the Final Environmental Impact Statement for a Lemhi
Pass National Historic Landmark Management Plan (January 2002). The Salmon National Forest Plan is amended to
include new direction for this area.

Assurance of Nondiscrimination

The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) prohibits discrimination in all its programs and activities on the basis of race,

color, national origin, gender, religion, age, disability, political beliefs, sexual orientation, and marital or family status.

http://www.fs.fed.us/r1/b-d/feis/lemhi/feis_rod.htm 3/14/02
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(Not all prohibited bases apply to all programs.) Persons with disabilities who requin; alternative means for

communication of program information (Braille, large print, audiotape, etc.) should contact USDA's TARGET Center at
(202) 720-2600 (voice and TDD). To file a complaint of discrimination, write USDA, Director, Office of Civil Rights,

Room 326-W, Whitten Building, 14th and Independence Ave SW, Washington, D.C. 20250-9410 or call (202) 720-5964
(voice and TDD). USDA is an equal opportunity provider and employer.
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Decision

This decision affects Lemhi Pass National Historic Landmark and immediately adjacent National Forest System lands in
Beaverhead County, Montana, within T. 10 S. R. 15 W., Sec. 9 and 16, and Lemhi County, Idaho, within T. 19 N. R. 25 E.
Sec. 14. Maps I-I and 1-2 in the Final EIS indicate the general location of Lemhi Pass. Map 1-3 in the Final EIS delineates
the specific project area (These maps are included as Attachment B to this Decision).

We, the Beaverhead-Deerlodge Forest Supervisor and the Salmon-Challis Forest Supervisor, recognize the difficulty
inherent in balancing the need for public access and preservation of historic character at Lemhi Pass. The relatively
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undeveloped natural landscape has provided, for many visitors, a sense of what life might have been like here 200 years
ago, and a feeling for the adventure of the Lewis and Clark Expedition. We want to continue to provide that experience.

We have jointly selected the management actions described in Alternative 9, in the Final EIS. Alternative 9, developed
based on public comment and consultation under Section 106 of the Historic Preservation Act, is the environmentally
preferred alternative, incorporating preferred elements of the five alternatives reviewed in the Draft EIS. Our decision is
based on the analysis contained in the Final Environmental Impact Statement, dated January 2002. We arrived at our
decision after listening to and talking with many people over the past two years, reviewing all the analysis described in the
Lemhi Pass National Historic Landmark Management Plan Final EIS, and considering all comments from the public, other
agencies, and Indian Tribes.

The Beaverhead-Deerlodge Forest Supervisor's decision is consistent with the direction provided for Management Area
(MA) #3 in the 1986 Beaverhead National Forest Land and Resources Management Plan (pages III-7 and III-8). This
decision will increase the area within MA #3 to reflect the boundary of the proposed mineral withdrawal in Alternative 9,
for the protection of the cultural landscape of this historic area. Under the Beaverhead Forest Plan, management area
boundaries are not firm lines, but are flexible to assure that identified values are protected as additional information
becomes available through project level planning (Beaverhead Forest Plan, p. III-I).

The Salmon-Challis Forest Supervisor's decision adds Amendment #8 to the Salmon National Forest Land and Resources
Management Plan (Attachment A to this Record of Decision). The Salmon Forest Plan MA#6A, Special Interest Areas,
includes Lemhi Pass National Historic Landmark. Existing direction for management of this area was provided in the
1988 Salmon Forest Plan, as amended (plan Amendment #7) on July 7, 2000.

This decision will update the Salmon Forest Plan management direction for Management Area #6A based on the selected
alternative as follows:

• A change in the boundary for the special inJerest area MA# 6A at Lemhi Pass is made, based on the area
recommended for mineral withdrawal in Alternative 9.

• The standard for recreation opportunities (1b) is changed. A "roaded natural" recreation setting is to be maintained
throughout the Lemhi Pass special interest area.

• The standard for mineral withdrawal (3a) is changed to a recommendation for withdrawal of lands necessary for

protection of the cultural landscape of the special interest area.
• A standard for travel management is added (7a) limiting wheeled motor vehicles to designated routes within the

special interest area.

The current Salmon Forest Plan (Amendment #7) contains a standard (6a) for allowing natural fire that meets historic·
landscape vegetation objectives in the Landmark and a guideline (2e) for using prescribed fire to meet historic landscape
vegetation objectives in the Landmark. At this time, historic landscape vegetation objectives are not established, and this
Decision does not include historic landscape vegetation objectives for the Landmark. It is the decision of the Salmon­
Challis Forest Supervisor to retain this standard (6a) and guideline (2e) for the Landmark, to facilitate implementation of
any such objectives that may be set based on future analysis and NEP A documentation.

In addition to the Salmon Forest Plan Amendment summarized above, the decision of the Forest Supervisors to adopt
Alternative 9 of the Final EIS includes the following management actions within the special management area on both
Forests:

1. Treatment Approach·

A rehabilitation treatment approach is adopted, as defined in The Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment
of Historic Properties with Guidelinesfor the Treatment of Cultural Landscapes (Revised 1992, 36 CFR Part 68, Federal
Register Vol. 60, No. 133. Rehabilitation acknowledges the need to alter or add to a cultural landscape to meet continuing
or new uses while retaining the landscape's historic character.

2. Management Criteria

The area will be managed for moderate to high frequency of human encounters at Lemhi Pass, Sacajawea Memorial Camp,
Most Distant Fountain Spring, Westward Viewpoint, and any temporary facilities that may be developed. Elsewhere
within the Landmark, management will be suitable for low to moderate frequency of encounters
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When needed, parking and toilets will be provided for the bicentennial commemoration (2003-2006); these facilities will
be removed when no longer needed. Events and visitors exceeding the capacity of developed sites will be accommodated
with development of parking and toilet facilities at Westward View Interpretive Site.

On-site managerial controls will be noticeable, but harmonize with the natural environment. Managerial controls will be
imposed during peak use periods based on parking area capacities (e.g. a staffed entrance portal, advance ticketing, and/or
guided tours only).

3. Vegetation Management and Soil and Water Conservation Measures

Soil and water conservation measures (e.g. Best Management Practices - BMP's) will be applied during construction and
maintenance work, to minimize erosion and sedimentation.

State-listed noxious weeds within the Landmark and adjoining lands will be aggressively controlled.

Topsoil will be conserved and used in reclamation and revegetation projects, and native plant species will be used for
revegetation of disturbed areas.

Most Distant Fountain springhead and the confluence of Horseshoe Bend Creek and Agency Creek will be naturalized and
protected.

Mineral prospect pits on the Divide north of the pass and elsewhere within the Landmark will be recontoured, revegetated
and/or naturalized.

Sediment barriers shall be examined on a regular basis, particularly after a storm event, for buildup of sediment; should
buildup occur to the point where barriers risk becoming ineffective, sediment shall be removed and transported off site to a
location approved by the District Ranger.

Site visits by an authorized Forest Officer will occur during project implementation, to ensure that soil and water
conservation measures are being employed and achieving desired results. This monitoring will continue until disturbed
vegetation has recovered, or until it is determined that no sedimentation is occurring as a result of the project.

4. Visitor Programs and Services

Off-site visitor education will be emphasized to encourage on-site stewardship.

High-quality interpretive programs will be developed in compliance with Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973,
providing for universal participation in or benefits of visitor programs provided by the USDA Forest Service.

Detailed information will be provided about Lemhi Pass on the Forest web sites, linked to other Lewis and Clark web sites.

Information about Lemhi Pass will be coordinated with nationaVstate/regional information and interpretive efforts.

Outfitter and/or guide services, educational institutions, and/or a concession compatible with the historic interpretation
opportunities at Lemhi Pass will be authorized, to emphasize stewardship, manage use, and help with interpretation at the
site. Opportunity will be provided for operations of outfitter and/or guides and educational institutions technically and
fmancially capable of providing services compatible with the recreation activities and facilities at the Landmark. The types
of services needed during the summer months would be primarily connected with providing services to Lewis & Clark
National Historic Trail or Continental Divide National Scenic Trail visitors. New outfitter-guide operations in the project
area may be authorized on a temporary (annual) basis through 2007, when the need for outfitter services after the
bicentennial will be reevaluated.

Lemhi Pass will be staffed with an interpretive specialist and patrols of the roads by will increase during peak visitation
periods (2003-2006).

5. Travel Management

The Landmark area will be closed to motor vehicles off designated routes yearlong, except for snowmobiles.

The Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail route west of Lemhi Pass, from the Pass to the point where the Historic Trail
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route meets Agency Creek Road, will be closed to motor vehicles, bicycles, and saddle, pack, and draft stock. This portion
of the Historic Trail route is referred to as "Agency Creek Trail" in some parts of the Final EIS.

Emergency closures may be applied if needed to prevent damage, allow for site restoration, or for public safety.

Motor vehicle access on Road #3908, which serves as the designated route of the Continental Divide National Scenic Trail
south of Lemhi Pass, will be maintained.

Developed sites (interpretive trails, parking areas, and picnicking and camping facilities) will be closed to pack, saddle,
and draft stock.

6. Landmark Entrances & Boundary

Landmark Boundaries will be marked and posted, and entrance and exit signs will be installed at the boundaries of the
National Historic Landmark.

7. Noise

Audible disruption of natural noise levels (i.e. radios, "boom boxes") in the Landmark area will be prohibited by Order
(e.g. establish acceptable noise levels).
8. Camping

Overnight camping within the Landmark will be prohibited. Sacajawea Memorial Camp will be operated as a picnic area
and open to day use only (no overnight camping). The Forest Service will consider reopening Sacajawea Memorial Camp
to overnight camping in the future. In making this decision, the Forest Service will re-evaluate the potential effects on lynx
and other wildlife by considering any additional scientific data that becomes available, and any additional site-specific data
on human and wildlife uses of the area. As appropriate, the Forest Service would consult the US Fish and Wildlife Service
regarding its determin~tion of effects.

To disperse overnight use along the Continental Divide immediately adjacent to the Landmark, the Forest Service will
advertise the availability and location of alternative sites to the north and south of Lemhi Pass for Continental Divide Trail
users and other campers.

9. Roads and Traffic Safety

Vehicle length/width/weight restrictions for the entire route over Lemhi Pass will be established in cooperation with State
and local governments. Thresholds for traffic (i.e. vehicles/day) over Lemhi Pass will be established in cooperation with
State and local governments. Traffic will be monitored, and if/when use exceeded threshold level, traffic controls will be
instituted on the pass road(s) between Bar IT Ranch, MT ahd Tendoy, ill (i.e. one-way traffic, local traffic only, restricted
times, permits).

Information about road conditions and restrictions, instructions on use of turnouts, private property etiquette, and how to
deal with livestock or wildlife along the road will be provided at the Hwy 324 junction and at the Tendoy parking areas.

Directional and safety signs will be provided along the National Historic Trail and arterial roads.

Trail Creek, Agency Creek, and Warm Springs Wood Roads will be maintained to Level 3 standards.W Bringing these
roads up to operation at this level will require construction of additional turnouts, placement of gravel surfacing, new
signage and cattleguards, and dust abatement during the peak use period of the bicentennial.

10. Withdrawal from Mineral Entry

Within the project area, about 1,043.13 acres are recommended for withdrawal in Idaho and about 462.16 acres are
recommended for withdrawal in Montana, a total of about 1,505.29 acres. The existing mineral withdrawal outside the
project area will be retained.

11. Continental Divide National Scenic Trail (CDNST)

South of Lemhi Pass, the designated CDNST would remain on Forest Road #3908.
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North of Lemhi Pass bicycles, motor vehicles and saddle, pack and draft stock would be routed via Warm Springs Wood
Road, but hikers could continue to use the established trail location. In effect, two CDNST routes would be established
from Lemhi Pass to Sheser Creek Road.

12. Facilities Design and Construction

Roaded Natural setting will be maintained within the Lemhi Pass historic area, with structures or modifications of the
natural landscape (including signs) visually subordinate, or if visually dominant to observers within the area, visually
subordinate to viewers on the Lemhi Pass Road and at Lemhi Pass.

Constructed facilities and site protection will blend, to the highest degree possible, with the natural setting. Other than
foreground alterations for these purposes, and existing modifications that may not be altered (i.e. the electric transmission
line), the landscape will appear natural as viewed from the Landmark and from the National Historic Trail.

Designs will be rustic in appearance and durable. Facilities will be designed and colors will be selected to blend with the
surrounding vegetation, soils, and rocks. Gravel and other materials will meet color requirements specified by the
landscape architect. Design elements will borrow from the natural surroundings, local architectural styles, and from other
architectural elements used at nearby sites along the Lewis and Clark Trail.

Constructed facilities will meet or exceed minimum Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) requirementsI~]. When
building for universal access, the ground disturbance is often greater than that needed when building for recreation
facilities that do not meet ADA guidelines, particularly in mountainous terrain. Design and construction work at Lemhi
Pass will require extra care to ensure that built recreation facilities do not reduce the experience for all users. Typically, as
a minimum, universally accessible facilities would include:

• At least one in twenty-five but at least one accessible parking space at each key site or site type (individual picnic
or camp sites) where parking is provided,

• Toilets, where provided, include a firm path at a grade less than 5%, minimum 36" wide, maximum 50' long,
from parking, and maximum 300' from picnic or campsites.

• As many as are physically feasible, but at one least accessible picnic site and one accessible campsite.

• Interpretation with supplemental information about features where access remains difficult for site protection
reasons.

13. Facilities

Roq~. The Continental Divide Road south of Lemhi Pass (Forest Road #3908) will be maintained. The existing parking
area at Sacajawea Memorial Camp will be converted to road, and new road would be constructed to the new Camp area,
about 500 feet south of the present location of the parking area. The road would be designed to encourage people to drive
on to the new parking area at Sacajawea Memorial Camp.

Lemhi Pa~s. A parking area (about 5-10 vehicles, depending on site design) will be constructed close to the pass, on the
Montana side, below pass level, using trees and terrain for screening. A toilet and interpretive facilities will be provided.

Most Distant Fountain S}2ring. Trail will be developed between Most Distant Fountain Spring area and the new parking
area, about 500 feet south of the spring. An interpretive site for the spring will be developed to allow visitors to view the
springhead. An area below the spring will be developed to permit people to stand "astride the Missouri" without damaging
the stream banks (e.g. natural stones).

Sa~!lwea Memorial Cam-12and Wildflower Trail. New (additional) facilities for Sacajawea Memorial Camp will be
constructed in an area about 500 feet from Most Distant Fountain Spring; including 2-4 units, one a group site, and toilet
facilities. Existing camp units exhibiting resource damage would be rehabilitated and naturalized to improve aesthetics.
The wildflower trail will be reconstructed and relocated as a loop trail in the vicinity of Lemhi Pass and Most Distant
Fountain Spring through a variety of vegetation types, to provide opportunity for exploration and interpretation of the
relationships between native plants and native people.

Westward View ParkinglInmretive Site. A new interpretive site, including parking for up to 10 vehicles, and a toilet will
be developed adjacent to Warm Springs Wood Road, about 0.8 mile north of Lemhi Pass. Interpretation for First Waters
of the Columbia and the Westward View will be provided. An interpretive trail will be constructed from the parking area,
south about 0.3 mile to an overlook. This overlook will not provide a view of Lemhi Pass, but will be located to provide a
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view of the National Historic Trail land trail route to the west. The interpretive trail would not be connected to the pass.

SuppleJ11eptl!lParkip..KNea. Bicentennial events and visitors exceeding the capacity of developed sites will be
accommodated with development of supplemental parking and toilet facilities at Westward View Interpretive Site.
Supplemental facilities will be removed when no longer needed.

14. Heritage Mitigation and Monitoring

Prior to implementation of this Decision, the Forest Service will enter a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) with the
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP), National Park Service (NPS), and Montana and Idaho State Historic
Preservation Officers (SHPO's) as required in 36 CFR 800.10. The MOA will include mitigation and monitoring
measures for the heritage values of the Landmark. Execution of this MOA by the Forest Service, the Montana and Idaho
SHPOs, the ACHP, and the NPS, and implementation of its terms will ensure that the Forest Service has taken into account
the effects of this undertaking on historic properties and afforded the ACHP an opportunity to comment.

Background

Lemhi Pass is a heritage site of national significance because it was here, in August, 1805, that Lewis and Clark crossed
the Continental Divide, what was then the western boundary ofU. S. Territory. Lemhi Pass is one of the few places along
the Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail where visitors can actually stand in the footsteps of Lewis and Clark. Here,
the historic Expedition reached the "most distant fountain of the Missouri," and the headwaters of the Columbia River.
This was the homeland of Sacajawea, the Indian woman who accompanied the expedition. Visitors to Lemhi Pass can
stand at the spot where the historic crossing took place, and see "immence ranges of high mountains still to the West of us
with their tops partially covered with snow," as Lewis described the westward view in 1805.

Lewis and Clark followed an "Indian road" over Lemhi Pass. After Lewis & Clark, the Lemhi Pass route continued to be
used by Indians, and then mountain men, trappers, miners, and ranchers who came into the country. In the 1860's, a road
suitable for stagecoach and freight wagons was built. The last stagecoach traveled over Lemhi Pass about 1910. Since
then, the road has been improv~d for automobile and truck traffic.

In addition to serving as a transportation route, Lemhi Pass became a recreation area by the early 20th century. Following
the centennial of the Lewis and Clark Expedition (1903-1906), the people of B.eaverhead County, Montana, and Lemhi
County, Idaho sought and obtained national recognition for Lemhi Pass as an historic site. In 1932, the Secretary of
Agriculture established the Sacajawea Recreation Division of the Salmon and Beaverhead National Forests at Lemhi Pass,
a memorial to Sacajawea. In 1940, recreation facilities at Sacajawea Memorial Camp were dedicated.

In 1960, Lemhi Pass was designated a National Historic Landmark, and the boundary of the Landmark was described
1991. The Landmark is considered a "cultural landscape," a geographic area including both cultural and natural resources,
associated with an historic event. The boundary of the National Historic Landmark was established in 1991. In 1968, the
National Trails System Act authorized the Continental Divide National Scenic Trail, which traverses Lemhi Pass along the
divide. Ten years later, the Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail, intersecting the Continental Divide National Scenic
Trail at Lemhi Pass summit, was also established as a component of the National Trails System.

By 1985, a new road was built to accommodate logging trucks. Part of the former stage route was closed on the Montana
side of Lemhi Pass. Waim Springs Wood Road was connected with the Agency Creek Road on the Idaho side of Lemhi
Pass, and dedicated as a Backcountry Byway/Adventure Road by the Bureau of Land Management and Forest Service.

On the Idaho side of the Lemhi Pass area, management is prescribed under the 1988 Salmon National Forest Land and
Resource Management Plan (Forest Plan). The Salmon Forest Plan was amended in 2000 to include a Lewis and Clark
National Historic Trail Management Area. On the Montana side, management is prescribed under the Beaverhead Forest
Plan (1986).

Purpose and Need

Sacajawea Recreation Division of the Beaverhead and Salmon National Forests (1932), and Lemhi Pass National Historic
Landmark (1960) are special, protective land designations that were made to protect the area's heritage value relative to
the contribution of the Lewis and Clark Expedition to the National's historical development. The natural and cultural
resources of the National Historic Landmark area have the power to convey to the visitor an understanding of and an

emotional feeling for what life was like during the time of Lewis and Clark. The purpose of management at Lemhi Pass is
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twofold:

• preserve the historic landscape and route of the Lewis and Clark Expedition;

• permit public access and enjoyment of the area.

While both Forest Plans (Beaverhead, 1986 and Salmon, 1988, as amended) recognize the heritage value of the Lemhi
Pass area and set objectives, standards, and guidelines, there is a need to unify and coordinate the management of the area.
There is a need to defme the boundary of the special management area at Lemhi Pass to encompass the designated
National Historic Landmark and adjoining lands that are critical to preserving the historic character of the cultural
landscape.

The bicentennial of the Lewis and Clark Expedition will be commemorated nationally from 2003-2006. Visitor use at
Lemhi Pass is anticipated to rise sharply during this time. At the same time, use of Lemhi Pass as a transportation route and
general recreation area is increasing, and will continue to increase beyond the bicentennial years. The 30-year-old
recreation facilities are deteriorated and inadequate for present and future use. There is a need to provide facilities and
manage for increasing visitor use in the Lemhi Pass area, in wa)'s that will preserve the area's historic character.

The purpose of the environmental analysis and decision is to establish unified management direction, standards, and
guidelines for the Lemhi Pass area, including designating management area boundaries, and to establish management
direction for recreation facilities, roads, mineral withdrawal, travel management, camping, outfitter-guide services, and
other land management activities.

Proposed Action

The Salmon-Challis National Forests proposes to amend the Salmon National Forest Plan, and together with the
Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest, implement a management plan for Lemhi Pass National Historic Landmark and
immediately adjacent National Forest System Lands in Beaverhead County, Montana, within T. 10 S. R. 15 W., Sec. 9 and
16, and Lemhi County, Idaho, within T. 19 N. R. 25 E. Sec. 14. Withdrawal of lands from entry under the mining laws is
proposed, as part of the management of the historic area.

The proposed action, Alternative 1, was the "initial proposal" described in detail in Chapter II, pages 9-10 of the Final EIS,
includes specific facilities within the Landmark, and management standards and guidelines for the Landmark, including the
withdrawal of specific lands from entry under the mining laws.

Maps 1-1 and 1-2 (page 1-5 of the FEIS) indicate the general location of Lemhi Pass. Map 1-3 (page 1-6 of the FEIS)
describes the specific project area. These maps are included as Attachment B to this decision.

Scope of the Decision

The decision will prescribe site-specific management direction for Lemhi Pass National Historic Landmark. Adjoining
National Forest System Lands within the Lemhi Pass Project Area (Map 1-2) will be included in the decision, where they are
affected. The Forest Service is the lead agency for this analysis.

Other lands within the Project Area fall under the jurisdiction of U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land
Management (USDI, BLM), State of Montana Department of Natural Resources and Conservation (DNRC), or private
landowners.

Via this Record of Decision, the Forest Supervisors are recommending mineral withdrawal oflands in the project area, in
compliance with Forest Plan direction. The decision to withdraw National Forest System lands from entry under the
mineral laws of the U.S. may be made by the U.S. Department of the Interior, with consent from the U.S. Department of
Agriculture. Authority to consent to mineral withdrawals on National Forests has been delegated to the Regional
Foresters. The Final EIS is the basis for a future decision to be made by the Regional Foresters on the proposed
withdrawal of 1,505.29 acres of National Forest System lands at Lemhi Pass, in Lemhi County, Idaho, and Beaverhead
County, Montana.

The State of Montana has mineral rights in T. 10 S., R. 15 W., Sec. 16 P.M.M., and we recognize that the mineral
withdrawal does not affect State mineral rights in the delineated area. No valid existing private rights have been identified
in the area, but if such rights existed, the mineral withdrawal would not apply to them. However, the mineral withdrawal
will apply to any lands or interests in lands that are acquired in the future by the U.S. in the designated area.
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The decision reached at the conclusion of this analysis will be in effect until revised. If monitoring indicates a need to
revise this direction, further analysis and NEP A documentation will be necessary.

Public Involvement

Public involvement was open and ongoing throughout the development of the Draft and Final Environmental Impact
Statements. Although there were several formal opportunities for asking questions and making comments, people were
encouraged to contact us at any time. A detailed summary of public involvement is found in Chapter V of the Final EIS,
page V-I.

Consultation with other state and federal agencies, organizations, Tribes, and the public has been ongoing throughout the
analysis. Written and oral comments by all interested agencies, groups, and individuals have been considered.
Consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife service has been accomplished as required by the Endangered Species Act.
The Montana and Idaho State Historic Preservation Officers, the Shoshone-Bannock tribe, the Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation, the National Park Service, and the Lewis & Clark Trail Heritage Foundation were all represented
during consultation under the National Historic Preservation Act. Potentially affected Tribes were contacted in writing,
through Tribal governments including the Shoshone-Bannock, Salish-Kootenai, Blackfeet, and Nez Perce. All contacts are
documented in the project file.

Public involvement began when a postcard was mailed to the Forests' lists of potentially interested parties in March 1999,
to help identify interested parties for this analysis. A letter and the initial proposal were mailed to interested parties on
September 10,1999. Additional copies were provided to individuals on request.
A local news release issued September 10, 1999 announced the proposal and scoping period, and a Notice ofIntent to
prepare an Environmental Impact Statement was published in the Federal Register on September 14, 1999. A public
meeting was held at Lemhi Pass on September 25, 1999. The comments received during scoping defined nine issues for
the environmental analysis, and led to development oftive alternatives that were analyzed in detail in the Draft EIS. In
January 2000, drafts of Chapters I and II were mailed to interested parties, includIng the issues and alternatives 1 through
4.

The Draft EIS was released in December 2000. In the initial mailing, 285 copies were distributed to interested parties.
Approximately 100 additional copies were distributed according to requests during the comment period, December 22,
2000 - February 9,2001. A summary of the comments received, and the response to those comments, is included in the
Appendix to the Final EIS.

After considering the public comments received on the Draft EIS, and comments from other agencies involved, including
the National Park Service, Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, Montana and Idaho State Historic Preservation
Officers, and the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes, Alternative 9 was developed from the preferred elements of the five
alternatives given detailed analysis in the Draft EIS. Alternative 9 is presented and analyzed in the Final EIS as the
preferred alternative.

Copies ofthis Record of Decision and the Final EIS are being distributed to parties on the project mailing list, and also
posted on the Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest and Salmon-Challis National Forest websites.

Issues

Issues were identified through the scoping process, based on review of similar actions, knowledge of the area, discussions
with interested and affected persons, community leaders, and State and local governments, and other Federal agencies
familiar with such actions and their direct, indirect, and cumulative effects. Through scoping, the focus of the
environmental analysis was sharpened, and significant environmental issues were identified. The significant issues were
used to develop alternatives, and other issues and concerns are featured in the analysis in other ways - mostly, in
comparing the effects of the alternatives. Chapter II of the EIS, pages 11-3through 11-6,contains a detailed discussion of
the following issues, and how they were addressed in the environmental analysis:

1. (Significant) How will the historic character and historic features of the National Historic Landmark be
affected?

2. (Significant) How will the recreation opportunities and experiences of visitors be affected?
3. How will public safety and convenience offacilities be affected?
4. How will the site environment be affected?
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5. How will the local sense of place and economic conditions be affected?

6. How will American Indian interests be affected?
7. How will the Roadless area be affected?
8. How will mineral resources be affected?
9. How will the Continental Divide National Scenic Trail be affected?

Alternatives Not Considered in Detail

Page 10 of 19

A total of nine alternatives were considered. Of these, three alternatives were not considered in detail. Pages I1-19 and I1­
20 of the Final EIS describe Alternatives 6, 7, and 8, the three alternatives that were eliminated from detailed study.

Alternative 6 - Widen the road. This alternative would have widened Lemhi PassIWarm Springs Wood Roads to
accommodate two-way traffic over Lemhi Pass. We did not think the expected traffic over Lemhi Pass in the foreseeable
future would justify constructing a 24-foot-wide travelway at this time. The County Road in Montana is planned as a 14­
foot travelway with turnouts and some curve widening between the Bar IT Ranch and the Landmark. It would be
inconsistent to widen the road above this point on the National Forest. There was strong concern from the interdisciplinary
team and the public that the Lemhi pass Road be maintained as a single-lane road, to preserve the character of the cultural
landscape, the feeling of naturalness, and the adventure of the driving experience.

Alternative 7 - Obliterate all roads, remove all facilities. We could not consider eliminating the roads entirely because
the old stage route and dedicated County Road predate the National Forest by about 50 years, and the Forest Service lacks
authority to close such established public roads. We did consider eliminating and relocating roads and facilities in varying
ways in Alternatives 1,2,3,4,5, and 9.

Alternative 8 - Close Forest Road 3980. This alternative would have closed the Continental Divide Road south of Lemhi

Pass and converted it to nonmotorized trail. We did not consider this in detail because such a change would affect travel
management in an area along the Continental Divide National Scenic Trail that is larger than and mostly outside the project
area. Issues related to travel management, CDNST location, and motorizedlnonmotorized use along the CDNST south of
the project area are outside. the scope of the analysis. We considered relocating Forest Road 3980 from Idaho to Montana
within the project area in Alternative 5.

Alternatives Considered in Detail

The Final EIS (FEIS) described and analyzed six alternatives in detail, Alternatives 1, 2,3,4,5, and 9. Alternative 9 was
formulated after review of the Draft EIS, from components of the previously analyzed alternatives. Alternative 9 is the
environmentally preferred alternative.

A detailed description of the alternatives is included in Chapter II of the FEIS, including features common to all
alternatives (pages I1-5 through I1-7), features common to all action alternatives (pages I1-7 and I1-8), and features unique
to each alternative. Table II-I in the FEIS is a summary comparison of the features of the six alternatives studied in detail
(pages I1-21 through I1-33). Maps II-I thorough I1-6a illustrate the various alternatives (pages I1-47 through II-58). Below
is a summary of the alternatives that were considered in detail:

Alternative 1- Initial Proposal. (FEIS pages I1-8 through I1-1O) A rehabilitation treatment approach was presented in
Alternative 1 acknowledging the need to alter or add to a cultural landscape to meet continuing or new uses while retaining
the landscape's historic character. The Landmark would be closed to camping, but picnicking facilities would be provided
at two new parking areas developed near Lemhi Pass. Sacajawea Memorial Camp would be closed, and part of the
existing road to Most Distant Fountain Spring would be closed and converted to trail. Trails and interpretive sites would
be developed at First Waters of the Columbia and at a Westward Viewpoint. Withdrawal of the Landmark itself, a total of
480.41 acres, was proposed.

Alternative 2 -N0 Action. (FEIS pages II-I 0 and II-II) A preservation treatment approach was presented in Alternative
2, which would require retention of the greatest amount of historic fabric, including the landscape's historic form, features,
and details as they have evolved over time. The existing facilities at Lemhi Pass and Sacajawea Memorial Camp would be
reconstructed to meet Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements. The existing withdrawal of328.81 acres
would be maintained.

Alternative 3 - Restoration. (FEIS pages II-II through II-B) A restoration treatment approach was presented in
Alternative 3, which would seek to depict an 1805 landscape at Lemhi Pass by preserving materials from that time and

http://www.fs.fed.us/r1/b-d/feis/lemhi/feis_rod.htm 3/14/02



Page 11 of 19

removing materials from other periods. There would no longer be a constructed road crossing Lemhi Pass. Lemhi Pass
Road and Agency Creek Road would meet at a new location south of the pass. Vegetation within the Landmark would be
manipulated to approximate conditions of 1805. Recreation facilities including Sacajawea Memorial Camp would be
removed from within the Landmark. New recreation facilities would be provided at a North Event Area about 0.8 mile
north of the pass, near the junction of Warm Springs Wood Road and Sheser Creek Road. The Warm Springs Wood Road
between Agency Creek Road and Sheser Creek Road would be closed and converted to trail, as would the road to Most
Distant Fountain Spring. New road would be constructed in upper Trail Creek, connecting Lemhi Pass Road with the
Warm Springs Wood Road in the area of the Sheser Creek Road junction. A 1,105.29-acre withdrawal area proposed
under Alternative 3.

Alternative 4 - Recreation. (FEIS pages 11-13 through 11-15) Alternative 4 presented a rehabilitation treatment
approach, with emphasis on improved access and recreation development. Road configuration would change so that
Lemhi Pass Road and Agency Creek Road would meet at a new location on the Continental Divide south of the pass, and
there would no longer be a constructed road over the pass itself. Parking would be developed immediately east of Lemhi
Pass. A new Sacajawea Memorial Camp would be constructed, and new picnicking facilities would be provided in the
vicinity of Most Distant Fountain Spring. A Discovery Trailhead would be developed in Trail Creek, and an Interpretive
site and trail would be developed at First Waters of the Columbia and Westward Viewpoint. Withdrawal of 480.41 acres
(the Landmark) from mineral entry was proposed.

Alternative 5 - Preferred Alternative in the Draft EIS. (pElS pages 11-16 through 11-18) Alternative 5 would have
followed a rehabilitation treatment approach. Relocation of the Continental Divide Road south of Lemhi Pass from Idaho
to Montana side of the Divide was proposed, along with closing part of the existing road near Most Distant Fountain
Spring. New road construction was proposed to accomplish the changes at the pass and the spring; with recontouring and
naturalizing old roads, the net increase in roads would have been about 0.1 mile. A new Sacajawea Memorial Camp was
proposed, about 500 feet south of the present Camp location. The Camp would be closed to overnight use. Parking near
Lemhi Pass would be developed. A new Westward Viewpoint parking and interpretive site, with trail to an overlook, was
proposed north of the pass near the junction of the Warm Springs Wood and Sheser Creek Roads. Withdrawal of 1,505.29
acres was proposed.

Alternative 9 - Environmentally Preferred Alternative in the Final EIS. (pElS pages 11-18 and 11-19) Based on
comments to the Draft EIS and consultation under the Section 106 process, Alternative 9, prescribes a rehabilitation
treatment approach, as did Alternatives 1, 4, and 5. As in Alternatives I and 2, Alternative 9 continues the basic existing ­
road configuration at the pass. About 0.1 mile of new road (an increase similar to Alternative 5) would be constructed to
provide access to the new location of Sacajawea Memorial Camp about 500 feet south of the present road's end. As in
Alternative 5, the Camp would be closed to overnight use. In addition to a new Sacajawea Memorial Camp, a parking area
at Lemhi Pass (as in Alternative 5), and a Westward Viewpoint parking and interpretive site (as in Alternative 5) are
included. Withdrawal of 1,505.29 acres is proposed (as in Alternative 5).

Environmental Consequences

The detailed analysis of environmental effects of the alternatives is contained in Chapter IV of the Final EIS. Table 11-2,
on pages 11-34 through 11-46 in the Final EIS, is a summary comparison of the environmental effects of the alternatives
relative of the nine issues identified in scoping.

There is an error in this table on page 11-46, regarding effects on the Continental Divide National Scenic Trail (CDNST)
under Alternatives 5 and 9. Under these alternatives, north of Lemhi Pass there would be, in effect, two CDNST routes.
Hikers could follow the established trail, and motor vehicles, bicycles, and pack, saddle and draft stock would use the
Warm Springs Wood Road. The Westward View interpretive trail would not serve as part of the CDNST. Table IT-I,
page 11-31 of the FEIS accurately describes the features of alternatives 5 and 9 relative to the CDNST.

An error is also noted on page IV-16 of the FEIS, in discussion about Cumulative Effects for Wildlife under Alternative 9.
Mistakenly, Alternative 5 is referenced in the second paragraph of the cumulative effects discussion, where Alternative 9
should be cited. The effects are the same for Alternatives 5 and 9, but the FEIS should state: "Alternative 2. would not
include round-the-clock human activity at Sacajawea Memorial Camp ... " in the discussion for Alternative 9.

Public Comments

All comments received throughout the environmental analysis have been retained in the project file. The official seoping
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period for the initial proposal was September 10 - October 15,1999. There were 31 respondents. The interdisciplinary
team reviewed and evaluated the comments, and described the nine issues, and developed four alternatives to the initial
proposal based on the comments. The environmental analysis determined the possible effects of the various alternatives
relative to the issues.

The Draft EIS was released for public comment December 22, 2000. There were 44 responses during the comment period
for the Draft £IS ending February 9,2001. Respondents are listed in Table V-I, Chapter V of the FEIS. Comments on the
Draft EIS have been retained in the project file, and are summarized in Chapter V, Table V-2 of the FEIS. These
comments, along with consultation with agencies and Tribes, led to formulation of the environmentally preferred
alternative, described in the Final £IS as Alternative 9.

Response to Public Comments

Chapter V, Table V-2 of the Final EIS is a summary of the comments on the Draft EIS, and the response to those
comments.

The Selected Alternative

The selected alternative, described as Alternative 9 in Chapter II of the Final EIS, includes features that were common to
all alternatives, features common to all action alternatives, and a combination of special features unique to Alternative 9,
that were selected from features of the first five alternatives. This is the environmentally preferred alternative. The total
features of the selected Alternative, including mitigation and monitoring, are listed above in the Decision.

Decision Criteria

The criteria for making this decision were the nine issues identified in scoping and addressed by the environmental
analysis, and a review of the public comment on the Final EIS, as discussed above.

Rationale for the Decision

The purpose of management at Lemhi Pass is twofold: (1) preserve the historic landscape and route of the Lewis & Clark
Expedition; (2) permit public access and enjoyment of the area. The National Historic Landmark designation for this area
is due to its significance and value in helping us understand the history of the United States and illustrating the nationwide
impact of events or persons associated with the place. Thus, in order to maintain the significance and value of the
Landmark, its resources must be managed in ways that will preserve the historic character of the area, and help the public
understand the history of the United States and the nationwide impact of the events and persons associated with Lemhi
Pass.

The dual purposes of management within the Landmark are reflected in the two significant issues that were dealt with in
the environmental analysis: Issue #1 - How will the historic character and historic features of the National Historic
Landmark be affected?, and Issue #2 - How will the recreation opportunities and experiences of visitors be affected?

The major cultural theme at Lemhi Pass is that of a transportation route. Lewis and Clark followed a "plain Indian road"
over the pass in 1805, in the footsteps of countless American Indians crossing the pass between Lemhi Valley and Horse
Prairie Valley, and ahead of countless more footsteps, wagon wheels, and motorized vehicles using this "gap" to pass over
the Continental Divide in the last 196 years. A secondary cultural theme in the area is recreation, beginning with the
establishment of Sacajawea Recreation Division of the Beaverhead and Salmon National Forests in 1932.

Each alternative was categorized according to its "treatment approach" under the USDI standards for historic properties.
Various combinations of management criteria, management direction, and facilities were considered among the
alternatives. We think the dual management objectives and both cultural themes will best be served by a rehabilitation
treatment approach at Lemhi Pass. We acknowledge the need to alter or add to the cultural landscape to meet new or
continuing uses, but seek to retain the landscape's historic character.

After reading the Final EIS and considering all the public dialogue, the points most important to our decision to adopt
Alternative 9 are:
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• There is general public and interagency support for providing recreation facilities and services at Lemhi Pass,
Sacajawea Memorial Camp, and Westward Viewpoint. Some facilities are needed for public safety and health, as
well as interpretation.

• There was interagency opposition to proposed new road construction included in Alternative 5 under the Draft
£IS, and there was agreement among the parties involved in Section 106 consultation that the road construction
proposed in Alternative 9 is acceptable.

• During the bicentennial years, we want to maximize recreation opportunity at Sacajawea Memorial Camp, and
limiting the Camp to day use will help make this area available to more of the public on a daily basis. In addition,
closing the Camp to overnight camping is in compliance with the Lynx Conservation Strategy. Reopening the
Camp to overnight use will be considered in a separate analysis and NEP A documentation, in the future.

• Though there is public controversy about travel management, including the closure of areas or routes to certain
uses, there is also a need to maintain the undeveloped, natural appearance of the Lewis and Clark National
Historic Trail route in Agency Creek (described in various parts of the FEIS as "Agency Creek Trail"). That
portion of the route west of Lemhi Pass within the Project Area (from the Pass to its crossing of the Agency Creek
Road) will be closed to all motorized vehicles, bicycles, and saddle, pack, and draft stock. As described in the
January 2002 FEIS, the undeveloped, natural appearance of this portion of the route closely approximates the
historic landscape of 1805, and does not currently have a continuous, constructed trail within it. In addition, it is
very steep and rugged, with erosive soils. In the recent past, there has been minimal use of this portion of the
route by pack or riding stock, and no apparent use by motorized vehicles or bicycles. The decision to close the
route to future use by stock, motorized vehicles, and bicycles is made to ensure its continued contribution to the
historic sense-of-place(p. IV-2, 3 FEIS) within the Lewis and Clark National Historic Landmark, and to protect
high quality fisheries habitat in upper Agency Creek (p. IV-17 FEIS).

Below is a discussion of our reasoning concerning the various alternatives:

Alternative 1 - Initial Proposal. The rehabilitation treatment approach presented in Alternative 1 was favored, and
carried over to Alternatives 4, 5, and 9. We believe this is the appropriate treatment for Lemhi Pass, a 'living" landscape
where a steady state of preservation is impossible, and where we lack information sufficient to determine what a "restored"
landscape should look like. We need to meet continuing or new uses while retaining the landscape's historic character.
Alternative 1 did not recognize the value of lands beyond the Landmark boundary to the cultural landscape, but would
have ensured withdrawal of the Landmark itself, a total of 480.41 acres. We think that withdrawal of additional lands
adjoining the Landmark is also necessary to protect the cultural landscape. We thought that the proposed parking areas
with picnic facilities along the Continental Divide near the pass under Alternative 1 would change the recreation
opportunities and experiences provided in the area more than would be desirable in the long term, and opted for smaller­
sized parking areas in other locations. We do not favor closing Sacajawea Memorial Camp as proposed in Alternative 1,
due to its contribution to the historic recreation theme of the area, and the recreation opportunity it offers.

Alternative 2 - No Action. A preservation approach would require retention of the greatest amount of historic fabric,
including the landscape's historic form, features, and details as they have evolved over time. We did not favor this
approach, because it is obvious that the existing facilities are inadequate for present use, and even if upgraded for
accessibility, would become less adequate as use increases. The existing withdrawal of328.81 acres would be, in our
opinion, insufficient to protect the historic character of the cultural landscape. Continuing to permit overnight camping at
Sacajawea Memorial Camp would limit opportunities for visitors in the Most Distant Fountain Spring and Camp area
during the bicentennial years, and would not comply with the Lynx Conservation Strategy.

Alternative 3 - Restoration. A restoration approach would seek to depict an 1805 landscape at Lemhi Pass by preserving
materials from that time and removing materials from other periods. While this approach might sound good at first, when
we examined the consequences of the proposed actions for Alternative 3, we did not favor it at Lemhi Pass. Presently,
there is no solid information about 1805 conditions at the pass that could be used to defme the desired conditions for our
management in the future, or establish vegetation management objectives for the historic landscape. We believe such
objectives could be established in the future, based on further scientific analysis, and adopted through additional NEP A
documentation, but we lack information and analysis to support such a decision at this time. The need to provide for
public access and enjoyment of this historic area does not lead us to favor removing recreation facilities from Sacajawea
Memorial Camp and Lemhi Pass, as proposed in Alternative 3. We believe the American public expects and deserves to
have these kinds offacilities at a National Historic Landmark, and such facilities can be developed in ways that will
enhance the "Trail experience" and understanding of our nation's history while maintaining the historic character of the

landscape. The proposal to establish a new interpretive site outside but adjacent to the Landmark at Westward Viewpoint
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would help accommodate increased numbers of visitors, and this was incorporated into Alternatives 4, 5, and 9 (the final
preferred alternative). The 1,105.29-acre withdrawal area proposed under Alternative 3 would provide good protection for
the cultural landscape, but we felt that the analysis supported a larger area, as described in Alternatives 5 and 9.

Alternative 4 - Recreation. The rehabilitation treatment approach was favored, as mentioned above. As with Alternative
1, we did not think the proposed withdrawal of 480.41 acres from mineral entry would adequately protect the cultural
landscape under the mining laws. This alternative included recreation facilities at all the key features of the Landmark,
plus additional development on Trail Creek, a new campground, and a new horseback riding trail. We decided against the
proposed development in the Trail Creek area based primarily on the proximity to private land. We decided against the
horseback riding trail because, as it was proposed, it did not have adequate trailhead facilities, and could create conflicts
between horseback riders and others at the pass. We did not think the details of the proposal and the analysis were
adequate to support a decision to implement a horseback riding trail at this time, though such a proposal could be
considered in a future NEP A analysis. Generally, the extent of development proposed in Alternative 4 seemed to have
potential to reduce the historic character of the Landmark, so we preferred alternatives with less extensive development
(Alternative 5 in the Draft EIS, and Alternative 9 in the Final EIS).

Alternative 5 - Preferred in the Draft EIS. This alternative had the preferred rehabilitation treatment approach, as
discussed above. We deemed the proposed withdrawal of 1,505.29 acres under the mining laws to be adequate to protect
the cultural landscape. We favored the relocation of the Continental Divide Road south of Lemhi Pass from Idaho to
Montana side of the Divide, for its positive effect on the view and traffic safety at Lemhi Pass. We also favored closing
that part of the existing road near Most Distant Fountain Spring, to improve the aesthetics of that site. With recontouring
and naturalizing old roads, the net increase in roads would have been about 0.1 mile. However, the new road construction
needed to accomplish these benefits at the pass and the spring were not favored by agencies we consulted with during the
Section 106 process, and the road plan for Alternative 9 was acceptable.

Alternative 9 -Environmentally Preferred Alternative. As discussed above, we favor the rehabilitation treatment
approach. We believe the proposed withdrawal of 1,505.29 acres from mineral entry under the mining laws would
adequately protect the cultural landscape for the Landmark. Based on consultation under Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act, we decided in Alternative 9 to continue the basic road configuration we have at present, with an
extension of up to 0.1 mile for Sacajawea Memorial Camp. In addition to Sacajawea Memorial Camp, we included a
parking area at Lemhi Pass, and the Westward Viewpoint parking and interpretive site, all desirable features from
Alternative 5. We feel that Alternative 9 offers adequate facilities for the foreseeable future at Lemhi Pass, leaves the
landscape in a mostly natural condition, protects the historic route of Lewis and Clark, and preserves or enhances the
existing historic character and the "trail experience." We regret the closure of Sacajawea Memorial Camp to overnight­
camping, but feel this is necessary, at least during the peak use period of the Lewis and Clark bicentennial, to maximize
opportunity for visitors during daytime and comply with the current Lynx Conservation Strategy. Ongoing and future
studies will provide more information about the effects of camping on lynx and other species. In the future, the
Beaverhead-Deerlodge Forest Supervisor can consider opening the campground to overnight camping, and make a
decision based on further NEP A analysis ..

Consistency with Other Laws, Regulation, or Policy

The analysis leading to our decision was developed within the framework of the following laws, regulations, and policies:

• The National Environmental Policy Act (NEP A)

• National Forest Management Act (NFMA), the 1986 Beaverhead National Forest Land and Resource
Management Plan, and the 1988 Salmon National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan, as amended

• The National Historic Preservation Act (NHP A) and the Archaeological Resources Protection Act (ARPA)

• The 1868 Fort Bridger Treaty with the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes, the American Indian Religious Freedom Act
(AIRF A) and Native American Graves Repatriation Act

• The Endangered Species Act
• Americans with Disabilities Act and The Rehabilitation Act

• The National Trails System Act, and the Comprehensive Management Plans for the Lewis and Clark National
Historic Trail and the Continental Divide National Scenic Trail

• The Clean Water Act

• The National Highway Safety Act
• Idaho and Montana Noxious Weed Laws, and Federal Noxious Weed Law

• Executive Order 12898, as amended (Environmental Justice)

http://www.fs.fed.us/r1/b-d/feis/lemhi/feis_rod.htm 3/14/02



Lemhi Pass Final EIS - RECORD OF DECISION

• Section 8 of the 1866 Mining Law (R.S. 2477) concerning rights-of-way for public highways
• The General Mining Law of 1872

• National Forest System Road Management Final Rule
• Roadless Area Conservation
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National Environmental Policy Act (NEP A). NEP A provisions and all regulations for implementing NEP A (as required
under 36 CFR 1500) have been followed in the development of the Final £IS and Record of Decision. The Final EIS
analyzes an acceptable range of alternatives, including a "no action" alternative. It also discloses the expected impacts of
each alternative, and discuses the identified issues and concerns. This document describes the decision we have made and
our rationale for the decision.

National Forest Management Act (NFMA). The Forest Plan management direction for the project area is described in
the Final EIS on pages III-I through III-3. NEP A analysis and documentation is included for current project decisions
(including recreation facilities, roads, and trails) and amendment of the Salmon Forest Plan. Future NEPA analysis and
documentation will be required for future site-specific projects.

36 CFR 219.1 O(f) requires us to determine whether a proposed amendment to the Forest Plan will result in a significant
change to the plan. This determination is to be based upon an analysis of the objectives, guidelines, and other contents of
the Forest Plan. Additional guidance for determining the significance is found in the Land and Resource Management
Planning Handbook, FSH 1909.12,5.32. These factors are documented as follows:

• Timing. Identify when the change is to take place. Determine whether the change is necessary during or after the
plan period (the first decade) or whether the change is to take place after the next scheduled revision of the forest
plan. In most cases, the later the change, the less likely it is to be significant for the current forest plan. If the
change is to take place outside the plan period, the forest plan amendment is not required.

This Forest Plan amendment will be implemented in the spring of 2002. Since this plan amendment takes place 14
years into the planning period of the 1988 Forest Plan, and refines Forest Plan Amendment #7 which was signed
July 7, 2000, the Salmon-Challis Forest Supervisor finds it is not a significant amendment.

• Location and Size. Determine the location and size of the area involved in the change. Defme the relationship of
the affected area to the overall planning area. In most cases, the smaller the area affected, the less likely the change
is to be a significant change in the forest plan.

The amendment will affect less than 1,239 acres of the Salmon National Forest. At the core of the affected area are
lands already identified in the forest plan as special management area due to their cultural value. Therefore, this
decision does not significantly change the forest plan.

• Goals, Objectives, and Outputs. Determine whether the change alters the long-term relationships between levels
of goods and services projected by the Forest plan. Consider whether an increase in one type of output would
trigger an increase or decrease in another. Determine whether there is a demand for goods or services not discussed
in the forest plan. In most cases, changes in outputs are not likely to be a significant change in the forest plan unless
the change would forego the opportunity to achieve an output in later years.

The amendment to the Salmon Forest Plan will not significantly alter the long-term relationship between the level
of goods and services in the project area. The proposed action provides additional direction concerning
management activities in the special management area at Lemhi Pass. A change in the boundary for the special
interest ares within MA# 6A at Lemhi Pass is made, based on the are recommended for mineral withdrawal in
Alternative 9. The standardfor recreation opportunities (lb) is changed. A "roaded natural" recreation setting is
to be maintained throughout the Lemhi Pass special interest area. The standardfor mineral withdrawal (3a) is
changed to a recommendation for withdrawal of lands necessary for protection of the cultural landscape of the
special interest area. A standardfor travel management is added (7a) limiting wheeled motor vehicles to
designated routes within the special interest area.

The management goal for Management Area #6A (Lemhi Pass, Salmon Forest Plan) is to protect and where
appropriate, foster public use and enjoyment of the area. Management Area #6.1 (Lewis and Clark Trail, Salmon
Forest Plan) goals are to preserve and protect cultural resources, to provide recreation opportunity oriented to
traveling, understanding, and appreciating the Lewis and Clark Trail while maintaining the Trail's natural

characteristics and historic value, and to coordinate Lewis and Clark trail management activities with other
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landowners, agencies, and tribes to ensure protection and enhancement of the heritage values and recreation

resource values of the Trail. This amendment is proposed to unify the management standards for the Lemhi Pass
Management Area on the Salmon-Challis and Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forests. This will enhance the
above-stated goals, and therefore will not alter the long-term relationships established in the current Forest Plan .

• Management Prescription. Determine whether the change in a management prescription is only for a specific
situation or whether it would apply to future decisions throughout the planning area. Determine whether or not the
change alters the desired future condition of the land and resources or the anticipated goods and services to be
produced.

This amendment to the Salmon Forest Plan will not change the basic management prescription for the Lemhi Pass
and Lewis and Clark Trail management areas. The prescription for the adjoining management areas will not
change. However, there will be an increase in the acreage assigned to the Lemhi Pass management area, and
fewer acres will be assigned to the adjoining management areas than were included in the original forest plan. In
the Salmon Forest Plan, the surrounding management areas are #5B (emphasis on producing long-term timber

outputs) and #8a (emphasizing management of nonforested areas to improve soil and vegetative conditions and
provide forage for domestic livestock). These are site-specific changes that would apply to future decisions in the
planning area, but are minor in proportion to the relative extent of the adjoining management areas.

Based upon an evaluation of these factors, the amendment to the Salmon Forest Plan is not a significant change to the
plans.

In accordance with 36 CFR 219.27(c), special attention is being given to an administratively designated area within lands
covered by the Salmon National Forest Plans. Implementation of this decision will not adversely affect the unique or
special characteristics of the Lemhi Pass National Historic Landmark, as disclosed in Chapter IV of the Final EIS.

The National Historic Preservation Act (NHP A) and the Archaeological Resources Protection Act (ARPA).
Heritage resources have been inventoried and described in detail within the project area (see Final EIS pages III-7 through
III-14), and consultation has taken place in compliance with Section 106 of the NHPA. Based on consultation, a
Memorandum of Understanding (MOA) has been drafted, and we will abide by the terms of the MOA when finalized by
all the signatory parties. The Code of Federal Regulations, Title 36, Part 800, Protection of Historic and Cultural
Properties, details the process followed in consultation and development of the MOA. The Secretary of the Interior's
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (36 CFR 68) are addressed in the EIS, on pages II-5, II-6, II-8, II-lO, II­
11, II-B, II-16, II-18, and II-21. The general effects on heritage resources are discussed on pages IV-2 through IV-9 of
the Final EIS, summarized on page II-34. Alternative 9 would improve the overall integrity of historic character within the
management area due to the mineral withdrawal, and physical changes at Lemhi Pass and Most Distant Fountain Spring. A
plan for monitoring cultural resources within the project area is included in the decision (see Decision, Heritage Mitigation
and Monitoring, above).

The 1868 Fort Bridger Treaty with the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes, the American Indian Religious Freedom Act
(AIRFA) and Native American Graves Repatriation Act (NGRPA). The decision will not affect the productivity of,
nor access to, the lands covered under the Fort Bridger Treaty. Tribes, including the Shoshone-Bannock, Salish-Kootenai,
Blackfeet, and Nez Perce, have been kept informed of the progress of the environmental analysis and invited to participate
in consultation and the Memorandum of Agreement. (See Final EIS pages II-5, II-44, II-45, III-3, III-4, III-I4, and IV-2

through IV-9.)

The Endangered Species Act. Threatened wildlife species (bald eagle, Canada lynx and grizzly bear) as well as an
endangered species (gray wolt) that is considered an experimental, non-essential population in this vicinity were
considered in the environmental analysis documented in the Final EIS. (See pages II-4, II-42 through II-44, III-I7 through
III-22, IV-lO through 18, and IV-4I through IV-46 of the Final EIS). Agency Creek, in Idaho, is historic spawning and
rearing habitat for threatened spring/summer Chinook salmon. The project area does not contain threatened or endangered
plants. The Biological Assessments (in the Appendix to the Final EIS) conclude that implementation of the decision "may
affect but is not likely to adversely affect" grizzly bears and Canada lynx, and would have "no effect" on gray wolves, bald
eagles, or spring/summer Chinook salmon. The U.S Fish and Wildlife Service concurred with the Forest Service
Biologist's fmdings concerning wildlife on June 18,2001.

Plant, fish, amphibian, and wildlife species listed as Sensitive by the Regional Foresters for the Intermountain Region and
Northern Region of the Forest Service were considered in the EIS. Biological Evaluations for sensitive species are in the
Appendix of the Final EIS. Trail Creek, in Montana, contains sensitive westslope cutthroat trout. Sensitive wildlife
discussed in the Final EIS include wolverine, fisher, pygmy rabbit, sage grouse, northern goshawk, great gray owl, and
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burrowing owl. No sensitive plants were identified in the project area, but potential effects on sensitive plant species
known to occur in the area, or in similar habitats, are discussed in the Final EIS. The conclusion of the Forest Service
Biologists is that the decision "may impact individuals or habitat, but will not likely result in reduced viability for the
population or species. "

Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) and The Rehabilitation Act. The need to provide accessible facilities and
programs is discussed in the EIS (pages III-4 and III-5). The standards and guidelines for accessibility are a matter of
Forest Service policy, common to all alternatives considered in the final EIS (page 11-6).

The National Trails System Act, and the Comprehensive Management Plans for the Lewis and Clark National
Historic Trail and the Continental Divide National Scenic Trail. The two National Trails within the project area are
addressed within the framework of the Forest Plans; the management plans for these trails are appended to the Forest Plans
(see Final EIS pages III-I through III-3, and III-5). The possible effects of the alternatives are described in the Final EIS
under Recreation, Chapter IV (pages IV-20 through IV-36) and summarized in Table 11-2,on pages 11-34-41, 11-45 and 11­
46.

The Clean Water Act. Best Management Practices will be applied to ensure compliance with water quality laws. This
requirement is discussed in the Final EIS on page III-6, and included in all alternatives as documented on page 11-6.
Additional mitigation for protection of water quality is included in the Decision as discussed above.

The National Highway Safety Act. Forest development roads that are open to unrestricted public use, including roads
that are seasonally closed, are subject to the Highway Safety Act, and must comply with the applicable Highway Safety
Program Guidelines, as discussed in the Final EIS on pages III-6, III-33 through III-36, III-41, and III-42. The'work
required to ensure that roads in the project area meet the applicable standards is described and analyzed in Chapter IV of
the Final EIS (see pages IV-I,IV-2, and IV-36 through IV-39).

Idaho and Montana Noxious Weed Laws, and Federal Noxious Weed Law. The Final EIS lists the noxious weed
species of concern in Idaho and Montana on page III-6. Some of these weeds are present in the project area, as noted on
page III-18. The Decision includes "aggressive control" of noxious weeds, and preventative measures including topsoil
conservation and revegetation of disturbed areas, and travel management.

Executive Order 12898, as amended (Environmental Justice). Fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all people
in decisions that impact their local environment are evident from the public involvement record for this EIS. Chapter II of
the Final EIS, pages 11-3through 11-5,documents the scoping process that resulted in the issues used in the analysis, and
helped define alternatives. Chapter V of the Final EIS documents public comment on the Draft EIS, and the agency's
response to those comments.

Section 8 of the 1866 Mining Law (R.S. 2477) concerning rights-of-way for public highways. The Final EIS
recognizes that the Lemhi Pass Road and Agency Creek Roads existed in one form or another long before the
establishment of the National Forest. Therefore, complete removal of these roads, as proposed in Alternative 7 of the EIS,
is infeasible (see pages 11-6and III-5).

The General Mining Law of 1872. The Final EIS addresses the geology and minerals, and mineral rights in the project
area in Chapter III, pages III-14 through III-16. Although the area has a high potential for locatable minerals, the known
occurrences (all in Idaho) are of small size and generally low grade. The mineral report concludes, "withdrawal of the
subject lands from mineral entry would provide protection of a significant site from undue disturbance ... while not
adversely affecting the overall availability of mineral resources on public land." Effects of mineral withdrawal are
discussed in the FEIS, pages IV-9 and IV-lO.

National Forest System Road Management Final Rule. The Final EIS describes the requirement for a science-based
roads analysis under the National Forest System Road Management Rule on page III-5. This decision is being made prior
to January 12,2002, and is not subject to the roads analysis requirements.

Roadless Area Conservation. The Final EIS addresses the issues connected withroadless lands within the project area
(see pages 11-5, 11-45, III-32, III-33, III-44, IV-36, and IV-39). The conclusion reached in the Final EIS is that the
delineated roadless area within the project area will not be affected by the selected alternative.

Appeal Rights and Implementation Date

This decision is subject to administrative review under 36 CFR part 215. Any appeal of this decision must be fully
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consistent with 36 CFR 215.14, Content of an Appeal, including the reasons for appeal and must be filed with the USDA
Forest Service, Appeal Deciding Officer, P.O. Box 7669, Missoula, MT 59807 within 45 days of publication of this
decision in the Montana ~andM.d (Butte, Montana) and the Recorder Herald (Salmon, Idaho).

If no administrative appeals are received, implementation of this decision may occur on, but not before, five business days
from the close of the appeal filing period. If an appeal is received, implementation may not occur for 15 days following
the date of appeal disposition.

Contact Person

Further information concerning this decision and the EIS may be obtained from:

Katie R. Bump
USDA Forest Service
420 Barrett St.
Dillon, MT 59725
Telephone: (406) 683-3955
Email: kbumj2@fs.fed.us

Signatures and Date

Isl Janette S. Kaiser 01l07/02

JANETTE S. KAISER (date)

Forest Supervisor
Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest

Isl George Matejko 01/07/02
GEORGE MATEJKa (date)

Forest Supervisor
Salmon-Challis National Forest

Record of Decision Attachment A

Salmon National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan
Amendment #8

Background

The Lemhi Pass National Historic Landmark was recognized under the Salmon National Forest Land and Resource
Management Plan (1988) within Management Area #6A. On July 7, 2000, the Salmon National Forest Land and Resource
Management Plan was amended (Amendment #7) to establish a new Lewis and Clark Trail Management Area (MA 6.1),
along the Lewis & Clark National Historic Trail between the Lemhi Pass and the Lost Trail Pass. The Amendment also
changed some of the standards and guidelines for MA #6A regarding Lemhi Pass National Historic Landmark.

An environmental analysis for a management plan for Lemhi Pass was completed, and documented in a Final EIS released
in January 2002. Based on this analysis, the Salmon-Challis Forest Supervisor decided, on January 7,2002, to amend the
Salmon Land and Resource Management Plan to coordinate and unify management direction on the Idaho side of the
Landmark with management direction for the Montana side.

Decision

The Salmon-Challis Forest Supervisor's decision adds Amendment #8 to the Salmon Forest Plan. This decision will
update the Salmon Forest Plan management direction found in Amendment #7. The changes are indicated in italics, as
follows:
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• A change in the boundary for the special interest area within MA# 6A at Lemhi Pass is made: MA #6A includes the

area recommendedfor mineral withdrawal in Alternative 9 of the Final EIS (see attached Map #1).

• The Forest Plan standard for Management Area #6A, Recreation and Cultural Resources (1b) is changed: A
"roaded natural" recreation setting is to be maintained throughout the Lemhi Pass National Historic Landmark

special interest area.

• The Forest Plan standard for Management Area #6A, Minerals (3a) is changed: Recommend withdrawal of lands
necessary for protection of the cultural landscape of the Lemhi Pass National Historic Landmark special interest
area.

• A Forest Plan standard for travel management in Management Area #6A is added under (5) Roads and Trails: 5b.
Within the Lemhi Pass National Historic Landmark Special Interest Area, wheeled motor vehicles are restricted to

designated routes (standard).

The current Salmon Forest Plan (Amendment #7) contains a standard (6a) for allowing natural fIre that meets historic
landscape vegetation objectives in the Landmark and a guideline (2e) for using prescribed fIre to meet historic landscape
vegetation objectives in the Landmark. At this time, historic landscape vegetation objectives are not established. This
standard (6a) and guideline (2e) for the Landmark are retained to facilitate implementation of any such objectives that may
be set based on future analysis and NEP A documentation.

[I] Maintenance Level 3 = Road open and maintained for travel by a prudent driver in a standard passenger car. Typically low speed, single lane with
turnouts and spot surfacing, or fully surfaced with native or processed material. (Forest Service Handbook 7709.58, 10 (1995)).

[2] In order to address the lack of consistent regulatory standards for accessible outdoor recreation, the United States Architectural and Transportation
Barriers Compliance Board (the Access Board) convened the Regulatory Negotiation Committee (the Committee) on Accessibility Guidelines for
Outdoor Developed Areas in July 1997. On September 15, 1999, the Committee presented its recommendations to the full Access Board. The report is
available from the Access Board's website at http://www.access-board.gov.ltis anticipated that accessibility guidelines for outdoor developed areas
will be adopted as part of the Americans with Disability Act, and when the final rule is published, it will be the basis of Forest Service accessibility
policy. In the interim the proposed accessibility guidelines, from the September recommendations, will be used for all aspects of planning, designing,
inventorying, and monitoring Forest Service recreation facilities, site furnishings, and trails. A report of the Committee is available on the internet at
http://www.access-board.gov/outdoor/outdoor-rec-rpt.htm.
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Land and Resource Management Plan
Salmon National Forest

1988 Plan

'. ~ ~.LJ.nAmendlnen l ff ":7

Page Code
Reference Pages: IV-156 to IV-157 for Management Area 7B

Amendment

Whenever the Frank Church-River of No Return Wilderness (FC-RONR) Management
Plan is referenced, use the revised Frank Church-River of No Return Wilderness
Management Plan (12/2003).

Reason for Amendment

Previous direction in the:

1. Frank Church-River of No Return Wilderness Management as amended, July
1994;

2. Middle Fork of the Salmon River Management Operating Plan (5/20/93); and
3. Salmon Wild & Scenic River Management Plan (3/30/82)

is now consolidated into a single management plan with corrections, changes and
amendments.

I
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Acting F9 st Supervisor
Salmon- . hallis National Forest
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the Salmon National Forest And Finding of Non-Significant Amendment of the Land and 

Resource Management Plan for the Challis National Forest 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

USDA Forest Service 
Salmon-Challis National Forest 

Idaho

Amendment #10



 
Background 
 
The Forest Supervisor for the Salmon-Challis National Forest (S-C NF)has determined the 
need to reevaluate and refine the Management Indicator Species list for the Salmon and 
Challis Land and Resource Management Plans. In ways that improve its reliability, efficiency, 
and cost-effectiveness in meeting information needs for the biological effects of active 
management. 
 
Management Indicator Species (MIS) are defined as “plant and animal species, communities, 
or special habitats selected for emphasis in planning, and which are monitored during forest 
plan implementation in order to assess the effects of management activities on their 
populations and the populations of other species with similar habitat needs which they may 
represent” (FSM 2620.5). The role of management indicator species in National Forest 
planning is described in the 1982 implementing regulations for the National Forest 
Management Act (NFMA) of 1976: 
 

“In order to estimate the effects of each [Forest Plan] alternative on fish and wildlife 
populations, certain vertebrate and/or invertebrate species present in the area shall be 
identified and selected as management indicator species and the reasons for their selection 
will be stated. These species shall be selected because their population changes are 
believed to indicate the effects of management activities. In the selection of management 
indicator species, the following categories shall be represented where appropriate:  
Endangered and threatened plant and animal species identified on State and Federal lists 
for the planning area; species with special needs that may be influenced significantly by 
planned management programs; species commonly hunted, fished or trapped; non-game 
species of special interest; and additional plant or animal species selected because their 
population changes are believed to indicate the effects of management activities on other 
species of selected major biological communities or on water quality (36 CF 219.12(a)(1)).” 
 

These regulations require the use of MIS populations to reflect the effects of management 
activities on habitats and population trends. Since adoption of the Forest Plans, Biologists 
have learned that some of the original MIS occur too infrequently to be reliable indicators for 
the purposes or habitat types they were selected to represent. Some have proven impractical 
to monitor economically or efficiently, while others have turned out to be poor indicators due to 
many different factors affecting populations. Biologists have also found there are species not 
listed as MIS that appear to be good substitutes for some of those species that now seem 
inadequate. 
 
Decision and Reasons For the Decision 
 
Based upon my review of the Environmental Assessment and supporting documents, I have 
decided to implement Alternative 3: Amphibian Alternative. This alternative replaces the 
existing list of Management Indicator Species for both the Land and Resource Management 
Plan for the Salmon National Forest (Table 1) and the Land and Resource Management Plan 
for the Challis National Forest (Table 2), and clarifies monitoring and evaluation procedures 
associated with each of the selected species. The species selected in Alternative 3 include, (1) 
Pileated Woodpecker as MIS for the coniferous community/habitat type; (2) Greater Sage-
Grouse for the sagebrush community/habitat type; (3) Columbia Spotted Frog for the riparian 
habitat/community type; and (4) Bull Trout for the aquatic habitat/community type. This would 
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bring both Forest Plans in line with new information and current interpretations of agency 
regulations and policies concerning MIS, and make the lists consistent for both Forests.  
 

Table 1. Management Indicator Species in the Salmon Land and Resource Management Plan 

Common Name Scientific Name 

Rocky Mountain Elk Cervus elaphus 
Mule Deer Odocoileus hemionus 
Bighorn Sheep Ovis canadensis 
Mountain Goat Oreamnos americanus 
Pine Marten Martes americana 
Pileated Woodpecker Dryocopus pileatus 
Vesper Sparrow Pooecetes gramineus 
Yellow Warbler Dendroica petechia 
Ruby-crowned Kinglet Regulus calendula 
Goshawk Accipiter gentilis 
Great Grey Owl Strix nebulosa 
Yellow-bellied Sapsucker Sphyrapicus nuchalis 
Pygmy Nuthatch Sitta pygmaea 
Brown Creeper Certhia americana 
Mountain Bluebird Sialia currocoides 
Anadromous Fish (salmon and steelhead) Oncorhynchus tshawytscha, O. mykiss, O. nerka 
Trout (all species combined) Oncorhynchus mykiss, O. clarki, Salvelinus confluentus
Aquatic Macroinvertebrates***  
***Specific genus and species to be identified at the project level 
 

Table 2. Management Indicator Species in the Challis Land and Resource Management Plan 

Common Name Scientific Name 

Rocky Mountain Elk Cervus elaphus 
Mule Deer Odocoileus hemionus 
Bighorn Sheep Ovis canadensis 
Mountain Goat Oreamnos americanus 
Red Squirrel Tamiasciurus hudsonicus 
Big Sagebrush and Sub-species  Artemisia tridentata, vaseyana, wyomingensis 
Bitterbrush  Purshia tridentata 
Bluebunch Wheatgrass  Agropyron spicatum 
Idaho Fescue  Festuca idahoensis 
Western Yarrow  Achillea millefolium 
Canadian Thistle  Cirsium arvense 
Rainbow Trout Oncorhynchus mykiss 
Cutthroat Trout Oncorhynchus clarki 
Bull Trout Salvelinus confluentus 
Steelhead Oncorhynchus mykiss 
Chinook Oncorhynchus tshawytscha 
Mayfly  Rhithrogena spp. 
Mayfly  Epeorus spp. 
Mayfly  Ephemerella doddsi 
Stonefly Zapada spp. 
Mayfly  Ephemerella inermis 
True Fly  Chironomidae spp. 
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Alternative 3 also keeps the habitat requirement information in both existing plans for species 
that were MIS.  
 
When compared to other alternatives, Alternative 3 best achieves the purpose and need of 
meeting requirements for monitoring wildlife habitat and the use of MIS (36 CFR 219 
subsection 19).  
 
Population data for the pileated woodpecker is currently available or protocols exist for 
collection of scientifically credible data. Pileated woodpeckers are detected by the annual 
Breeding Bird Surveys that are conducted on this forest each year, in conjunction with a large-
scale national monitoring effort for birds. This bird is a loud, vociferous species that is easily 
detected by “point count transects”, several of which have been conducted on at least one 
Ranger District. The relationship of this species with mixed conifer forests communities 
containing large diameter live trees, standing dead and down logs, particularly in multi-storied 
stands, is fairly well understood, as is the effect of timber management activities on the 
characteristics of such stands. Pileated woodpeckers commonly occur in the ponderosa pine, 
Douglas-fir and mixed pine and fir stands where most forested vegetative management occurs 
on this forest, and are affected by changes in habitats they provide. 
 
Population data for the greater sage-grouse is currently available or protocols exist for 
collection of scientifically credible data. Greater sage-grouse have been monitored, primarily 
via lek counts, for several decades on this forest and adjacent public and private lands. The 
protocol for this monitoring effort is well established and used throughout the range of this 
species. These efforts are conducted by the Idaho Department of Fish and Game (IDFG), in 
conjunction with Forest Service (FS) and Bureau of Land Management (BLM) personnel and 
population data collected are housed by them but readily available to interested parties. This 
species occurs in the heart of western grazing lands and much research has been conducted 
concerning the relationship of this species to sagebrush communities and the effects of 
vegetative manipulation on source habitats. 
 
Population data is currently available for the Columbia spotted frog and protocols exist for 
collection of scientifically credible data. As a Forest Service Sensitive Species in Region 4 and 
on the S-C NF, the Columbia spotted frog has been the subject of considerable inventory and 
monitoring effort for the past decade. This species is known to occupy slow-moving cool water 
streams, beaver ponds and marshy edges of lakes across the forest and have been found to 
use adjacent upland habitats as well. Survey and monitoring protocols for amphibians, 
including this species, are well established and long-term monitoring sites have been selected 
and surveyed across the forest. In addition, species occurrence data has been collected 
concurrently with stream inventory efforts for fish species. The Columbia spotted frog occurs in 
a variety of forest and non-forest communities that are subjected to many different resource 
management activities ranging from grazing to timber harvest and are known to be sensitive to 
changes in habitat parameters such as riparian vegetation, water temperatures and quality.  
 
Population data for the bull trout is currently available or protocols exist for collection of 
scientifically credible data. Bull trout have, since being listed as a “Threatened” species, been 
intensively monitored through a cooperative monitoring program with FS, IDFG, Fish and 
Wildlife Service (FWS), and National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) 
Fisheries and other agencies. Protocols for electro-fishing, snorkeling and redd counts are well 
established and much data has been accumulated. Bull trout occur in streams within virtually 
all coniferous forest communities, which are subject to resource management activities, 
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including timber and grazing.  They are known to be sensitive to stream habitat and watershed 
alterations. 
 
Other Alternatives Considered 
 
Fourteen other species, identified through public comment, were evaluated as possible MIS 
species which included, pronghorn, snowshoe hare, white-tailed jackrabbit, ruffed grouse, 
willow flycatcher, Clark’s nutcracker, aspen, willow, black cottonwood, whitebark pine, 
mountain mahogany, spotted knapweed, leafy spurge, and cryptogamic soils. These species 
were dismissed because population monitoring is lacking, relationships between population 
trends and habitat management activities are lacking, or the species are not associated with 
management areas where habitat manipulation is occurring or allowed.  
 
The Evaluation Assessment focused on the selected Alternative 3, the Proposed Action – 
Alternative 2, and the No Action Alternative – Alternative 1.  
 
Alternative 1  - No Action would keep each existing species and the monitoring and evaluation 
criteria associated with each species in both Forest Plans. It was found that many of the 
species did not meet the criteria for MIS because population monitoring is lacking, 
relationships between population trends and habitat management activities are lacking, or the 
species are not associated with management areas where habitat manipulation is occurring or 
allowed. 
 
Alternative 2 – Proposed Action would replace the existing list of Management Indicator 
Species for both the Land and Resource Management Plan for the Salmon National Forest 
and the Land and Resource Management Plan for the Challis National Forest, and would 
clarify monitoring and evaluation procedures associated with each of the selected species. 
This alternative is very similar to the selected alternative, but includes the beaver instead of 
the Columbia spotted frog to represent the riparian habitat/community type.  
 
Protocols exist for collection of scientifically credible data for the Beaver, but population data 
does not exist. Beaver populations are also affected by hunting which make cause-effect 
relationships between populations trends and management activity effects on habitat difficult 
without the implementation of plan components outlined in the formerly proposed interagency 
beaver management agreement for the Salmon–Challis National Forest public lands. (These 
components call for the determination of existing habitat and activity conditions, potentials and 
preferences for watersheds across the forest, followed by the determination of watershed-
specific beaver management goals and objectives). The task of initiating population data 
collecting and implementing the interagency beaver management agreement would require 
time and resources that are already scarce.  
 
Public Involvement 
 
A scoping letter was mailed September 19, 2003 to the 114 addresses on the Forest Mailing 
list. The proposed action was enclosed with a cover letter inviting comments by October 20, 
2003. Four public letters, three internal comments, one public phone call with comments, and 
one public phone call requesting a copy of the Environmental Assessment were received. 
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Finding of No Significant Impact 
 
After considering the effects described in the Environmental Assessment, I have determined 
that this action will not have a significant effect on the quality of the human environment 
considering the context and intensity of impacts (40 CFR 1508.27). Thus, an environmental 
impact statement will not be prepared. I base my finding on the following: 
 
The disclosure of effects in the EA found the actions limited in context.  
 

1. There are no adverse environmental impacts or beneficial environmental impacts 
although the changes in MIS will provide for improved understanding of relationships 
between management actions and specific habitats. 

 
2. This action has no bearing on public health or safety since it is simply a change in what 

species will be monitored for the purpose of correlating wildlife population trends with 
effects of management activities on habitat. 

 
3. This action has no effect on unique characteristics of the geographic area (historic 

cultural resource, park land, prime farm lands, wetlands, or wild and scenic rivers) 
because which species is monitored to meet MIS requirements will not result in any 
impacts to these resources. 

 
4. The effects of this action on the quality of the human environment are not likely to be 

highly controversial because there is no effect on the human environment. The effect is 
one of improving the use of wildlife population monitoring to understand effects of 
management activities on habitats. 

 
5. The effects of this action are not highly uncertain nor do they involve unique or 

unknown risks because monitoring of the selected species has been conducted 
successfully for a number of years. Monitoring of these species has no effect on the 
species themselves or the resource they occupy. 

 
6. The action is not likely to establish a precedent for future actions with significant effects 

because the action is to choose a species for monitoring that is well-suited to the 
purposes stated for Management Indicator Species. The effects of this monitoring are 
expected to be a better understanding of effects of management activities on habitat 
and population trends and no precedent for future actions with significant effects is 
established.  

 
7. This action is not related to other actions with individually insignificant but cumulatively 

significant impacts because this change in MIS will result in improved compliance with 
36 CFR 219 but will have no environmental effects. 

 
8. The action will have no significant adverse effect on districts, sites, highways, 

structures, or objects listed in or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic 
Places, because the focus of the decision is to replace the monitoring requirements in 
both the Salmon Forest Plan and the Challis Forest Plan Management Indicator 
Species with an updated list that will improve the use of wildlife population monitoring 
to understand effects of management activities on habitats. The action will not cause 
loss or destruction of significant scientific, cultural, or historical resource because it is 
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about which species to monitor for evaluating effects of management activities on 
habitats and populations and results in no environmental effects. 

 
9. The action will not adversely affect any endangered or threatened species or its habitat 

that has not been determined to be critical under the Endangered Species Act of 1973 
because there is no effect other that the potential for improved understanding of effects 
of management activities on habitats and populations. 

 
10. The action will not violate Federal, State, and local laws or requirements for the 

protection of the environment. This action amends the Salmon National Forest Land 
and Resource Management Plan and the Challis National Forest Land and Resource 
Management Plan. 

 
 
Findings Required by Other Laws and Regulations 
 
The National Forest Management Act regulations at 36 CFR 219.10(f) state: “Based on and 
analysis of the objectives, guidelines, and other contents of the forest plan, the Forest 
Supervisor shall determine whether a proposed amendment would result in a significant 
change in the Plan.” The Forest Service Handbook (FSH 1909.12) provides a framework for 
consideration , and section 5.32 lists four factors to be considered when determining whether 
a proposed change to a Forest Plan is significant or non significant: (a) timing; (b) location and 
size; (c) goals, objectives, and outputs; and (d) management prescriptions. I have evaluated 
the proposed amendments and concluded they do not constitute a significant amendment  for 
either the Land and Resource Management Plan for the Salmon National Forest or the Land 
and Resource Management Plan for the Challis National Forest. 
 
(a) Timing: The timing factor examines at what point, over the course of the forest plan period, 
the Plan is amended. The Challis and Salmon Land and Resource Management Plans were 
completed in 1987 and 1988. Revision of these plans is scheduled to begin in 2005, however, 
the revised forest plans may not be in effect for up to five years. The need for a revised MIS 
list is appropriate because that list will be needed until the revision is complete, however the 
changed monitoring is unlikely to lead to significant change in the management actions on the 
Salmon or Challis National Forests compared to the level of actions that have already 
occurred in the last 15 years. The timing factors imply that these amendments are non-
significant. 
 
(b) Location and size: The key to location and size is context, or "the relationship of the 
affected area to the overall planning area." The change in MIS has no direct effect on any 
specific area of the Forest, however this amendment is designed to focus MIS monitoring on 
areas where management activities are most likely to occur. Active resource management at 
this time is limited primarily to those areas that are not currently designated as Wilderness or 
roadless. This is approximately 854,000 acres or 20% of the Salmon-Challis National Forest. 
In terms of location and size, the action of monitoring and evaluating MIS related to these 
amendments does not result in a significant change in the plans. 
 
(c) Goals, objectives, and outputs: This factor involves the determination of "whether the 
change alters the long-term relationship between the level of goods and services in the overall 
planning area". This amendment will not result in any change to levels of goods and services 
in the overall planning area. It replaces the list of Management Indicator Species for both 
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Forest Plans and clarifies monitoring and evaluation procedures associated with each of the 
selected species. No changes to level of goods and services imply that these amendments do 
not result in a significant change in the plans. 
 
(d) Management prescriptions: This factor involves the determination of (1) “whether the 
change in a management prescription is only for a specific situation or whether it would apply 
to future decisions throughout the planning area" and (2), "whether or not the change alters 
the desired future condition of the land and resources or the anticipated goods and services to 
be produced." These amendments do not change any management prescription, nor do they 
change desired future conditions or anticipated goods and services. With regard to these 
factors it can also be determined to be non-significant amendments. 
 
Based on review of the Environmental Assessment and supporting documents and 
considering the above guidance and findings, it is my determination that these amendments 
do not result in a significant change to the Forest Plans and is therefore are non-significant 
amendments. 
 
Implementation Date 
 
This project will be implemented 7 working days after the decision has been published.  
 
Administrative Review or Appeal Opportunities 
 
This decision is subject to appeal pursuant to 36 CFR 217.3. A written appeal must be 
postmarked or received in duplicate by the Appeal Reviewing Officer within 45 days (time 
period begins the day after the notice is published) of the date of publication on the legal 
notice regarding this decision in the Recorder Herald, Salmon Idaho and The Challis 
Messenger, Challis, Idaho. Appeals must meet the content requirements of 36 CFR 217.9 and 
be mailed to: 
 
Regional Forester 
USDA Forest Service 
324 25th Street 
Ogden, Utah 84401 
 
Contact 
 
For additional information concerning this decision or the Forest Service appeal process, 
contact Karryl Krieger, Planning Team Leader, Salmon-Challis National Forest, 50 Highway 93 
South, Salmon, Idaho 83467, (208) 756 5102. 
 
 
 
 
/s/ Lesley W. Thompson      February 2, 2004 
_________________________________    _________________ 
LESLEY W. THOMPSON       Date 
Acting Forest Supervisor 
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